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ABSTRACT 

This dissertation explores people’s perceptions, beliefs, and attitudes towards intimate 
partner violence in Bangladesh. Despite the importance of people’s perceptions behind 
the prevalence of violence against women, no Bangladeshi study has explored further the 
factors that shape people’s perceptions and beliefs. Moreover, far less is known about 
urban intimate partners outside rural marital relationships. This study utilizes a survey 
instrument to collect data from Bangladeshi urban college students (n = 331) and a small 
group of professionals (n = 99). Of those participants who were in a relationship (n = 
313), a majority (73 percent) reported being in a dating relationship and the rest in a 
marital relationship. Thus, in addition to participants’ perceptions of partner violence, the 
researcher collected data on the prevalence of violence in their relationships. The main 
factors analyzed in association with people’s perceptions and their experiences of 
intimate partner violence are: gender, age, education, relationship status, profession, and 
having abusive male friends. 

Overall, participants’ perceptions of partner violence were poor. Out of 430 
participants, 191 refused to provide any information on their perceptions about what 
actions are considered abusive or which relationships experience violence. Another 120 
said they “do not know” about intimate partner violence. A good percentage of 
participants perceived various forms of abuse (especially if perpetrated by men) as 
“proper.” For example, between 20 and 30 percent of the participants thought destroying 
partner’s belongings, threatening to stop financial support, restricting movement, and 
stalking are “proper” if perpetrated by men. When examined further, male participants 
(35 percent) were more likely to perceive stalking as appropriate compared to females 
(22 percent). Professionals and those with more education (between 16 and 18 percent) 
were less likely to perceive stalking as “proper” compared to students and those with less 
education (35 percent). In addition to their lack of perceptions about partner violence, the 
participants held strong patriarchal beliefs and attitudes: between 45 and 55 percent of 
participants believed that men have ultimate power to control women; 20 percent 
believed that women who are raped are partly to blame, and 14 percent thought that a 
man has the right to force his partner to have sex. Once again, the male, young, less 
educated, and student participants were more likely to uphold patriarchal beliefs and 
attitudes. 

Given the lack of perceptions among participants about partner violence and their 
strong patriarchal beliefs and attitudes, high levels of violence within participants’ own 
relationships were expected (supported by literature). Sure enough, high levels of partner 
violence and more alarmingly severe forms of physical abuse were reported, especially 
by the dating participants (mostly the college students). Between 23 and 27 percent of 
dating participants were beaten up, kicked, bit, hit, or choked by their partners compared 
to 12 to 15 percent of married participants. Moreover, 64 percent of participants reported 
having male friends who were abusive in their relationships. Later, a correlation analysis 
revealed that students, participants with less education, and dating participants were more 
likely to have abusive friends, which in turn influenced the prevalence of IPV in their 
relationships. Those having abusive friends were three times more likely to perpetrate 
physical as well as psychological abuse. These participants were also two times more 
likely to be the victims of physical abuse. 
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 

Background of the Study 

Intimate Partner Violence in Bangladesh   

Intimate partner violence (IPV) is an internationally recognized social problem and an 

important current issue of much research worldwide given the severity and the dynamics 

of the problem across nations and cultures (Barata, McNally, Sales, & Stewart, 2005; 

Nabors & Jasinski, 2009). In Bangladesh, a developing nation in South Asia, IPV poses a 

serious threat to society. A recent ten-country study by the World Health Organization 

(WHO, 2005) on IPV revealed that about 62 percent of rural women and 53 percent of 

urban women in Bangladesh experienced physical or sexual abuse by their husbands. The 

WHO report also found that women in rural Bangladesh were more likely to be the 

victims of sexual abuse compared to the other nations in the study. A previous study by 

International Center for Diarrheal Disease Research, Bangladesh (ICDDR,B, 2005) also 

found that about 40 percent of rural as well as urban Bangladeshi women were physically 

and sexually abused by their husbands.  

Having been identified as a significant social problem in Bangladesh, IPV has 

been studied by Bangladeshi researchers since the early eighties (Islam, 1982). During 

the early seventies, U.S. academicians, legal scholars, and social policy analysts also 

began to pay attention to the topic of IPV, mostly understood as family violence, broadly 

including spouse, children, and elder abuse. Moreover, the United Nation’s Declaration 

of the Women’s Decade (1976-85) and the fourth UN World Conference on Women in 

1995, that declared violence against women a critical issue violating the rights and social 
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status of women worldwide, were important landmarks stimulating the attention of 

Bangladeshi researchers, scholars, and activists to examine and prevent IPV (Naripokkho 

& Bangladesh Mahila Parishad, 2002). While studying this social problem, Bangladeshi 

researchers have been heavily influenced by the U.S. conceptual, theoretical, and 

methodological frameworks of IPV studies. In following the U.S. framework, 

Bangladeshi studies have inherited some of the conceptual and methodological issues 

prevalent in the IPV research of the U.S. The discussion that follows briefly lists these 

issues. 

