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Abstract

The latest round of the Indian National Family Health Survey
shows that more than one-fourth of the women in India who
have experienced spousal bodily violence say that they never
felt insulted by the action of their husbands. We hypothesize that
this absence of the feeling of insult despite facing bodily violence
indicates the presence of symbolic violence, which manifests
through symbolic channels and cannot be realized without the
complicity of the victim. Feminist writing in India has argued that
gender needs to be considered at its intersection with class and
caste to understand how the control of female sexuality relates
to the organization of production, sanctioned and legitimized by
ideologies. Running instrumental variable probit regression, we
find that once the experience of bodily violence is controlled for,
women from non-poor upper caste households are significantly
less likely to have felt insulted, as compared to women from
other social groups.
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1. Introduction

The fourth and latest round of the National Family Health Survey
(NFHS-4) conducted in 2015-16 in India shows that one-third
of the country’s women, who are or were ever married and
are currently in the reproductive age group, report to have
experienced spousal violence. One out of four women reported
having faced spousal ‘physical’ (but not ‘sexual’) violence. 1
percent reported having faced sexual (but not ‘physical’) violence
and 5 percent reported having faced both. 14 percent said that
they were emotionally abused by their husbands (lIPS and ICF
2017) The figures on domestic violence against women in India
are higher than those of most other developing countries in
South Asia (UN Women 2020).

There is a rich volume of literature highlighting that data on
domestic violence are almost always likely to be underreported.
This is largely due to the normalization of domestic violence
in traditional societies. According to the NFHS-4 Report, the
proportion of women who felt that wife-beating was justified
(52%) exceeded the proportion of men who felt so (42%) in India
in 2005-16 (IIPS and ICF 2017). In his 1869 classic essay, The
Subjection of Women, John Stuart Mill criticized the common
perception that the rule of men dominating women was not
“a rule of force”, since it was “accepted voluntarily” by women
who made “no complaint”, and were “consenting parties to it”
(Mill 1869: p. 24). He argued that while many women actually
protested against male domination, there were many others who
silently cherished similar aspirations. He further conjectured that
the number of women who “would cherish them, were they not so
strenuously taught to repress them as contrary to the proprieties
of their sex” was even greater (Mill 1869: p. 26). More than a
century later, Sen (1995) wrote about the perceived legitimacy of
gender inequalities within the household, noting that patriarchal
institutions thrive by “making allies” out of women-the ones who
have “most to lose from such arrangements” (p. 260). On a
similar note, (Nussbaum 2005) discusses that one of the worst
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repercussions of violence against women is to enlist women
themselves as “accomplices”. Victims of domestic violence may
feel the physical pain, without experiencing the mental agony
that comes with a perception of one’s rights being violated.
Some forms of violence may not be recognized as “violence at
all” to a woman, who has been “thoroughly taught” to accept it
as women’s fate (Nussbaum, 2005: p. 175).

This may be interpreted with reference to Pierre Bourdieu’s
“paradox of doxa”, the fact that the established order of the
world (“with its one-way streets and its no-entry signs”) is broadly
accepted and respected, such that even “the most intolerable
conditions of existence” are often “perceived as acceptable and
natural” (Bourdieu 2001: p.1). Masculine domination, which is
sustained through such a paradox, results from what Bourdieu
terms as “symbolic violence” (p. 2). This form of violence operates
through symbolic channels (such as language and lifestyle) and
is imperceptible even to the dominated or the victim (Bourdieu,
2001). Krais (1993) points out that this “subtle, euphemized,
invisible” form of violence (p. 172), though misrecognized by the
victim, is socially recognized and accepted. Symbolic violence
cannot be realized without the complicity of the dominated.
Nevertheless, Bourdieu (2001: p34) cautions that it would be
naive to understand symbolic violence as “spiritual violence”,
the opposite of actual bodily violence, bereft of any ‘“real
effect”. Agarwal (1997) illustrates that in the context of gender
relations and women’s bargaining power within and outside
the household, “doxa” would correspond to the existing social
norms and practices around gender. Mukhopadhyay (2017)
argues that the public discourse on domestic violence in India
has excessively focused on ‘“visible external injuries on the
female body”. While bodily injuries are the outcomes of certain
violent “acts”, the experience of domestic violence is generally
a process of sustained, symbolic domination.

Another important issue here is that women’s experiences and
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responses vary across the social spectrum at the intersections
of gender with the other dimensions of social power such as
class and race (caste in the Indian context). Crenshaw coined
the term ‘“intersectionality” (Crenshaw 1989) to challenge the
mainstream discourse that looked at identity categories across
single axes of social power as “vestiges of bias or domination”
and overlooked differences within such categories (Crenshaw
1991). Failing to recognize intra-group differences would be
detrimental in the context of violence against women since the
experience of violence is often shaped by the simultaneous and
complex interactions of the other identities of women, namely
class and race, Crenshaw (1991) argued. Feminist writing in
India has likewise argued that gender needs to be considered
at its intersection with class and caste (a stratification unique to
India) to understand how the control of female sexuality relates
to the organization of production, sanctioned and legitimized
by certain ideologies (Chakravarti, 2018/2003). Agarwal (1997)
argues that in certain regions of South Asia, the “class factor”
determines what women perceive as self-interest, distinct from
that of the household. While studies addressing the issue of
intersectional inequalities have mostly adopted qualitative
methods, quantitative attempts to measure and understand
intersectionality (mainly in the context of health outcomes) have
been recent and few (Sen, lyer, and Mukherjee 2009).

In this paper, we use the difference between two types of self-
reported experience of spousal violence by women (bodily
(physical and sexual) and emotional) as the vantage point of
our analysis. This is done to address the issue of normalization
of spousal violence and symbolic domination. Surveys collecting
data on domestic violence (large scale surveys such as the
Demographic and Health Surveys (DHS) conducted in various
countries, including the Indian NFHS and small scale surveys in
different localized settings) typically ask questions on physical,
sexual and emotional violence and studies analyzing these
surveys often end up in finding the ‘determinants’ or ‘correlates’
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of ‘any’ violence (meaning the union of the different types of
violence) or ‘each type of violence (Tenkorang et al. 2013;
Ahmad, Khan, and Mozumdar 2019; Jungari and Chinchore
2020). However, feminist scholars have shown that bodily
violence often results in a fuzzy understanding of the victim
about her body and her “separative self” and the perception of
the violator’s autonomy or identity (Nedelsky 1990). It may even
lead to aggression on one’s own self such as suicide, self-harm,
denial of food or negligence of diseases (Karlekar 1998). Many
studies discuss that physical violence lowers the victim’s self-
esteem and confidence (Hilberman and Munson 1977; Agarwal
and Panda 2007; DeRiviere 2008). Reviewing the literature in
the Indian context, we find that though women who experience
physical violence are more likely to have poorer mental health
outcomes (Kumar et al. 2005), emotional violence inflicted by
the husband is often misrecognized (Mukhopadhyay 2017) and
is acknowledged only in extreme circumstances, such as when
the woman dies (Lodhia 2009).

In this paper, we address the interconnectedness of bodily and
emotional violence, starting from the normative position that a
woman who reports to have experienced bodily violence from
her husband must also report having felt insulted or made
to feel bad about herself. We test this hypothesis using the
NFHS questions on bodily violence, which are direct in spirit
and focus on the husband’s action, and those on emotional
violence, which stress on how the woman felt, irrespective of
the particular act of the husband leading her to feel so. The
NFHS questionnaire thus enables us to find out empirically, if
facing bodily violence necessarily leads to a feeling of insult.
We assume that the absence of such a feeling would confirm
that there is symbolic violence, with women accepting male
domination as the norm. Though sociologists have discussed
the importance of understanding intersectional positionalities of
women in studying their experiences of violence, we are not
aware of any previous attempt to capture this quantitatively.
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Controlling for women’s experience of bodily violence, we
examine in what kind of intersectional social settings they are
more likely to not feel insulted. In other words, we try to find out
the simultaneous and complex interactions of caste and class
in shaping symbolic violence.

We use the framework of the familiar bargaining model
of household utility maximization. To address the issue of
endogeneity of variables we use instrumental variables for bodily
violence to assess their effect on the feeling of insult (Tauchen
et al., 1991; Farmer & Tiefenthaler, 1997).