Conceptual and Methodological Issues in Bangladeshi IPV Research 

Following the U.S. Framework  

Lack of Consensus in Defining IPV 

There is a lack of consensus among researchers and experts in the way partner 

violence is defined in the U.S. IPV studies. Some define IPV as actions that cause pain or 

injury, while condoning behaviors designed to control or intimidate, such as stalking, 

humiliation, verbal abuse, imprisonment, and denial of access to money, shelter, or 

services (National Center for Injury Prevention and Control [NCIPC], 2003; Steinmetz & 

Haj-Yahia, 2006). In other words, physical abuse or the more severe types of abuse are 

given priority over psychological or less obvious types of abuse (Steinmetz & Haj-Yahia, 

2006). Similarly, many Bangladeshi researchers (Naved & Persson, 2005; Naved & 

Akhtar, 2007; Johson & Das, 2008; Hadi, 2009) define IPV primarily as physical abuse, 

putting less emphasis on psychological abuse. 
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In addition to the limitations of the types of abuse that are defined as IPV, there 

are debates about which kinds of relationships to focus on while studying IPV. In the 

beginning days of IPV research, the U.S. scholars concentrated on marital relationships 

and often child and elder abuse under family violence. Makepeace (1981), in his 

groundbreaking effort to research courtship violence in the U.S, pointed out that 

examining courtship or dating violence is of much importance as it determines the nature 

and prevalence of violence in later marital or family relationships. More recently, the 

term "intimate partners" refers only to people who are cohabitating or have cohabitated 

(Shanon, Logan, & Cole, 2007). Sometimes intimate partners also refer to former 

partners rather than current partners (Shanon, Logan, & Cole). Poor women are most 

often included in research as compared to middle- and upper-class women. Women in 

heterosexual relationships are queried more often than those in same-sex relationships 

(Bent-Goodley, 2005). White women, as opposed to Latino, African American, Native 

American or Asian women are included more often as study participants (Bent-Goodley). 

In Bangladesh, researchers have mostly concentrated on ‘marital abuse’ or abuse 

by a family member (Blanchet, 2001; Akher, Islam, & Ward, 2005). Dating or casual 

relationships, former partners, and homosexual relationships have been left out. However, 

evidence exists that such relationships exist in Bangladesh (ICDDR,B, 2007; Nahar et al., 

1999; Bandhu Welfare Society [BWS], 2002; Zahid, 2007; UNBConnect, 2010). In the 

U.S context it has been observed that dating couples, especially college students, are 

significantly more likely to be violent in their relationships than married couples (Nabors 

& Jasinski, 2009). In Bangladeshi studies, younger men and women have also been 

identified as a vulnerable group to IPV in both rural and urban contexts, however, only 
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within marital relationships (Hadi, 2000; Bhuiya, Sharmin, & Hanifi, 2003; ICDDR,B, 

2005; Ahmed; Naved & Persson, 2005).  

Bangladeshi IPV studies (Hadi, 2000; Blanchet, 2001; Bhuiya, et al. 2003; 

Ahmed, 2005; Hadi, 2009) have primarily examined rural spousal relationships, 

highlighting factors such as lack of financial resources or education as factors influencing 

IPV. However, some studies sampling urban participants show contradictory findings. 

For instance, Naved and Persson (2005), in their study, found that having some income or 

savings increased the probability of violence in urban women. According to a pilot study 

conducted by Naripokkho and Bangladesh Mahila Parishad (2002), family violence, 

broadly including spouse, child, and elderly abuse, was found to be under-reported 

among the urban middle- and upper-class where people considered it a private matter. 

Hadi (2005) indicated that although rural women are found to experience higher sexual 

abuse, it is suspected that the occurrence of the sexual abuse could be much higher in the 

cities since many crimes committed there are suppressed, once again, as a private matter.  

The lack of consensus and overall confusion in defining IPV, exist not just among 

the researchers or experts but also among the general public (Steinmetz & Haj-Yahia, 

2006). Researchers in the U.S. context (Carlson & Worden, 2005; McMullan, 2006; 

Jones, 2007; Carlson, 1999; Flood & Peace, 2009) currently suggest that there should be 

more studies examining people’s perceptions regarding IPV.  This leads to another 

limitation on IPV research in Bangladesh.  

Lack of Research on Public Perceptions, Beliefs, and Attitudes to IPV 

In Bangladesh, IPV prevalence studies, specifically studies on spouse 

relationships, (Hadi, 2005; Blanchet, 2001; Bhuiya, et al., 2003; ICDDR,B, 2005; Ahmed, 
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2005; Naved & Persson, 2005; Hadi, 2005; Naved & Akhter, 2007; Johnson & Das, 

2008) are abundant, but so far studies on perceptions, attitudes, and beliefs regarding IPV 

are infrequent. In the context of Asia, as a matter of fact, there is little empirical evidence 

when it comes to public perceptions and attitudes toward IPV and factors associated with 

IPV, (Rani & Bonu, 2009). However, social learning theory and feminist theory point to 

people’s patriarchal beliefs and attitudes that encourage traditional gender roles and 

condone IPV as the main factor behind IPV (Flood & Peace, 2009; Nabors & Jasinski, 

2009; Steinmetz & Haj-Yahia, 2006). DeKeseredy and Schwartz (1998), while studying 

IPV in Canada, emphasized familial patriarchy, a discourse that supports the abuse of 

women who violate the ideals of male power and control over women in intimate 

relationships. Ideologies of familial patriarchy include insistence on women’s obedience, 

respect, loyalty, dependency, sexual access, and sexual fidelity to men.  

In Bangladesh, the overall subjugation of women and violence against women is 

primarily associated with the patriarchal beliefs and attitudes of men (Johson & Das, 

2008; Bhuiya, et al., 2003). Violence against women in intimate relationships, mainly 

spouse abuse in the Bangladeshi context, is often legitimized under the  patriarchal norms 

and regulations of the society. Johnson and Das (2008) in their study found that men who 

justify wife beating are four times more likely to be physically abusive to their wives. 

Moreover, ICDDR,B (2005) found that 66 percent of their study participants (married 

women) never reveal their victimization to anyone. The fact that spousal violence is 

legitimized, condoned, and/or seen as OK (Johson & Das; ICDDR,B) is related to 

victims’ decisions to reveal abuse and seek help. Despite the importance of people’s 
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perceptions, patriarchal beliefs, and attitudes about IPV, no Bangladeshi study could be 

found that further analyzed these issues. 