2. Background

The Economics of Intimate Partner Violence

Following Gary Becker’s seminal work on the economic analysis
of the family (Becker 1965), a host of initial studies in ‘New
Home Economics’ treated the family as a co-operative unit
comprising members with altruistic preferences. Time and goods
were allocated between members following the maximization of
the common or unitary household utility. Co-operative bargaining
models followed, where spouses (or partners) were assumed
to have differing preferences and ‘threat points’, meaning utility
from staying within the marriage for each spouse would have to
equal at least the utility that they would obtain from its dissolution
(Manser and Brown 1980; McElroy and Horney 1981; Folbre
1986). Non-co-operative models, however, were more suited
to the analysis of spousal violence (Tauchen, Witte, and Long
1991; Farmer and Tiefenthaler 1997). Tauchen, Witte, and Long
(1991) modeled how the marginal utility of violence for the male
partner varied with changes in his relative bargaining power. For
instance, a rise in the woman’s income increased her reservation
utility and her threat point. Farmer and Tiefenthaler (1997) use a
game-theoretic model of strategic interactions between partners
in a violent relationship, where apart from income, a woman'’s
threat point is also affected by environmental factors determining
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her options outside the partnership. They start with a simple
model where the husband chooses the level of violence and
the net transfers to his wife. In abusive relationships, the man
derives utility from committing violence since it boosts his self-
esteem and sense of powerfulness. While both spouses’ utilities
are modeled as functions of individual consumption, violence
committed (of course in opposite directions) and marital capital
(the spouses derive utility from it only as long as the marriage
exists), the man’s utility also features as an argument in the
woman’s utility function. This is because women often stay in
abusive relationships due to their love for the abusers (Farmer
and Tiefenthaler 1997). The husband chooses those levels of
consumption and violence which maximize his utility, subject to
the budget constraint and the constraint that his wife’s utility
equals her reservation utility so that she stays in the marriage.
Thus, violence chosen depends not only on income and marital
capital (e.g. the number of children), but also on environmental
factors which determine the woman’s prospects outside the
marriage.

Despite their wide applications, one critique of these models is
that they consider threat points as exogenous and static while in
reality, threat points keep changing as the woman'’s self-esteem
diminishes with increasing frequency and intensity of violence
(DeRiviere 2008).

Intersectionality

To understand the stratification of gender along the axes of caste
and class in India, (Chakravarti, 2018/2003) refers to Gerda
Lerner’s pioneering work on the intersection of class and gender.
Lerner (1986) found that in early Mesopotamia, while women from
different economic classes enjoyed varying degrees of economic
freedom, the control of men over female sexuality pervaded
class. Thus, she argued that instead of looking at naive economic
questions, which address only the organization and control of
the production process, an understanding of the dynamics of
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power in the context of reproduction would be more meaningful
(Lerner 1986). Chakravarti (1993; 2018/2003) invokes a similar
framework in the Indian context to understand the intersections
of caste, class and gender, where female sexuality features as
the key input in the process of reproduction. The social order of
“Brahmanical Patriarchy” in India has sanctioned and reinforced
the subordination of women and the lower castes. The caste
system, which is essentially a system of labor appropriation,
formulated codes for gender to serve the motives of the upper
caste male. Caste and gender are inextricably linked, since
the control of the sexuality of the upper caste Hindu woman
is imperative not only for preserving patrilineal succession but
also for maintaining caste purity through endogamy. Brahmanical
patriarchy rests on its acceptance by women, through the
ideology of Streedharma or Pativrata, adhering to which Hindu
upper caste women consider their husbands their careers
and chastity and wifely fidelity the ultimate goals of existence.
Chakravarti (1993) calls this “the masterstroke of Hindu Aryan
genius”, since this became one of the most successful models
of patriarchy, with women themselves controlling their sexuality
and succumbing to male domination. One may theorize this
using Bourdieu’s conceptualization of the paradox of doxa.
Women’s cooperation to preserve the order of property and
status was ensured by ideologies, their lack of economic power,
class privileges and “finally the use of force when required”
(Chakravarti 1993). Chakravarti (2018/2003) discusses how the
lower castes, particularly those with aspirations of upward social
mobility, often emulate the codes of Brahmanical Patriarchy in
modern India.

On the other hand, there has been a paucity of dialogue between
theorists and empirical researchers in global intersectional
scholarship. Sociologists lament that empirical work in this field
often comprises balkanized research, considering the effects
of multiple oppressions as additive (Weber and Parra-Medina
2003). Nevertheless, recent quantitative studies use innovative
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and simple methods to capture the simultaneous and complex
interactions of the different vestiges of power, treating the
intersectional social spectrum as a mix of advantages and
disadvantages (Sen, lyer, and Mukherjee 2009; Chakraborty and
Mukhopadhayay 2017; Mukhopadhyay and Chakraborty 2018).

3. Data and Methods

Data

We use data from the fourth and latest round of the Indian NFHS,
conducted in 2015-16. Standardized questionnaires, sample
designs and field procedures are used, following the general
DHS format. In each Indian state, the rural sample is selected in
two and three stages in rural and urban areas respectively. The
Primary Sampling Units (PSUs) are villages in rural areas and
municipal wards in urban areas. The NFHS covers a nationally
representative sample of women aged between 15 and 49 years.
The module on domestic violence was administered to 83,397
women, and data was missing for 17,384 women. We use
sample weights, specific to the estimation of domestic violence,
as provided in NFHS-4.

Variables

Dependent Variables

We take two indicators of bodily violence, physical and sexual.
The indicator for emotional violence is having felt insulted
or made to feel bad about oneself. The NFHS questionnaire
contains two other questions on emotional violence, namely if
the respondent felt humiliated by her husband in front of others
and if she felt threatened that she or her close ones would
be harmed by her husband. The DHS manual clearly states
that unlike the questions on bodily violence, the thrust of these
questions is not on the particular action of the husband, but on
the perception and feeling of the respondent. However, we do
not consider the variables on humiliation and threat since bodily
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violence is neither necessary nor sufficient for these. Instead,
we begin from the normative position that bodily violence is a
sufficient condition (though not necessary) for feeling insulted or
being made to feel bad about one’s own self.

We have three dependent variables, which are dummy variables
indicating whether the respondent has reported to have faced
bodily violence (physical and sexual) or has felt insulted. The
variables on bodily violence are coded from a series of questions
in the NFHS data pertaining to acts of physical or sexual violence
and take a value of one when the respondent has answered
in the affirmative to any or all the questions in the series for a
specific form of violence . The third dependent variable in our
analysis takes a value of one when respondents report having
felt insulted or being made to feel bad about herself by her
husband.

Independent Variables

Extending on Tauchen, Witte, and Long (1991), and Farmer
and Tiefenthaler (1997) and drawing from the literature on the
demand function for health which also uses the framework of
household choice behavior (Thomas et al. 2017), we classify
our independent variables into 5 categories: a) marital capital, b)
woman’s background characteristics, ¢) husband’s background
characteristics, d) household characteristics and e) environmental
factors. Marital capital includes duration of marriage, total
children born to the respondent and her husband, number of
children born during the last five years, and if the marriage
was consanguineous. We include the woman’s age, education,
employment, property ownership (joint or sole ownership of a
house or land), age gap with her husband and an indicator for
whether their fathers used to beat their mothers as indicators
for the woman’s background characteristics. Employment and
spousal violence maybe endogenous, in that the incidence of
spousal violence may affect women’s labor market behavior
(Bhattacharya 2015). We run our analysis with and without the
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employment status of women in our vector of covariates to
check if there are substantive changes in our results between
the two specifications. Indicators for husband’s background
characteristics comprise his employment, education and a
dummy for whether he drinks alcohol. Household characteristics
include the respondents’ wealth status, social group, type of
place of residence (rural/urban), region of residence, and family
size. While variables like respondents’ attitude towards beating,
husbands’ control issues and exposure to print and television
media can be important in explaining violence towards women,
the direction of causality between these variables and our
indicators of violence can work both ways. To avoid endogeneity
concerns, we calculate the mean value of these variables at the
PSU level and subsequently create a dummy to indicate when
this average value takes a value greater than the median of its
distribution. These variables constitute the environmental factors
in our model. To examine intersectionality, we replace the social
group and class categories (the latter reduced to a binary: poor/
non-poor) using intersectional dummies, which we describe in
the next section.

Methods

Empirical Strategy

We estimate respondents’ probability of reporting bodily (physical
and sexual) violence with two separate probit regressions using
the following specification:

Vi=BX;+u, vi=1..n (1)

Since we use the same model to predict the probability of
reporting physical and sexual violence, V,in turn stands for the
probability of reporting physical violence and sexual violence
respectively and X; is our vector of independent variables. The
sign on the estimated coefficient 8 is the direction in which each
regressor in our model affects the probability of reporting either
kind of bodily violence.
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Our main hypothesis posits that a woman who reports to have
experienced bodily violence must also report feeling insulted.
However, in attempting to empirically test this in a regression
framework, we run into problems of endogeneity since the same
variables which we use to explain the probability of reporting
bodily violence are important in explaining the probability of
respondents’ report of feeling insulted as well, in addition to
the report of bodily violence itself. In order to circumvent this
potential problem, we instrument for respondents’ report of
physical and sexual violence by their PSU level aggregates in a
manner similar to the one we used for constructing the indicators
for environmental factors influencing report of bodily violence.
To calculate these PSU level statistics, we use the proportion
of respondents who have reported physical or sexual violence
at the PSU level and subsequently create a dummy to indicate
when this proportion takes a value greater than the median of its
distribution. We then use an instrumental variable probit model
to estimate the following equation

E=aZ+BX +e yi=1..n )

Where E, is the probability of reporting insult, Z is a two-
dimensional vector containing the binaries for physical and sexual
violence aggregated at the PSU level serving as instruments for
respondents’ report of physical and sexual violence, and X;is the
same vector of controls as in the previous regression.

Capturing Intersectionality

In an alternative specification, we follow the method developed
by Sen, lyer, and Mukherjee (2009) to study intersectional
differences in the reporting of violence. This method requires the
creation of a set of dummy variables and testing the differences in
the coefficients to capture within-group differences. Regressions
can then be run on these dummies and other relevant control
variables and the differences between the dummies can be tested
statistically. The matrix of dummies thus created is described in
Table 1.The uniqueness of this approach lies in the fact that such
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differences can be tested without running numerous regressions
with limited comparability. We repeat regressions (1) and (2) by
replacing the separate wealth and social categories with the
dummies listed in Table 1, treating non-poor Hindu Upper Caste
(NPHUC) women as the reference group.

Additional Robustness Checks

We test the robustness of our results with ordered probit
specifications using the frequency of each type of bodily violence
reported rather than the binary of occurrence of spousal violence
during the respondent’s lifetime.

Sensitivity Analysis

We test the effect of intersectional positionalities of women on
their likelihood of reporting insult by running probit regressions
(and also ordered probit regressions) separately for two sub-
samples of women, those who reported facing bodily violence
and those who did not.

4. Results & Discussion

Sample Characteristics

Table 2 shows how the respondents in our sample are distributed
across our independent variables. Around 23 percent of the
respondents who were selected for the domestic violence
module of NFHS-4 had missing responses to the questions of
domestic violence. The distribution of the missing sample is
similar to that of the non-missing sample across regions, wealth
and social groups, but is heavily concentrated in the younger
age groups (64 percent in 15-19 and 27 percent in 20-24) and
women with a secondary education (65 percent). Only 8 percent
of the respondents overall and most notably, only 23 percent of
the women who report having faced either physical or sexual
violence felt insulted or were made to feel bad about themselves.
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Factors Affecting Bodily (Physical and Sexual) Violence and the
Feeling of Insult

Table 3 and Table 4 show results from the probit regressions
of bodily violence and instrumental variable probit regression of
the feeling of insult on our vector of regressors.

Marital Capital

Our results contradict the findings of previous studies (Agarwal
and Panda 2007) which show that the likelihood of violence
decreases with increase in the duration of marriage. We find
that while the likelihood of physical violence is higher for longer
duration of marriage, duration of marriage is not significantly
associated with the likelihood of women reporting sexual violence
or having felt insulted.

Panda and Agarwal (2005) argue that having more children may
have a dubious effect on the likelihood of violence. While having
more children may offer the women support and protect her from
violence, it would also mean greater demands of childcare and
constriction of space, thus leading to greater stress and spousal
violence. Tauchen, Witte, and Long (1991) show that while
increase in the total number of children increases the likelihood
of reporting violence, the number of younger children reduces
it. However, we find that while women with more children are
more likely to face bodily violence, they are less likely to report
having felt insulted. Those who have children born in the last five
years are also more likely to face bodily violence and less likely
to report insult. These are the women who have greater stakes
in the marriage or whose fallback options may be particularly
weak (Agarwal 1997), so that they are more likely accept bodily
violence without feeling insulted.

We find that women in consanguineous marriages are subject
to higher risks of facing bodily violence and feeling insulted.
Weimer (2019) finds the same and explains that this contrasts
with the situation in other countries because of the practice of
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dowry in India. In consanguineous marriages, the groom’s family
is better informed about the economic condition of the bride’s
natal family and violence is resorted to for extorting payments
from them.

Woman’s Background Characteristics

(Bhattacharyya, Bedi, and Chhachhi 2011) point out that a
woman’s education may affect her likelihood of facing violence
in different ways. It may reduce violence through its income-
augmenting effects, thus strengthening the woman'’s exit options.
Again, higher education meaning higher awareness of the
woman may challenge the male ego and trigger violence. We do
not find support of the latter hypothesis and find that a woman’s
educational attainment reduces the likelihood of facing bodily
violence and feeling insulted.

The link between a woman’s employment status and her risks
of facing violence has been much discussed in the literature. In
line with most previous studies, we find that employed women
are more likely to face bodily violence and feel insulted (Vyas
and Watts 2008). However there are studies which qualify that
only regular employment of women reduces the likelihood of
violence (Panda and Agarwal 2005; Agarwal and Panda 2007).
Moreover, Bhattacharyya, Bedi, and Chhachhi (2011) discuss
that the woman’s employment status and domestic violence are
possibly endogenous and use caste, number of male and female
children, and type of family as instruments. Bhattacharya (2015)
hypothesizes a reverse causality between spousal physical and
sexual violence and the likelihood of employment. Aware of the
issues of potential endogeneity, we drop the variable of woman'’s
employment in an alternative specification and find that our major
findings remain unaltered (results not reported).

Panda and Agarwal (2005) and Agarwal and Panda (2007)
highlight the importance of property ownership by women as
deterrents of domestic violence since immovable property like
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land and house boost the woman’s self-esteem and strengthen
her threat point. However, Bhattacharyya, Bedi, and Chhachhi
(2011) highlight the possibility of control-fuelled violence when
the wife is a property-owner. Our results also indicate the
existence of multiple channels through which property ownership
affects the likelihood of facing violence. We find that though the
risk of facing bodily violence is lower for a woman who owns land
alone or jointly, there is no significant difference in her likelihood
of feeling insulted, as compared to a woman who does not own
land. However, while a woman owning a house is less likely to
report sexual violence and insult, house ownership does not
affect the probability of her reporting physical violence.

We find that compared to younger women, older women are less
likely to report having faced bodily violence but more likely to
have felt insulted. It may be because younger women have lower
threat points and limited fallback options in the society. We also
see if the age gap between the spouses has a significant effect
on the likelihood of violence. Panda and Agarwal (2005) and
Agarwal and Panda (2007) find that greater age gaps between
the husband and the wife are associated with lower likelihoods
of violence. They hypothesize that this is because a man may
have lower expectations from a much younger wife and find less
faults with her. They also discuss the alternative possibilities; an
older man may be more impatient and violent with his wife. Our
findings interestingly show that the probability of facing physical
violence decreases while that of facing sexual violence and insult
increases when the age gap between respondents and their
husbands increases.

Studies have shown that women who witnessed their mothers
being beaten by their fathers are more likely to accept spousal
violence as the norm (Hilberman and Munson 1977; Agarwal
and Panda 2007; Panda and Agarwal 2005). Our results confirm
this finding, with such women reporting greater risks of bodily
violence and lesser chances of feeling insulted.
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Husband’s Background Characteristics

Husband’s education reduces the probability of facing violence
and feeling insulted. The risk of sexual violence and the
likelihood of feeling insulted decreases for respondents whose
husbands are employed. These findings probably reflect the fact
that marital stress is lesser in families that are better off (Panda
and Agarwal 2005). However, we find that the risk of physical
violence is higher for those respondents whose husbands are
employed in clerical, sales, agricultural or manual occupations
as against those who are unemployed. In line with the findings
of Rao (1997) and Palmer et al. (2016), we find that if the
respondent’s husband drinks alcohol then her likelihood of facing
bodily violence and feeling insulted increases.