Lack of Contextual Analyses of IPV Prevalence  

There is need for proper contextual analysis in IPV studies. By context we mean 

the meaning, motives, or outcomes (e.g., injury) associated with abuse (DeKeseredy & 

Schwartz, 1998). Many of the researchers (Straus, 1990; Flynn, 1990) who used the 

Conflict Tactics Scales (CTS), an instrument widely used worldwide to capture the 

prevalence rate of IPV, found gender symmetry in IPV in the U.S. (Sugarman & Hotaling, 

1989). However, critics of the CTS noted that it fails to incorporate the context of the 

violence. A women engaged in violence might have acted out in self-defense or 

retaliation, but, the CTS has no ability to capture those details (Sprague, 2005; Miller, 

2005). Also, there is an argument that women, the victims, are more likely to report their 

offense than men (Sprague). Thus, U.S. researchers suggest a deeper analysis of the 

context of violence, bringing out the meanings and motives, and the ultimate outcome of 

abuse, in other words the true nature of the violence. In the context of Bangladesh, IPV is 

commonly perceived as violence perpetrated by men on women. However, since CTS is a 

popular instrument in the Bangladeshi context (used in the current study as well), a 

proper analysis of the context of abuse is essential to avoid potential misinterpretation of 

prevalence data. 

Statement of the Problem 

Various problems are apparent in Bangladeshi IPV research following the U.S. 

framework: 1) due to the problems with defining IPV, Bangladeshi research has 
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overemphasized  rural marital relationships and the more obvious types of abuse, leaving 

out urban intimate relationships (such as dating) outside marriage, 2) there is a lack of 

research that examines the public perceptions/definitions of IPV, 3) there is a lack of 

analysis of factors predicting public beliefs and attitudes in relation to IPV, and 4) there is 

a lack of contextual analysis. Since the Bangladeshi IPV studies reviewed reflect the 

existing confusion in how researchers/scholars define IPV, this study mainly examines 

public perceptions of IPV and the factors associated with the perceptions.  

Purpose of the Study 

The current study seeks to examine the perceptions, beliefs, and attitudes of 

Bangladeshi participants in relation to IPV. Although studies in Bangladesh establish that 

patriarchal norms and beliefs are important factors contributing to IPV, there is a gap in 

Bangladeshi IPV studies in examining public perceptions. Moreover, the majority of 

Bangladeshi studies chose rural spouses to examine factors behind the prevalence of IPV, 

possibly leaving out a large number of people—the urban middle/upper-class and those in 

dating relationships. However, the young urban dwellers in intimate relationships have 

been identified as a vulnerable group to IPV (Hadi, 2000; Bhuiya, et al., 2003; ICDDR,B, 

2005; Ahmed; Naved & Persson, 2005; Mia, 2010). Thus, this study was conducted 

mainly on urban college students, more likely to be in dating relationships. In addition to 

college students, the current study had older participants in various professions, more 

likely to be in marital relationships, for comparison with the dating participants. The 

study has the following purposes: 

1. Explore the way participants define or perceive IPV—the actions and relationships 

they include within IPV definitions. 
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2. Examine factors associated with participants’ definition of IPV. 

3. Examine participants’ patriarchal beliefs and attitudes towards IPV. 

4. Examine factors associated with participants’ patriarchal beliefs and attitudes. 

5. Examine the prevalence of IPV in participants, with specific interest in comparing 

participants in dating relationships with those in marital relationships. 

6. Contextualizing IPV - examining the meanings and motives behind the prevalence of 

IPV among the participants of the study.    

Significance of the Study 

The current study introduces two relatively new dimensions in the context of 

Bangladeshi IPV research: 1) people’s perceptions regarding IPV and 2) the nature and 

prevalence of dating violence compared to spouse abuse in Bangladesh. The study 

examines the perceptions of the urban middle- and upper-class students as well as 

professionals regarding IPV, all populations that have not been explored by previous 

Bangladeshi IPV researchers. This sort of research may also open-up grounds for future 

research comparing both the perceptions of rural and urban participants. 

Since people’s perception related to IPV is found to be an important factor 

contributing to maintaining such violence, examining factors that are related to such 

perceptions gives Bangladeshi researchers/activists/scholars more opportunities to come 

up with new and unique intervention programs. 
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Organization of the Remainder of the Study 

Chapter two will analyze some relevant literature that discusses the current 

confusion and controversies in IPV research, both in the context of U.S. and Bangladesh. 

Chapter three will discuss the research questions and definitions of the key concepts of 

this study. Methodology selected in this study to examine IPV perceptions of 

Bangladeshi participants will be discussed in Chapter four. Chapter five will analyze the 

data collected using the chosen methodology. Lastly, Chapter six will summarize 

findings from the data analyzed in Chapter five and conclude with appropriate 

recommendations.  
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CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

Intimate Partner Violence - A Worldwide Social Problem 

Intimate partner violence (IPV) is an internationally recognized social problem. 

According to a WHO (2005) report, violence by an intimate partner is one of the most 

common types of violence against women worldwide. In a 10-country1 study on women's 

health and domestic violence conducted by WHO, between 15% and 71% of women 

reported physical or sexual violence by a husband or partner; many women said that their 

first sexual experience was not consensual; between 4% and 12% of women reported 

being physically abused during pregnancy.  

Although the WHO (2005) multi-country study stressed the fact that IPV is more 

common in communities with lower socio-economic status, it is a problem prevalent in 

every nation regardless of socio-economic status. Barata, McNally, Sales, and Stewart 

(2005) in their study on IPV indicate, “Wife abuse is a significant problem and is not 

unique to any particular cultural group” (p. 1132). According to Krug et al. (2002), in 

World Report on Violence, 10-69% of women in 48 population-based surveys from 

around the world reported being physically assaulted by an intimate male partner at some 

point in their lives. Another statistic on IPV around the world revealed that at least one in 

every three women has been beaten, coerced into sex, or otherwise abused during her 

lifetime by her partner (Heise, Ellsberg, & Gottemoeller, 1999). 

Among the developed nations, in the U.S., on average, more than three women a 

day are murdered by their husbands or boyfriends (Family Violence Prevention Fund 

                                                 
1 Bangladesh, Brazil, Ethiopia, Japan, Peru, Namibia, Samoa, Serbia and Montenegro, Thailand and the 
United Republic of Tanzania (WHO, 2009) 
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[FVPF], 2011). In the year 2005 alone, 1,181 women were murdered by an intimate 

partner in the U.S. (FVPF, 2011). Estimates based on nationally representative samples in 

the U.S. indicate that approximately 8 percent to 12 percent of adolescents are victims of 

physical dating violence (Eaton, Davis, Barrios, Brener, & Noonan, 2007). Among other 

developed nations, according to official statistics on the Russian Federation by WHO 

(2002), 127,000 domestic crimes resulting from IPV were recorded in the year 2001-

2002; and of these, 103,00 were murders or attempted murders and 16,800 were incidents 

of intentional harm of a serious nature. According to Canadian National Survey on 

college students (DeKeseredy & Schwartz, 1998), 28 percent of women in dating 

relationships reported sexual abuse. In Japan, a developed nation in Asia, it is reported 

that about 67 to 77 percent of Japanese women experience IPV (Nagae & Dancy, 2010).  

In the developing world, for instance in India, close to 26 percent of 133 post-

graduate, middle- and upper-class students interviewed reported having been sexually 

abused by the age of 12 by an intimate partner (Heise et al., 1999). In Central Banda 

region of Uganda, 22 percent of women said that they had been forced to have sex 

against their will at some point in their adult lives (Heise et al., 1999). In the Arab world, 

1 out of 3 ever married women from a nationally representative sample of 14,779 

Egyptian women reported having been beaten at least once since marriage; in Palestine 

50 percent of a nationally representative sample of women said they have been physically 

abused by their husbands once or more in the last 12 months; in Israel out of 291 women 

64 to 78 percent women said that they knew other women who were victims of physical 

abuse by their husbands (Obeid, Chang, & Ginges, 2010). The WHO multi-country study 

(2005) found (at the rural sites) 56 percent of women in Peru, 52 percent in Ethiopia, 48 
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percent in Bangladesh, 38 percent in Tanzania, 32 percent in Thailand and Brazil, and 30 

percent in Samoa, reported physical and sexual violence by a husband or partner. While 

sexual violence was considerably less frequent than physical violence in most settings, it 

was more frequent in provincial Bangladesh (33 percent), Ethiopia (31 percent), and 

urban Thailand (44 percent) (WHO, 2005). Another study by International Centre for 

Diarrheal Disease Research, Bangladesh (ICDDR,B, 2005), conducted both in the rural 

and urban context of Bangladesh, found that on average 40 percent of women are 

physically and sexually abused by their husbands.  

Given the study outcomes (FVPF, 2011; Krug et al., 2002; DeKeseredy & 

Schwartz, 1998; Nagae & Dancy, 2010; Heise, et al., 1999; ICDDR,B, 2005; Obeid, 

Chang, & Ginges, 2010; WHO, 2005) it appears that the occurrences of IPV are 

inevitable across nations and cultures, irrespective of whether a nation is developed or 

developing. In 1995, the United Nation’s Fourth World Conference on Women identified 

violence against women as one of the critical areas of concern needing action worldwide 

(WHO, 2005). The conference concluded that the absence of adequate sex-disaggregated 

data on the incidence of violence make the elaboration of programs and monitoring of 

changes difficult. Moreover, research and data collection on the prevalence of different 

types of violence against women (VAW), especially domestic violence, and research into 

the causes, including the nature and the consequences of VAW, was recommended by the 

1995 UN conference. Given the recognition of the severity of IPV worldwide, research 

on IPV has dramatically increased over the last twenty years (Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000).  

While the extensive surge of research on IPV in the recent era has raised public 

awareness, there are many ongoing confusion and limitations in the ways IPV is 
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conceptualized and measured by different studies conducted across nations and even 

within nations (Tjaden, 2004; Kilpatrick, 2004; Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000). The next few 

sections highlight some of these ongoing confusion and controversies in the U.S. context.  

Limitations in the Current IPV Studies in the U.S. Context 

Groups or Relationships Emphasized in IPV Research 

It appears from the literature (Dutton & Bodnarchuk, 2005; Kilpatrick, 2004; 

Kanuha, 1996; National Institute of Justice, Office of Justice Programs [NIJ,OJP], 1998) 

that VAW increasingly caught the attention of academicians, legal scholars, and social 

policy analysts beginning in the early seventies in the U.S. The focus of most of the 

research since then has been on marital or intimate relationships, the family, the children, 

and/or respective families of origin (Kanuha, 1996). However, Makepeace (1981) made 

the initial effort to explore courtship violence (dating violence) among two hundred U.S. 

college students. He found that one in every five students in his study experienced 

violence in their relationships and the majority of them knew other dating couples who 

experienced violence. Another classic study by Martin and Hummer (1989) established 

that American colleges and universities are rape-prone environments, especially the 

fraternities. Martin and Hummer (1989) noted: 

…rape is especially probable in fraternities because of the kinds of organizations 
they are, the kinds of members they have, the practices their members engage in, 
and a virtual absence of university or community oversight …fraternities create a 
sociocultural context in which the use of coercion in sexual relations with women 
is normative and in which the mechanisms to keep this pattern of behavior in 
check are minimal at best and absent at worst. (p. 459) 

Martin and Hummer (1989) explained further that college and university 

fraternities are often populated by men whose beliefs and attitudes are strongly 
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patriarchal, upholding “masculinity” as superior and treating “femininity” as inferior. 