Household Characteristics

Agarwal and Panda (2007) hypothesize that violence would be
less likely in economically better-off households. Lower economic
status implies greater sharing of consumption goods and space.
Moreover, richer households in India employ domestic help for
carework and housework. This implies a lower scope of spousal
conflict around the performance of household chores. We too find
that women on the lower end of the socio-economic spectrum
are at a higher risk of reporting physical and sexual violence
and to have felt insulted. Women from poorer households are
more likely to report having faced both kinds of bodily violence
and also to have felt insulted, as are women belonging to the
SCs. Interestingly however, once other correlates are controlled
for, women from Hindu ST households are less likely to report
physical violence, while their probability of reporting sexual
violence or having felt insulted does not significantly differ from
Hindu upper caste women. Traditional tribal societies have been
characterized by exemplary co-operation between genders in
work and in community, though scholars have observed a
deterioration of such values over time (Agarwal 1997). The exit
options might be stronger for these women because they have
lesser stakes to be lost if the marriage breaks. Hindu OBC
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women do not differ significantly in their likelihood of reporting
bodily violence or insult. Muslim women are more likely to report
sexual violence than women who are from the Hindu upper caste
while the likelihoods of reporting physical violence and insult
are not significantly different between the two groups. Women
belonging to other religious groups are more likely to report
sexual violence but less likely to report physical violence and
insult than Hindu upper caste women.

Scholars have argued that caste, kinship and gender roles
vary widely between the northern and the southern states
of India. While the North Indian kinship system is based on
village exogamy and lower empowerment of women, women
have much greater autonomy in the South Indian kinship system
(Chakraborty and Kim 2010; Dyson and Moore 1983).However,
feminist scholars from South India have argued that the multiple
disadvantages that women face are sometimes veiled under
better human development outcomes, particularly with reference
to the state of Kerala (Devika and Kodoth 2001). Somewhat
confirming this hypothesis, we find that respondents from the
southern region of India are more likely to report having faced
physical violence and to have felt insulted than all other regions
of the country except the eastern region and the western region
respectively. Respondents from the central regions are more
likely while those from the west are less likely to report sexual
violence than respondents from the south. The probability of
reporting sexual violence by respondents from the north, east or
the north-east does not differ significantly from the probability of
reporting sexual violence by respondents from the south.

The likelihood of reporting physical or sexual violence is lower
if the respondent lives in an urban area. However, women from
urban areas are more likely to report having felt insulted. This
may hint at the relatively weaker exit options for rural women.
While women living in larger families are less likely to have faced
physical violence, family size is not significantly associated with
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their likelihood of having experienced sexual violence or having
felt insulted.

Environmental Factors

While respondents are more likely to report bodily violence if a
majority of respondents in their community feel that wife beating
is justified or have husbands with controlling behavior, they
are also less likely to have felt insulted. This hints at the fact
that social norms are instrumental in shaping women'’s fallback
options and women accept the social order or ‘doxa’ around
gender (Agarwal 1997). The probability of reporting physical
violence increases with PSU exposure to the media (both print
media and exclusive exposure to television). However, the
likelihood of reporting sexual violence or insult is higher if most
respondents in the PSU have exposure to print media but is
lower if they are exposed to television only. The evidence on the
role of exposure to television in shaping gender attitudes in India
is mixed. While our findings seem to support the result of studies
which argue that the content of television programs reinforces
gender stereotypes (Mcmillin 2002), there are contesting studies
on the positive role of television in mitigating gender disparities
in India (Jensen and Oster 2009).

The Effect of bodily violence on the feeling of insult

We hypothesize that normatively bodily violence must be
associated with the feeling of insult. Studies have shown
that facing bodily violence lowers the victim’s self-confidence
(Hilberman and Munson 1977; Agarwal and Panda 2007;
DeRiviere 2008). Women who experience physical violence
are more likely to have worse mental health outcomes (Kumar
et al. 2005). However, the respondent may not feel insulted
even when facing bodily violence due to the normalization and
acceptance of spousal violence in the society. Indeed in the
NFHS sample, we find less than one out of four women who
faced bodily violence reported having felt insulted. However, in
the multivariate specification, the probability of reporting insult
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varies positively with the incidence of physical and sexual
violence (Table 4).

Intersectionality

The results of the models with interactions (column 2 and 4 of
Table 3) show that all social groups among the poor are more
likely to report both types of bodily violence than non-poor women
from Hindu upper caste households. This probably indicates that
the latter being socially and economically privileged, offer less
scope for stress and violence. Among the non-poor, Hindu ST
women and women from Muslim and other religions are less
likely to report physical violence than women from the Hindu
upper caste while Hindu SC women are more likely to do so.
Again, Non-poor Hindu upper caste women are less likely to
report sexual violence than SC, Muslim, and women from other
religions, who are also non-poor. Non-poor ST women and non-
poor women from the Hindu upper caste do not significantly
differ in their likelihood of reporting sexual violence. However,
this result does not hold when we drop woman’s employment
in an alternative specification (results not reported).

Nevertheless even after controlling for the experience of bodily
violence, we find that non-poor Hindu upper caste women are
less likely to report feeling insulted than women from all social
categories, except women belonging Hindu OBCs and those
from other religions (column 2 of Table 4). This indicates that
these are the women who have greater stakes in the marriage
and accept dominance and violence from their husbands as
their lot. In Section 2, we have extensively discussed the
literature suggesting that symbolic violence is omnipresent in
better-off upper caste households (Chakravarti 1993; Chakravarti
2003/2018). This contradicts the general understanding in
sociological literature that the lower castes, particularly those
with aspirations of upward social mobility, often emulate the
codes of Brahmanical Patriarchy in modern India (Chakravarty
2003/2018).
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Studies which do not look into simultaneous interactions of
caste, class and gender often miss out these nuances and
conclude that women who are at the lower end of each axis
have worse outcomes. Intersectional literature on the other hand
enables us to examine how the social spectrum accommodates
combinations of advantages and disadvantages. Advantages
leveraged from a certain axis may be offset by the disadvantages
stemming from other axes which crisscross with each other and
shape norms, attitudes and outcomes (Mukhopadhyay 2015).
Using the intersectional framework, we thus locate the privileged
upper caste households as the major site of symbolic violence
in India, quantitatively validating the insight of historical and
sociological literature on this in the Indian context (Chakravarti
1993; Chakravarti 2003/2018)

Robustness Checks

For the two variables for which we have conducted probit
regressions, we also run ordered probit regression using
the frequency of reported bodily violence (Table A1). In all
regressions, the base category of the dependent variable is no
report of bodily violence, which is compared against the two
higher categories pertaining to reports of infrequent and frequent
violence. The estimates from this regression show that our main
results are robust to the specification of ordered probit models
which take into account the frequency of bodily violence. Some
of the variables (such as the region of residence spousal age
gap and husband’s occupation) lose significance in the new
specification.

Sensitivity Analysis

We run probit regressions of insult using two specifications, the
general model and the intersectional model, separately for the
two groups of women— those who have experienced bodily
violence and those who have not (Table A2). We find that among
both groups of women, those from non-poor upper castes are
not more likely to report having felt insulted, as compared to any
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of the other intersectional categories. Among those who have not
reported facing bodily violence, poor Hindu SC women, poor and
non-poor Muslim women, and poor women from other religions
are more likely to report having felt insulted. Even among women
who have experienced bodily violence, the likelihood of feeling
insulted is not significantly higher among non-poor upper castes,
as compared to any of the other intersectional categories. Poor
and non-poor Muslim women and non-poor Hindu SC women are
significantly more likely to report insult once they have reported
facing bodily violence. We also run ordered probit regressions
of insult on the two sub-samples, accounting for the frequency
of insult and find that our results remain unaltered (results not
reported).

5. Conclusion

Feminist scholars highlight that complicity of the victim often calls
for a layered understanding of domestic violence in traditional
societies (Sen 1995; Nussbaum 2005). Analyzing data from the
latest round of the Indian NFHS, we find that more than one-
fourth of the women in India who have experienced spousal
bodily violence say that they never felt insulted by the action of
their husbands. We hypothesize that this absence of the feeling
of insult despite facing bodily violence indicates the presence of
symbolic violence, which manifests through symbolic channels
and is invisible even to the victim (Bourdieu 2001). Referring to
the historical and sociological analysis of the domination of women
by men in India, we invoke the framework of intersectionality to
locate such violence. Chakravarti (1993;2003/2018) discusses
how the social order in the caste-based Hindu society in
India is self-sustained through the intersections of caste, class
and sex. Brahmanical Patriarchy thrives by feeding on the
systematic domination of the upper caste female, with such
women themselves considering wifehood the ultimate end of
their existence. Indeed, in this paper we find that though the
likelihood of women facing any kind of violence is significantly
lower in non-poor upper caste households, among women who
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have faced bodily violence, women from non-poor upper caste
households are less likely to have felt insulted. We thus conclude
that these households are the major sites of symbolic violence
in India.

However, we would end with the caveat that feeling insulted
may not have direct repercussions on the threat point of women.
Breaking a marriage is seen as a taboo across the social
spectrum in India, since principles of togetherness are valorized
and looked upon as the key to social organization (Kabeer 1999).
Bhattacharyya, Bedi, and Chhachhi (2011) found a lower caste
woman, who was a wage laborer in rural North India, saying that
though she disliked being beaten by her husband, she would still
stay in the marriage, since “only chinnals (characterless women)
leave their husbands”.

Agarwal (1997) explains that it may be misleading to interpret the
absence of overt protest by women as their adaptive preference
or lack of agency, since such an absence does not rule out
the possibility of covert subversion by women. Ethnographic
research has brought out women’s covert responses to gender
inequalities in different cultural contexts. In the Indian context,
Suneetha and Nagaraj (2010) state that an approach focused
on victimhood of women would undermine their ‘strategic battles’
within the institution of family. Indeed, 13 percent of women who
reported having felt insulted did not report having faced any
bodily violence. Conceptually this is the mirror image of the event
of not feeling insulted even when facing bodily violence, and may
reflect women’s recognition of violence even in the absence of
any visible injuries. This bears the promise of emerging as an
interesting area of research.
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Table 1: Intersectional Dummy Matrix

Social | Hindu SC Hindu ST Hindu Up- Muslim  Other Reli-
Group (HST) per Caste gion
Wealth\ | (HSC) (HUC) (Muslim)
Index (Other)
Poor (P) | Poor Poor Poor Hindu Poor Poor Other
Hindu SC Hindu ST Upper Muslim (POther)
(PHSC) (PHSC) Caste (PMuslim)
(PHUC)
Non- Non-poor Non-poor Non-poor Non-poor  Non-poor
poor Hindu SC Hindu ST Hindu Up- Muslim Other
(NP) (NPHSC) (NPHST) per Caste (NPMus-  (NPOther)
(NPHUC) lim)
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Table 2: Sample Characteristics

Characteristics Non-Missing Missing Total
N=66,013 N=17,384 N=83,397
Marital Capital
Duration of marriage?® 15.1(9.4) 3.5(4.3) 15(9.4)
0-5 19.8 1.1 15.6
6-10 17 0.2 13.2
11-25 45.2 0.1 35
Above 25 16.5 0.0 12.8
Missing 1.4 98.6 23.3
Number of children® 2.4 (1.6) 0.0(0.1) 1.8(1.7)
None 9.9 99.8 30.3
One 18.5 0.1 14.3
Two 32.6 0.1 25.3
3-5 34.2 0.0 26.5
6 or more 4.8 0.0 3.7
Presence of own children 43.5 16.7 37.5
under 5
Consanguineous marriage 14.9 0.2 11.6
Women’s background characteristics
Education
No education 32.4 5.4 26.3
Primary 14.3 5.7 12.3
Secondary 42.9 64.7 47.8
Higher 10.4 24.1 13.5
Currently working 25.1 19.2 23.8
Owns land 30.2 20 28
Owns house 40.5 25.3 36.8
Age? 33.2 (8.6) 19.1(4.3) 29.9(9.8)
15-19 3.5 64.4 17.3
(Continued)
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Characteristics Non-Missing Missing Total
N=66,013 N=17,384 N=83,397

20-24 14.9 26.8 17.6
25-29 19.4 5.9 16.3
30-34 17.5 1.5 13.9
35-39 16.6 0.6 13
40-44 14.4 0.4 11.2
45-50 13.7 0.3 10.7
Spousal age difference®? 5.14.2) 5.1(12) 5.14.3)
Father beat her mother 21.1 21.3 21.2

Men’s background characteristics

Age? 38 (9.7) 24.8 (13.1) 379 (9.7)
15-19 0.5 0.4 0.4
20-24 5.7 0.8 4.6
25-29 16.3 0.03 12.6
30-34 16.4 0.02 12.7
35-39 16.4 0.02 12.7
40-44 14.5 0.02 11.2
45-50 13.6 0.05 10.5
Above 50 13.4 0.04 10.4
Missing 5.6 98.6 26.6
Education
No education 19.3 0.2 15
Primary 14.9 0.2 11.6
Secondary 51.5 0.8 40
Higher 14.2 0.2 11.1
Missing 0.00 98.6 22.3
Occupation
Not working 4.2 0.4 3.4
(Continued)

33



Characteristics Non-Missing Missing Total
N=66,013 N=17,384 N=83,397
Professional/Technical/Man- 8.1 0.02 6.3
agerial
Clerical 3 0.0 2.3
Sales 11.6 0.1 9
Agricultural 32.8 0.5 25.5
Services 10.3 0.1 8
Skilled/unskilled manual 29.9 0.4 23.2
Missing 0.0 98.6 22.3
Drinks alcohol 28.8 0.0 22.3
Environmental Factors®
Justifies wife beating (PSU) 52.9(29.6) 49.8 (29.7) 52.8 (29.6)
Husband has control issues 58.7(26.2) 65.3(23) 60.2(25.6)
(PSU)
Reads newspaper (PSU) 38.3(27.2) 43.1(27.7) 39.4(27.3)
Watches TV (PSU) 37(24.8) 34(23.7) 36.3(24.6)
Household Characteristics
Social Group
SC 17.6 17.8 17.6
ST 7.8 6.7 7.5
OBC 38.9 35.7 38.1
Hindu Other 17.2 17.4 17.2
Muslim 13.7 16.6 14.3
Other Religions 4.9 5.9 5.2
Region
North 12.8 15.2 13.4
Central 21.1 25.4 22.1
East 22.7 19.5 22
(Continued)
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Characteristics Non-Missing Missing Total

N=66,013 N=17,384  N=83,397
North-east 3 33 3
West 16 15.4 15.8
South 24.5 21.3 23.8
Urban 34.9 38.7 35.8
Family Size? 5.5(2.6) 5.7(2.3) 5.6 (2.5)
Intersectional Categories
PHSC 8.6 7.7 8.4
PHST 5.3 4.1 5.1
PHOBC 13.3 11.9 13
PHOther 3.1 2.8 3
PMuslim 4.7 5.1 4.8
POther 1 1.1 1.1
NPHSC 8.9 10 9.2
NPHST 2.5 2.5 2.5
NPHOBC 25.5 23.8 25.1
NPHOther 14.1 14.6 14.2
NPMuslim 8.9 11.5 9.5
NPOther 3.9 4.8 4.1
Types of Violence
Physical violence 29.8 - -
Sexual violence 7 - -
Emotional violence 13.9 - -
Insult 8.1 - -
Insult conditional on bodily 22.8 - -
violence
Bodily violence conditional 87.2 - -
on insult

(Continued)
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Notes. ® denotes a quantitative variable whose survey weight adjusted mean
is reported along with its frequency distribution across categories where
applicable.

b Spousal age difference is calculated by subtracting respondent’s age from
the age of her husband.

¢ Environmental factors report survey weight adjusted PSU aggregated
means of each variable. Standard deviations are reported in parentheses.
All other variables are qualitative, whose survey weight-adjusted percent-
ages are reported.

Table 3: Probit regression results of Bodily Violence

(1) (2) (3) 4)
Physical Physical Sexual Sexual
Violence Violence Violence Violence
General Intersec- General Intersec-
tional tional
Martial Capital
Duration of Mar- 0.010"** 0.010"** 0.000 -0.001
riage (18.68) (17.94) (0.32) (-0.01)
Number of chil- 0.052""* 0.056"™ 0.023" 0.025"
dren (31.38) (33.82) (9.66) (10.72)
Presence of 0.084"** 0.086"** 0.048"** 0.051"**
children 5 and (18.36) (18.77) (7.12) (7.48)
younger
Consanguineous 0.094™* 0.091™ 0.165™* 0.161™
marriage (17.13) (16.66) (21.50) (20.98)
Women’s Background Characteristics
Education
Primary 0.04™* 0.03™" 0.044"** 0.038""
(6.58) 4.9) (4.98) 4.3)
Secondary -0.123™* -0.142"* -0.031"** -0.041"*
(-21.35) (-24.86) (-3.68) (-4.9)
Higher -0.325™" | -0.371™" -0.21" -0.231™

(-31.64) (-36.54) (-12.43) (-13.97)