These groups often treat women as commodities, use them as pray, and abuse them, often 

as a part of a “game” that men like to play. Fisher, Sloan, Cullen, and Lu (1998) echoed, 

college students’ somewhat “deviant lifestyle,” such as exposure to crimes, alcohol and 

drug abuse, and lack of capable guardianships are factors that influence their 

victimization in intimate relationships. The “partying,” alcohol and drug abuse are often 

justifications behind women’s victimization because no one “knew her” and she was 

drunk (Cepeda & Valdez, 2003). The researchers (Makepeace, 1981; Martin & Hummer, 

1989; Fisher et al., 1998) suggested further research of these college and university 

deviant subcultures. 

More recently, Krug et al. (2002), in a WHO report on violence and health, came 

up with a typology of violence including self-directed, interpersonal, and collective 

violence. The interpersonal violence was then divided into two sub-categories: 1) family 

and intimate partner violence and 2) community violence (acquaintance and stranger 

violence, youth violence; violence related to property crimes; and violence in workplaces 

and other institutions). According to WHO, family and intimate partner violence, “takes 

place largely between family members and intimate partners, usually, though not 

exclusively, taking place in the home” (Krug et al., 2002, p. 6). The family and intimate 

partner violence broadly included violence such as child abuse and abuse of the elderly. 

The interpersonal violence definition provided by Krug et al. (2002) broadly 

included all kinds of violence occurring within the context of a family, since the trend in 

the U.S. was to adopt legal definitions of IPV that include violence toward children and 

even elder abuse (Krug et al., 2002; Newton, 2001). While a broad definition of IPV 
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exists, recent IPV researchers are leaning toward a more specific one. For instance, the 

term "intimate partners" in some cases refers only to people who are cohabitating or have 

cohabited (lived together) (Shanon, Logan, & Cole, 2007). According to Shanon et al. the 

relationship trends, specifically marriage and cohabiting, in the U.S. have significantly 

changed in recent years. Couples are choosing cohabitation as an alternative to marriage. 

Shanon et al. indicated that despite the increased ability of individuals to be in various 

types of intimate relationships, it is unclear if the experiences of women within 

cohabiting relationships are viewed similarly to married women’s experiences. In fact, 

the experiences can be quite different and there is a lack of research identifying these 

differences in the U.S. (Shanon et al., 2007).  

Sometimes intimate partners also refer to people who are dating or who have 

dated at some time in the past; in other words, people who are former partners (Shanon et 

al., 2007). The Conflict Tactics Scale (CTS)2, an internationally recognized and widely 

used instrument to measure IPV, includes scales to measure conflict only in current 

relationships of dating, cohabiting, or marital couples (Straus & Douglas, 2004). Thus, 

studies using the CTS leave out a whole group of former partners vulnerable to IPV.  

                                                 
2 The pioneer studies of Straus (1971) and Gelles (1974) on family violence provided the basis for an 
instrument to measure family violence that is suitable for use in large-scale surveys: the Conflict Tactics 
Scale (CTS). The CTS measures behaviors or tactic used in response to conflict or anger situation during 
the last 12 months. The instrument provides the respondents with a list of things that they or their partner 
might have done when having a dispute in the past year. The list begins with the items from the Reasoning 
scale, such as, “Discussed the issue calmly,” goes on to the items in the Verbal Aggression scale, such as, 
“Insulted or swore at the other,” and ends with the Physical Aggression or “Violence” or “Assault” items, 
such as “Threw something at [the child or partner].” (Straus, 1990, P. 5 & 6) 
    
Sexual Experience Survey (SES, Koss, 1996) is another popular measure in IPV studies examining sexual 
abuse in intimate relationships. However, this study concentrates on CTS only, measuring primarily the 
physical and psychological abuses in intimate relationships, a slightly modified version following 
DeKeseredy and Schwartz’s Canadian Nation Survey on dating violence (1998). 
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Moreover, the conceptualization of IPV given its complex nature, often fails to 

capture the diversity of the prevailing problems in different groups. Bent-Goodley (2005) 

offers a critique of the conceptualization of IPV in the U.S., suggesting that there are 

certain limitations to the scope and application of most theories and definitions about this 

type of VAW: 

Despite the need for more research regarding people of color and domestic 
violence, cultural nuances of diverse groups is seemingly unrecognized…Poor 
women are most often included in research as compared to middle- and upper-
class women…Women in heterosexual relationships are queried more often than 
those in same-sex relationships. White women, as opposed to Latino, African 
American, Native American or Asian women, are included more often as study 
participants…The outcome of these faulty generalizations is a perception that 
women of color, middle- and upper-class women, and women in same sex-
relationships do not experience domestic violence, despite the substantial 
evidence to the contrary. (p. 197) 

Bent-Goodley (2005) recommended more research in large groups such as Latino, 

African American, Native American or Asian women, middle- and upper-class women, 

and women in same sex-relationships. Furthering this recommendation, West (2004) 

suggested that there should be more research elaborating the in-group differences in IPV. 

West noted:  

…much of our research investigates the experiences of low-income Black women. 
To advance the field, we also must consider within-group differences. This means 
more research should focus on how IPV (Intimate Partner Violence) varies among 
different groups of Black Americans, including social and economic class, age, 
relationship status (e.g., dating, engaged, married, and divorced couples), sexual 
orientation (e.g., gay, lesbian, bisexual), religious affiliation, and HIV status. 
(West, 2004, p. 1489)  

In summary, the IPV research in the U.S. fails to examine the actual nature and 

prevalence of IPV in various types of relationships and across social and economic class, 

race, ethnicity, age, and sexual orientation (Shanon et al., 2007; Bent-Goodley, 2005; 

West, 2004). 
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Defining Intimate Partner Violence - Actions Included 

Most commonly, IPV is defined as violence between adult intimate partners. 