(Continued)
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(D) (2) (3) 4)
Physical Physical Sexual Sexual
Violence Violence Violence Violence
General Intersec- General Intersec-
tional tional
Currently Working 0.12" 0.12™* 0.094™* 0.096
(25) (26.16) (14.12) (14.48)
Owns land alone -0.042* | -0.039"" -0.028*" -0.028*
or jointly (-6.69) (-6.28) (-3.16) (-3.21)
Owns house alone 0.006 0.003 -0.033™* | -0.032"*"
or jointly 0.97) (0.64) (-3.88) (-3.82)
Current age -0.007"** | -0.008™" -0.002™ -0.003™*
(-11.93) (-13.52) (-2.67) (-3.14)
Spousal age differ- | -0.004™" [ -0.004™" 0.002** 0.002"
ence (-8.37) (-8.91) (2.84) (2.45)
Father beat her 0.062"" 0.062"™ 0.037" 0.038""
mother (49.36) (49.59) (24.19) (24.35)
Men’s Background Characteristics
Employment
Professional/ -0.065"* | -0.081"* | -0.063"* | -0.066™""
technical/ (-5.28) (-6.59) (-3.52) (-3.68)
managerial
Clerical 0.039" 0.028 0.000 -0.003
(2.63) (1.96) (0.01) (-0.17)
Sales 0.027" 0.018 -0.13™" -0.133"
(2.50) (1.66) (-8.2) (-8.43)
Agricultural 0.048"** 0.048"** -0.048"** -0.048"**
(4.84) (4.86) (-3.47) (-3.46)
Services -0.06™" -0.07"* -0.069™"* -0.07""
(-5.94) (-6.31) (-4.4) (-4.46)
Skilled/Unskilled 0.020" 0.019 -0.148" | -0.149™
Manual (2.02) (1.87) (-10.65) (-10.69)
Education
Primary -0.012 -0.015 0.015 0.012
(-1.85) (-2.25) (1.65) (1.40)
Secondary -0.053™* -0.063"** -0.024™ -0.031"**
(-9.13) (-10.76) (-2.90) (-3.77)
(Continued)
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) (2) (3) 4)
Physical Physical Sexual Sexual
Violence Violence Violence Violence
General Intersec- General Intersec-
tional tional
Higher -0.122"" | -0.148™" | -0.188™" | -0.204™"
(-13.37) (-16.38) (-13.30) (-14.58)
Husband/partner 0.678"" 0.680™" 0.562™ 0.565™"
drinks alcohol (158.77) (159.29) (93.65) (94.14)
Household Characteristics
Wealth Index
Poorer -0.059"* -0.009
(-9.46) (-1.01)
Middle -0.096™** -0.121™*
(-14.55) (-12.71)
Richer -0.177° -0.127*
(-25.04) (-12.12)
Richest -0.253* -0.099***
(-31.04) (-8.11)
Social group
HSC 0.077"** 0.095"**
(11.19) 9.12.)
HST -0.098™* 0.015
(-11.08) (1.17)
HOBC 0.0124" 0.007
(2.06) (0.71)
Muslim 0.0148" 0.114™
(1.97) (10.04)
Other -0.04™* 0.108™
(-3.85) (6.96)
Region
North -0.171"* -0.182"** -0.011 -0.008
(-22.11) (-23.55) (-0.96) (-0.68)
Central -0.0185™ -0.007 0.047"* 0.055"**
(-2.8) (-1.12) (4.83) (5.72)
East -0.004 0.014" 0.19"** 0.202"**
(-0.61) (2.24) (20.1) (21.61)
(Continued)
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) (2) (3) 4)
Physical Physical Sexual Sexual
Violence Violence Violence Violence
General Intersec- General Intersec-
tional tional
North-East -0.238™* -0.230™ -0.010 -0.008
(-18.55) (-17.85) (-0.51) (-0.45)
West -0.085™* -0.081"** -0.127"** -0.125"*
(-12.24) (-11.56) (-10.98) (-10.82)
Urban -0.073" 0.017"" -0.068™"* -0.020™"
(-14.17) (3.49) (-8.79) (-2.68)
Family size -0.010™* -0.012"** 0.001 -0.000
(-12.33) (-14.67) 0.47) (-0.31)
Environmental Factors
Justifies wife beat- 0.228"** 0.231"** 0.221"* 0.223"**
ing (PSU) (53.86) (54.59) (34.11) (34.38)
Control issues 0.312"" 0.314™ 0.386™ 0.385""
(PSU) (76.69) (77.34) (61.66) (61.70)
Reads newspaper 0.011" 0.003 0.018™ 0.012
(PSU) 2.37) (0.66) 2.74) (1.89)
Watches TV (PSU) | 0.039"** 0.035"** -0.075™** -0.082"**
(9.45) (8.62) (-12.34) (-13.43)
Intersectional Dummies
PHSC 0.245" 0.17"*
(26.69) (12.68)
PHST 0.067" 0.067"*
(6.27) 4.4)
PHOBC 0.161"** 0.043"**
(19.15) (3.43)
PHUC 0.272"** 0.005
(22.35) (0.25)
PMuslim 0.215™" 0.188"
(19.38) (12.01)
POther 0.112"" 0.185"
(5.83) (7.32)
NPHSC 0.136™* 0.058"**
(15.91) (4.39)
(Continued)
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(D) (2) (3) 4)
Physical Physical Sexual Sexual
Violence Violence Violence Violence
General Intersec- General Intersec-
tional tional
NPHST -0.001 0.043*
(-0.07) (2.01)
NPHOBC 0.07"** 0.009
(10.13) (0.79)
NPMuslim 0.0319"* 0.079"**
(3.56) (5.71)
NPOther 0.002 0.085"**
(0.18) (4.66)
Constant -0.899"** -1.082"* -2.004™ -2.075"
(-44.39) (-52.30) (-66.80) (-67.79)
Observations 66013 66013 66013 66013

Notes:t statistics in parentheses. “p<0.05, “*p<0.01, ***p<0.001.

Omitted groups: Education/Husband’s education: No education.
Husband's Occupation: No occupation. Region: South. Wealth:
Poorest. Social Group: Hindu Upper Caste. Intersectional Dummies:
Non-poor Hindu Upper Caste. Estimates are weighted by survey
weights for domestic violence.
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Table 4: IV Probit regression results of Insult

(1) (2)
Insult Insult
General Intersectional
Physical Violence 1.217" 1.215™*
(52.50) (52.37)
Sexual Violence 0.942"** 0.960™
(13.75) (14.06)
Marital Capital
Duration of Marriage -0.001 -0.001
(-0.75) (-0.69)
Number of children -0.017" -0.018"
(-6.55) (-7.27)
Presence of children 5 and younger -0.05™* -0.048™
(-6.95) (-46.76)
Consanguineous marriage 0.071™" 0.071™*
(8.62) (8.59)
Women’s Background Characteristics
Education
Primary -0.121™ -0.116™"
(-12.31) (-11.89)
Secondary -0.013 -0.006
(-1.44) (-0.65)
Higher -0.159™ -0.155"
(-9.35) (-9.25)
Currently Working 0.064™" 0.063"**
9.22) 9.09)
Owns land alone or jointly 0.001 0.004
(0.05) (0.40)
Owns house alone or jointly -0.066™" -0.067"
(-7.16) (-7.23)
Current age 0.005™* 0.005"
(5.55) (6.15)
Spousal age difference 0.002" 0.002**
(2.59) 2.97)
Father beat her mother -0.007" -0.007™
(:3.34) (-3.46)
(Continued)
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(1) (2)
Insult Insult
General Intersectional
Men’s Background Characteristics
Employment
Professional/ technical/ 0.031 0.031
managerial (1.65) (1.65)
Clerical -0.084™ -0.083™"
(-3.75) (-3.68)
Sales -0.065™" -0.061™
(-3.90) (-3.65)
Agricultural -0.087* -0.089"**
(-5.85) (-5.99)
Services -0.164™" -0.165™"
(-9.54) (-9.61)
Skilled/Unskilled Manual -0.017 -0.018
(-1.17) (-1.22)
Education
Primary -0.059" -0.056™"
(-6.01) (-5.65)
Secondary -0.029™" -0.023™
(-3.28) (-2.62)
Higher -0.110™ -0.102"*
(-7.45) (-6.96)
Husband/partner drinks alcohol 0.232™* 0.232"**
(24.01) (23.88)
Household Characteristics
Wealth Index
Poorer -0.041%
(-4.30)
Middle -0.031™
(-3.07)
Richer -0.022"
(-2.03)
Richest -0.07""
(-5.39)
Social group
HSC 0.028"™*
(5.14)
(Continued)
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(1) (2)
Insult Insult
General Intersectional
HST -0.001
(-0.09)
HOBC -0.012
(-1.80)
Muslim 0.152"**
(12.86)
Other -0.170™
(-9.86)
Region
North -0.136™* -0.141"**
(-10.71) (-11.21)
Central -0.212"* -0.219"**
(-20.32) (-20.87)
East -0.217 -0.238™"
(-20.55) (-22.52)
North-East -0.061%" -0.096™*
(-2.97) (-4.64)
West 0.041"™ 0.034™"
(3.85) (3.19)
Urban 0.046™™ 0.078™
5.7 (9.96)
Family size -0.001 -0.001
(-1.11) (-0.74)
Environmental Factors
Justifies wife beating (PSU) -0.045™ -0.044™
(-6.29) (-6.13)
Control issues (PSU) 0.236™™ 0.234™
(32.09) (31.83)
Reads newspaper (PSU) 0.0026 0.006
(0.35) (0.84)
Watches TV (PSU) -0.051"* -0.043""
(-7.92) (-6.62)
Intersectional Dummies
PHSC 0.083"**
(5.64)
(Continued)
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(1) (2)
Insult Insult
General Intersectional

PHST 0.035™
(2.04)

PHOBC 0.115™*
(8.51)

PHUC 0.169"**
(9.02)

PMuslim 0.323"**
(18.44)

POther -0.158"
(-5.17)

NPHSC 0.101™*
(7.48)

NPHST 0.180™
(8.74)
NPHOBC -0.014
(-1.23)

NPMuslim 0.128™*
(8.94)

NPOther -0.112"*
(-5.61)

Constant -2.199™ 22,3217
(-67.28) (-69.42)
Observations 66013 66013

skokk

Notes:t statistics in parentheses. “p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001.

Omitted groups: Education/Husbands education: No education. Husband's
Occupation: No occupation. Region: South. Wealth: Poorest. Social Group:
Hindu Upper Caste. Intersectional Dummies: Non-poor Hindu Upper Caste.

Estimates are weighted by survey weights for domestic violence.
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Appendix

Table A1: Robustness Checks; Bodily Violence
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1) (3) (2) “)
Frequency | Frequency | Frequency | Frequency
of Physical | of Physical | of Sexual | of Sexual
Violence Violence Violence Violence
General Intersec- General Intersec-
tional tional
Martial Capital
Duration of Mar- 0.009™* 0.008™ 0.000 -0.00
riage (16.56) (15.82) (0.00) (-0.28)
Number of children 0.046™" 0.05"** 0.02"" 0.022™
(30.04) (32.72) (8.48) (9.43)
Presence of children 0.072™* 0.074™ 0.046™" 0.048™"
5 and younger (16.47) (16.97) (6.92) (7.25)
Consanguineous 0.0878" | 0.0855"* | 0.164™ | 0.160""
marriage (16.98) (16.52) 21.77) (21.26)
Women’s Background Characteristics
Education
Primary 0.037"* 0.027" 0.045™" 0.039™*
(6.43) (4.65) (5.20) (4.55)
Secondary -0.106™" | -0.125"" | -0.029"* | -0.037""
(-19.28) (-22.84) (-3.42) (-4.48)
Higher -0.323™ -0.368™" | -0.204™ | -0.224™"
(-31.80) (-36.65) (-12.21) (-13.62)
Currently Working 0.103™* 0.108™ 0.09" | 0.0921***
(23.87) (25.07) (13.71) (14.07)
Owns land alone or -0.012" -0.01 -0.035"* | -0.036™"
jointly (-2.07) (-1.63) (-3.93) (-3.97)
Owns house alone 0.003 0.002 -0.006 -0.006
or jointly (0.63) (0.31) (-0.75) (-0.68)
Current age -0.006™* | -0.007"*" -0.002" -0.003™
(-10.94) (-12.64) (-2.55) (-2.96)
Spousal age differ- -0.004™ -0.005™* 0.00132 0.001
ence (-9.27) (-9.73) (1.75) (1.37)
(Continued)




(1) (3) (2) 4)
Frequency | Frequency | Frequency | Frequency
of Physical | of Physical | of Sexual | of Sexual
Violence Violence Violence Violence
General Intersec- General Intersec-
tional tional
Father beat her 0.055" 0.056™"* 0.035"™ 0.035"™
mother (48.84) (49.12) (23.52) (23.67)
Men’s Background Characteristics
Employment
Professional/ tech- | -0.052"** | -0.067"*" | -0.056 | -0.0579""
nical/ managerial (-4.24) (-5.54) (-3.19) (-3.28)
Clerical 0.0317 0.022 0.003 0.000
(2.16) (1.54) 0.15) (0.02)
Sales 0.006 -0.00410 -0.128™ | -0.131"*
(0.53) (-0.39) (-8.22) (-8.45)
Agricultural 0.034™ | 0.0346™" | -0.051"" | -0.051""
(3.54) (3.60) (-3.75) (-3.74)
Services -0.069™* -0.073"* | -0.072"** | -0.073""
(-6.37) (-6.71) (-4.71) (-4.71)
Skilled/Unskilled -0.008 -0.009 -0.147 | -0.147"
Manual (-0.85) (-0.96) (-10.74) (-10.78)
Education
Primary -0.007 -0.011 0.013 0.011
(-1.15) (-1.75) (1.46) (1.25)
Secondary -0.049™ | -0.059"" | -0.026™ | -0.032""
(-9.02) (-10.90) (-3.22) (-4.00)
Higher -0.135™ -0.161° | -0.185"" | -0.199"™
(-15.31) (-18.42) (-13.15) (-14.33)
Husband/partner 0.626™" 0.629" | 0.556™" | 0.558""
drinks alcohol (154.13) (154.67) (93.57) (94.00)
Household Characteristics
Wealth Index
Poorer -0.065™** -0.001
(-11.05) (-0.13)
Middle -0.101™ -0.113™
(-16.29) (-12.03)
(Continued)
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(1) (3) (2) 4)
Frequency | Frequency | Frequency | Frequency
of Physical | of Physical | of Sexual | of Sexual
Violence Violence Violence Violence
General Intersec- General Intersec-
tional tional
Richer -0.179*** -0.132"**
(-26.44) (-12.96)
Richest -0.258™" -0.0970"**
(-32.73) (-8.11)
Social group
HSC 0.071™** 0.088"**
(10.61) (8.54)
HST -0.087** 0.003
(-10.12) 0.21)
HOBC 0.012* -0.002
(2.04) (-0.23)
Muslim 0.027** 0.104™
(3.62) (9.26)
Other -0.028* 0.106™*
(-2.78) (6.92)
Region
North -0.160"* | -0.172"" -0.011 -0.008
(-21.24) (-22.83) (-0.97) (-0.68)
Central -0.037"** -0.026™* 0.040"** 0.048"**
(-5.94) (-4.20) (4.18) (4.96)
East -0.028™* -0.009 0.166™ 0.176"™
(-4.51) (-1.42) (17.89) | (19.17)
North-East -0.256™" -0.247% -0.032 -0.030
(-21.00) (-20.18) (-1.67) (-1.60)
West -0.054"** -0.049"** -0.135"* | -0.133"**
(-7.70) (-7.01) (-11.75) (-11.60)
Urban -0.07"* 0.021*" -0.06™" -0.009
(-14.06) (4.38) (-7.88) (-1.30)
Family size -0.01"** -0.012"** 0.001 -0.003
(-12.03) (-14.61) (0.54) (-0.24)
(Continued)
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(1) (3) (2) 4)
Frequency | Frequency | Frequency | Frequency
of Physical | of Physical | of Sexual | of Sexual
Violence Violence Violence Violence
General General Intersec- Intersec-
tional tional
Environmental Factors
Justifies wife beating | 0.210" 0.213" | 0.213"" | 0.214™
(PSU) (51.40) (52.14) (33.15) (33.41)
Control issues (PSU) | 0.301"" 0.303"** 0.381"** 0.381"**
(76.54) (77.20) (61.63) (61.62)
Reads newspaper 0.017™" 0.009" 0.021™ 0.016"
(PSU) (3.85) (2.10) (3.13) (2.42)
Watches TV (PSU) 0.031"** 0.027"** -0.077"** | -0.082***
(7.86) (6.88) (-12.85) (-13.78)
Intersectional Dummies
PHSC 0.235"** 0.176"**
(26.98) (13.40)
PHST 0.089™" 0.069"™*
(8.64) (4.58)
PHOBC 0.171" 0.054"**
(21.00) (4.32)
PHUC 0.277"** 0.04"
(23.57) (2.14)
PMuslim 0.220™* 0.192"**
(20.82) (12.56)
POther 0.111™ 0.186"*
(6.21) (7.54)
NPHSC 0.140™ 0.061"™
(16.82) (4.70)
NPHST -0.001 0.040
(-0.10) (1.90)
NPHOBC 0.069""* 0.004
(10.01) (0.40)
NPMuslim 0.051" 0.079"**
(5.76) (5.75)
(Continued)
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(1) (3) (2) 4)

Frequency | Frequency | Frequency | Frequency

of Physical | of Physical | of Sexual | of Sexual

Violence Violence Violence Violence

General General Intersec- Intersec-
tional tional

NPOther 0.0224 0.0970"**
(1.90) (5.27)

cutl 0.838" 1.026™ 1.972% 2.056""
42.62) (51.24) (66.61) (67.81)

cut2 2.392" 2.579* 2.886™" 2.970"™
(118.43) (125.55) (95.57) (96.21)
Observations 66013 66013 66013 66013

Notes: t statistics in parentheses. “p< 0.05,

*p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001

Omitted groups: Education/Husband’s education: No education. Hus-
band’s Occupation: No occupation. Region: South. Wealth: Poorest.