Though this definition seems simple enough, the application of the definition varies quite 

significantly from organization to organization, state to state, and country to country 

(Newton, 2001). WHO (2005) stated: “One of the main challenges facing international 

research on violence against women is to develop clear definitions of different types of 

violence, that permit meaningful comparisons among diverse settings” (p. 13). 

Definitions of IPV vary depending on who is doing the defining (Tjaden, 2004; 

Kilpatrick, 2004). For example, IPV defined by the criminal law system is different from 

the definition provided by the public health sector. According to Kilpatrick, acts such as 

psychological abuse, deprivation, and neglect are defined as VAW in intimate 

relationships by public health professionals, not by the criminal justice system in the U.S.  

In some studies, IPV is counted only if actions cause pain or injury, while 

ignoring behaviors designed to control or intimidate, such as stalking, humiliation, verbal 

abuse, imprisonment, and denial of access to money, shelter, or services (NCIPC, 2003). 

The scales in the widely used CTS do not measure stalking, the kind of IPV that women 

suffer from more than men. Steinmetz and Haj-Yahia (2006) confirmed the same, from a 

review of IPV studies conducted in various contexts, especially the U.S., that severe 

types of physical abuse or abuses that cause injury were perceived or defined as IPV 

rather than psychological abuse. The researchers noted that this is true regardless of 

researchers, experts, or general public.  

Many of the debates in measuring the prevalence of IPV arise as a direct lack of 

consensus. For example, researchers who define IPV more broadly so as to include 
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stalking and other types of psychological, physical, and sexual abuse, will report a larger 

estimate than researchers who use a definition that includes only physical and sexual 

violence (NCIPC, 2003).  

Accounting for the Context of Abuse 

There are different approaches among the IPV researchers in analyzing the 

context of IPV, in other words the meanings, motives, and consequences of IPV. The 

public health approach tends to focus on the context of violence, the setting or 

relationship within which the violence has occurred. In contrast, the criminal justice 

system identifies murder, assault, rape, and stalking as crimes irrespective of the 

relationship between the victim and perpetrator or the context of abuse. However, 

DeKeseredy and Schwartz (1998) noted, without the analysis of the context of IPV, 

“Being kicked with an open-toed sandal might count equally with having your kneecap 

shattered by the steel toe on a work boot” (p. 21).  

The various scales of CTS give no scope to account for the context of abuse. The 

CTS have lists of questions asking participants about how they and their partners respond 

to disagreements. The list includes a series of violent acts (both verbal and physical 

abuses) and asks how often participants used those acts against their partners. However, 

merely knowing the type of abuse the respondent used, does not tell us anything about the 

severity of the action, in other words the level of injury associated with it. Moreover, men 

may not have the same violent motives as women. A woman engaged in violence might 

have acted out in self-defense (Sprague, 2005; Miller, 2005). The CTS gives no scope to 

capture that. Nevertheless, advocates of gender-symmetry in IPV, such as Flynn (1990) 

have argued: 
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As cited earlier, much of women's use of violence is in self-defense. But what 
accounts for other forms of violent behavior by women? Straus (1980a) lists five 
factors which help explain the high rate of relationship violence by women. First, 
attacks by husbands often lead to retaliatory violence by wives. Continued 
experience as a victim may also lead women to imitate the violent actions of their 
husbands. Second, the "implicit cultural norms which make the marriage license 
also a hitting license are accepted to about the same degree by women as by men" 
(p. 702). Third, both men and women receive training in the use of violence 
through exposure to violence in childhood. Fourth, women’s greater responsibility 
for child care results in more use of physical punishment and more child abuse by 
women. The use of violence with their children may be carried over into the 
spousal relationship. Fifth, the sexual inequality in marriage creates a high degree 
of frustration for women…Women and men in close relationships are equally 
susceptible. (Flynn, 1990, p. 196) 

Flynn’s (1990) argument that women’s use of violence should be taken equally 

seriously as men’s is not convincing for several reasons. First of all, retaliatory violence 

and violence perpetrated as a result of women’s continued experience of violence by is 

not the same as men initiating violence to control or to intimidate. Secondly, the 

patriarchal social and cultural norms do not give men and women equal rights to use IPV 

on their partners. Overall, as DeKeseredy and Schwartz (1998) pointed out, men’s and 

women’s violence do not share the same meaning. 

Furthermore, CTS is an instrument that only captures the subjective views of 

individuals responding and women’s subjective views of abuse may not be similar to 

men’s views. Perry and Fromuth (2005) addressing this issues of gender symmetry in 

their research, pointed out, “women may consider certain behaviors as aggressive, 

whereas men may view the same behaviors as appropriate (e.g., playful)” (p. 1082). 

Consequently, women, the victims, are more likely to report their offense than men 

(Sprague, 2005). Sugarman and Hotaling (1989, in DeKeseredy & Schwartz, 1998), in 

their comprehensive review of IPV prevalence studies using CTS, noted that on average, 

women report using somewhat higher rates of physical aggression than men. Moreover, 
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LeJeune and Follette (1994), in their study on sex differences in reporting dating violence, 

suggested that males are less likely than females to take responsibility for violence in a 

relationship and more likely to place blame on their partners. Thus, the CTS scales may 

end up with an equal or more number of women offenders3. Miller (2005), in her book 

“Victims as Offenders,” expressed concerns about women being accused of violence 

without careful observation of the context. According to her, 

While women do engage in using force, its use is very different from men’s 
violence in terms of injury and motivation. There simply are not an equal number 
of battered wives and battered husbands. Yet this rancorous debate continues. A 
number of studies conducted by prominent scholars, endlessly rehashed and 
misinterpreted, continue to flame the fiery debate about mutual combat and are 
trotted out whenever one wants to suggest that women are equally or even more 
violent in relationships than are men. (p.15) 

Perry and Fromuth (2005) suggested that by exploring a wider variety of 

perceptual factors that accompany courtship violence, such as the intent of aggression, 

researchers will be able to provide a more in-depth description of the dynamics of such 

aggression. 