Social Group: Hindu Upper Caste. Intersectional Dummies: Non-

poor Hindu Upper Caste. Estimates are weighted by survey weights
for domestic violence. Dependent variables take values 1, 2 and 3 for

“Never”, “Not Frequent” and “Frequent”, respectively with “Never”

serving as the base category.
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Table A2: Sensitivity Analysis of Insult
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(1) (2) (3) 4)
Insult Insult Insult Insult
(Violence (Vio- (Violence (Vio-
= 0) lence=0) =1) lence=1)
General Intersec- General Intersec-
tional tional
Martial Capital
Duration of Mar- 0.004 0.003 0.002 0.002
riage (0.82) (0.79) (0.68) (0.64)
Number of chil- -0.02 -0.02 -0.011 -0.01
dren (-1.31) (-1.30) (-1.15) (-0.99)
Presence of 0.04 0.04 -0.062" -0.059"
children 5 and (1.13) (1.10) (-2.33) (-2.22)
younger
Consanguineous 0.117 0.118" 0.049 0.047
marriage (2.55) (2.56) (1.56) (1.5)
Women’s Background Characteristics
Education
Primary -0.01 -0.013 -0.026 -0.028
(-0.18) (-0.24) (-0.79) (-0.84)
Secondary 0.019 0.015 0.02 0.013
0.37) (0.30) (0.59) 0.43)
Higher -0.129 -0.157 -0.016 -0.034
(-1.56) (-1.94) (-0.23) (-0.50)
Currently Working 0.06 0.059 0.081"* 0.082"**
(1.48) (1.54) (3.32) (3.39)
Owns land alone -0.066 -0.068 0.01 0.009
or jointly (-1.23) (-1.26) 0.27) (0.25)
Owns house alone 0.035 0.033 -0.071" -0.07"
or jointly (0.69) (0.65) (-2.18) (-2.15)
Current age 0.007 0.006 -0.00 -0.00
(1.46) (1.40) (-0.07) (-0.13)
Spousal age differ- 0.001 0.00 0.005" 0.005"
ence (0.16) (0.10) (2.04) (2.03)
Father beat her 0.015* 0.016" -0.002 -0.003
mother (1.97) (2.03) (-0.4) (-0.42)
(Continued)




(1) (2) (3) )
Insult Insult Insult Insult
(Violence (Vio- (Violence (Vio-
= 0) lence=0) =1 lence=1)
General Intersec- General Intersec-
tional tional
Men’s Background Characteristics
Employment
Professional/ 0.044 0.03 -0.018 -0.021
technical/ mana- 0.47) (0.32) (-0.24) (-0.28)
gerial
Clerical -0.020 -0.029 0.005 0.006
(-0.17) (-0.25) (0.06) 0.07)
Sales -0.097 -0.106 -0.038 -0.036
(-1.08) (-1.19) (-0.59) (-0.57)
Agricultural -0.161" -0.171* -0.092 -0.091
(-2.00) (-2.12) (-1.65) (-1.63)
Skilled/Unskilled -0.093 -0.10 -0.043 -0.041
Manual (-1.15) (-1.21) (-0.77) (-0.73)
Services -0.124 -0.127 -0.144" -0.143"
(-1.38) (-1.41) (-2.23) (-2.22)
Education
Primary -0.043 -0.039 -0.013 -0.015
(-0.75) (-0.68) (-0.38) (-0.45)
Secondary -0.049 -0.044 -0.042 -0.048
(-0.96) (-0.87) (-1.36) (-1.55)
Higher 0.005 -0.002 -0.134" -0.140"
(0.06) (-0.03) (-2.31) (-2.44)
Husband/partner 0.294™ 0.293™ 0.317" 0.319™"
drinks alcohol 8.17) (8.15) (13.68) (13.76)
Household Characteristics
Wealth Index
Poorer -0.030 -0.072*
(-0.55) (-2.27)
Middle -0.066 -0.123*
(-1.14) (-3.47)
(Continued)
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(1) (2 (3) 4)
Insult Insult Insult Insult
(Violence (Vio- (Violence (Vio-
= 0) lence=0) =1 lence=1)
General Intersec- General Intersec-
tional tional
Richer -0.085 -0.114™
(-1.40) (-2.83)
Richest -0.192* -0.124*
(-2.75) (-2.56)
Social group
HSC 0.07 .065
1.11) (1.5)
HST 0.034 -0.021
(0.48) (-0.43)
HOBC 0.006 -0.001
(0.10) (-0.24)
Muslim 0.235"* 0.274™*
(3.80) (5.63)
Other 0.085 -0.081
(1.30) (-1.53)
Region
North -0.066 -0.072 -0.143" | -0.154™"
(-1.14) (-1.24) (-3.26) (-3.51)
Central -0.175™ -0.175™ -0.222"** -0.219"**
(-2.90) (-2.89) (-5.74) (-5.64)
East -0.325" -0.324™ -0.262"" -0.259™*
(-4.69) (-4.67) (-6.43) (-6.39)
West 0.035 0.031 0.07 0.07
(0.55) (0.49) (1.4) (1.32)
North-East -0.056 -0.058 -0.135™ -0.149*
(-0.87) (-0.90) (-2.81) (-3.11)
Urban -0.038 0.036 0.01 0.064
(-0.88) (0.89) 0.2) 221"
Family size 0.019" 0.018" 0.008 0.007
(2.31) (2.25) (1.37) (1.2)
(Continued)




9] 2 3) )
Insult Insult Insult Insult
(Violence (Vio- (Violence (Vio-
= 0) lence=0) =1) lence=1)
General Intersec- General Intersec-
tional tional
Environmental Factors
Justifies wife beat- 0.168"** 0.174* -0.046 -0.044
ing (PSU) (4.86) (5.00) (-1.91) (-1.83)
Control issues 0.257"** 0.258"** 0.224"** 0.222"**
(PSU) (7.47) (7.48) (9.44) (9.39)
Reads newspaper 0.015 0.017 0.004 0.001
(PSU) 0.37) (0.42) (0.15) (0.06)
Watches TV (PSU) -0.025 -0.021 -0.093"** -0.095"**
(-0.72) (-0.59) (-3.98) (-4.12)
Intersectional Dummies
PHSC 0.230"* 0.083
2.72) (1.49)
PHST 0.163 0.041
(1.84) 0.7)
PHOBC 0.127 0.082
(1.61) (1.57)
PHUC 0.171 0.01
(1.53) (0.13)
PMuslim 0.410"™ 0.387"
(4.58) (5.92)
POther 0.308™ -0.025
(3.13) (-0.35)
NPHSC 0.074 0.114*
(0.93) (2.04)
NPHST 0.099 0.016
(0.93) (0.19)
NPHOBC 0.0365 -0.063
(0.58) (-1.29)
NPMuslim 0.235"" 0.195™
(3.29) (3.14)
(Continued)
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(1 ) 3) )
Insult Insult Insult Insult
(Violence (Vio- (Violence (Vio-
=0 lence=0) =1 lence=1)
General Intersec- General Intersec-
tional tional
NPOther 0.0658 -0.082
(0.87) (-1.25)
Constant 2.596"" | 2,745 | -0.812" | -0.911""
(-14.65) (-15.00) (-6.90) (-7.46)
Observations 43922 43922 17952 17952

Notes: t statistics in parentheses. “p< 0.05, ““p< 0.01, **p< 0.001

Omitted groups: Education/Husband’s education: No education.
Husband’s Occupation: No occupation. Region: South. Wealth:
Poorest. Social Group: Hindu Upper Caste. Intersectional Dummies:
Non-poor Hindu Upper Caste. Estimates are unweighted.
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