Jackson (1999), in his study on dating violence, pointed out another source of 

limitation of the IPV measurements. It is the issue of reliability of reporting due to social 

desirability. Social desirability is the tendency of respondents to alter their responses in 

ways that make them appear to be more socially acceptable (Lysova & Douglas, 2008). 

Invariably, self-report measures, especially for sensitive topics, are subject to socially 

desirable responding. According to Jackson, a pattern in partner violence related studies, 

as Sprague (2005) and Miller (2005) have also noted, is that women’s reported rates of 

                                                 
3 Based on the 1975 National Family Violence Survey and 1985 National Family Violence Resurvey in the 
U.S., Stets and Straus (1990) claimed that both partners are violent in a relationship and that women initiate 
violence as often as men. 
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their own perpetration of violence are higher than rates of violence reported by men. 

Jackson (1999) continued: 

A possible explanation for this is perceived low social acceptance by men of male 
violence to female violence. Hence, it is socially undesirable for men to report 
perpetration of violence. Although women appear willing to report their 
perpetration of violence, they seem less likely to report their own experiences of 
being severely physically abused. Clearly, self-disclosure issues impact on the 
accuracy of violence rated and methodologies need to be developed to counteract 
effects of social desirable responding.” (p. 236)    

Acknowledging the glitches in the studies adopting CTS and the studies subjected 

to self-disclosure issues of social desirability, researchers (DeKeseredy & Schwartz, 

1998; Sprague, 2005; Miller, 2005; Jackson, 1999) now agree that IPV must be explored 

and evaluated in the context where it occurs. We have to look beyond numbers, at the 

motivations, meanings, and consequences involved in violent acts. 

Some researchers are already coming up with methodologies to keep account of 

the context. For example, a study by Hattrich and O’leary (2007) has used a “Reasons for 

Aggression Scale” in identifying female reasoning for partner violence. Straus (2004) 

suggested using a scale, “Social Desirability Scale of the Personal and Relationships 

Profile.” This is a 13-item scale adapted from Reynolds (1982). The scale measures the 

degree to which a participant tends to avoid disclosing undesirable behavior. DeKeseredy 

and Schwartz (1998), to avoid inaccurate interpretations of women’s use of violence, 

suggested supplementary questions that ask male and female participants to explain why 

they used violence: a) for self-defense, b) to fight back, or c) to initiate a fight. Thus, 

although there are limitations to existing measures of IPV, new methodologies and 

approaches to measurement are being developed to avoid the pitfalls of previous scales. 
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Lack of Public Perception Research 

It is important that both professionals (working on preventions and interventions 

of IPV) and the public hold accurate and consistent knowledge of IPV. From a public 

policy point of view, it is important that accurate information about IPV is collected, as it 

represents the magnitude of any problem and eventually allocation of funds for 

intervention programs. From the public health perspective, having sound information 

about the prevalence, nature, and consequences of IPV is the foundation to violence 

prevention. Within the domain of the law enforcement system, confusion or lack of 

knowledge among victims and law enforcement agencies give rise to serious issues. As 

an example, in many cultures victims would not report their abuse because, according to 

them, violence in intimate relationships is acceptable. In other instances, victims often 

find the legal system unresponsive (McMullan, 2006). McMullan, in her research on 

students’ perceptions of IPV, noted that about 60 percent of the 3.5 million crimes in the 

U.S. were reported to the police. Of that number, 36 percent of reports ended in arrest; 

and few of the arrests led to appearance in court. Finally, judges sentenced guilty parties 

to imprisonment in only a small number of cases. 

Not only is it crucial to agree on the actual nature and prevalence of IPV among 

relevant professionals, but we must also seek to disseminate that information to the public. 

The public perceptions, attitudes, and beliefs about IPV 4  are important factors 

                                                 
4 The current study operationalizes public perceptions of IPV as their definitions of the IPV actions/abuses 
and opinions of the relationships that experience IPV. The beliefs and attitudes about IPV in this study are 
the patriarchal beliefs and attitudes that espouse IPV. Patriarchy, according to DeKeseredy and Schwartz 
(1998), is made of two elements – structure and ideology. “Structurally, the patriarchy is a hierarchical 
social organization in which males have more power and privilege than females…the ideology of 
patriarchy provides a political and social rationale for itself. Both men and women come to believe that it is 
‘natural’ and ‘right’ that women be in inferior positions.” (p. 95) To be more accurate, the current study is 
concerned more about ‘familial patriarchy’, which DeKeseredy and Schwartz (1998) found to be most 
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contributing to or maintaining violence of this sort (Carlson, 1999). Flood and Pease 

(2009) in their analysis of factors associated with people’s attitudes towards IPV, noted 

that public perceptions have been of central concern for many researchers when 

examining violence against women. The public attitudes and perceptions of IPV are 

found to be correlated with: 1) individual’s perpetration of violence, 2) victims’ response 

to victimization, and 3) overall community response to violence against women (Flood & 

Pease). Higher public awareness and positive attitudes and beliefs regarding IPV is 

related to lower perpetration of abuse, increased help-seeking, and above all higher 

individual and community support to the victims.  

Having been identified as important factors contributing to or maintaining IPV, 

public perceptions (Carlson, 1999), beliefs, and attitudes regarding IPV are being 

examined by many researchers (Flood & Pease, 2009; DeKeseredy & Schwartz, 1998; 

McMullan, 2006; Jones, 2007). However, Carlson and Worden (2005) noted that due to 

the lack of consensus in how IPV is defined and measured, there are clear methodological 

differences in the IPV studies and these differences do not allow for us to determine the 

changes in public perceptions over time. However, evidence exists that increased public 

attention to IPV has educated the public to include a broader range of abusive behaviors, 

more than just acts of severe physical violence (Carlson & Worden, 2005). Similarly, 

Flood and Peace (2009) indicated, it might be expected that younger individuals will 

adopt more informed attitudes towards VAW, reflecting improvements over time in 

attitudes as well as the influence of younger cohorts’ greater exposure to university and 

social campaigns against violence. There is evidence in both Australia and the U.S. that 

                                                                                                                                                 
important when studying IPV. According to them, familial patriarchy is male control in domestic or 
intimate settings, a domain where IPV occurs. 
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individuals under fifty-five reflect better attitudes5, or are less supportive to violence 

against women (Flood & Peace, 2009). However, Flood and Peace indicated an opposite 

trend, that is younger males have negative attitudes or are more supportive to VAW 

compared to their older counterparts.  

In addition to generational or age differences in people’s subjective view of IPV, 

there could be differences based on individuals’ occupations and education. In her study 

on dating violence, Carlson (1999) found that the views professionals and scholars held 

about the unacceptability of violence in intimate relationships are not always shared by 

young people involved in these same relationships. There are large discrepancies between 

reported rates of violence in dating relationships as defined by researchers and the 

willingness on the part of those involved to label such behaviors as violent or abusive 

(Carlson).  

McMulaan (2006) explored a similar hypothesis as Carlson (1999) did with 

criminal justice and non-criminal justice students. The researcher presented her study 

participants examples of different types of physical, sexual, and psychological abuse 

occurring in homosexual as well as heterosexual relationships and asked if they would 

consider those acts as IPV, and if those acts should be reported to the law enforcement. 

To her surprise McMulaan (2006) found that non-criminal justice students were more 

likely to label various abusive actions as IPV as well as report them, compared to 

                                                 
5 Worden & Carlson (2005), one of the studies Flood and Peace (2009) reviewed, measured participants’ 
attitudes to IPV as their opinions towards statements accepting violence as normal, blaming women for 
their victimization, and men’s lack of control, frustration, drugs, and alcohol as reasons behind violence. 
Some of the statements participants’ were asked to provide their opinions about were: 1) Some women who 
are abused secretly want to be treated that way, 2) Most women could find a way to get out of an abusive 
relationship if they really wanted to, 3) Some violence are caused by the way women treat men, 4) Most 
men who act abusively towards family members have psychological or personality problems, and 5) Much 
domestic violence is caused by alcohol and drug abuse.  
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criminal justice students. But, McMulaan (2006) also found that students who previously 

enrolled for domestic violence courses were more likely to know about IPV than students 

who did not and therefore emphasized the importance for students to enroll in such 

courses. Flood and Peace (2009), from their meta-analysis, noted that individuals with 

university education or with higher levels of educational attainment tend to have more 

inclusive definitions and less tolerance for IPV than individuals who do not. There is 

potential for research examining the subjective differences of people coming from 

various occupational and educational contexts in labeling violence or abuse in intimate 

relationships.  

Jones (2007), in her research on the factors associated with the perception and 

attitudes of African American business leaders about IPV, found that the majority of her 

study participants did not have a clear notion of IPV.  Jones also found in her study that 

class (as measured by income) had significant influence on the perceptions of the 

participants regarding IPV. Those who earned below $25,000 annually agreed that 

behaviors such as hitting, trying to control partner, not allowing partner to make any 

decisions, and pushing partner were domestic violence. However, the participants in the 

$75,000 – $99,999 per year income group disagreed somewhat that those behaviors 

described in the survey constituted domestic violence. Flood and Peace (2009) had 

similar findings from their meta-analysis, broadly summarizing that attitudes toward 

VAW vary with socio-economic variables such as labor market participations and socio-

economic status.  

While Jones (2007) found class to be a significant variable associated with 

participants’ IPV perceptions, age, gender, religion, education, and marital status were 
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not found to be significant. However, Jones (2007) noted, based on earlier research 

among other cultural groups, there could be cultural differences in factors found to be 

significantly influencing IPV perceptions of participants. For instance, McMulaan (2006) 

found gender to be a significant variable influencing U.S. students’ perceptions regarding 

IPV. Flood and Peace (2009) from their meta-analysis of a wide range of international 

studies also identified gender to be a consistent predictor of attitudes about IPV. In 

general, men were more likely than women to agree with myths and beliefs supportive of 

IPV, perceive a narrower range of behaviors as violent, blame and show less empathy for 

the victims, minimize the harms associated with physical and sexual assault, and see 

behaviors constituting IPV as less serious, inappropriate, or damaging. Jones (2007) 

concluded that studies conducted in various cultural, social, and economic contexts are 

much needed. 

Summarizing the Main Debates in the U.S. IPV Literature 

In summarizing the main issues in defining and measuring IPV (Bent-Goodley, 

2005; Shanon et al., 2007; McClennen, 2005; NCIPC, 2003; Sprague, 2005; Miller, 2005; 

West, 2004; Carlson & Worden, 2005; Sprague, 2005; Miller, 2005; Hattrich & O’leary, 

2007; Straus, 2004; Jackson, 1999; McMulaan, 2006; Jones, 2007; Flood & Peace, 2009; 

Carlson, 1999; DeKeseredy & Schwartz, 1998; Lysova & Douglas, 2008; Perry & 

Fromuth, 2005; Newton, 2001): 

i) There is a lack of consensus regarding what acts/abuses constitutes IPV. Some 

studies of IPV include only severe types of acts that may cause pain or injury, 

while ignoring behaviors to control or intimidate, such as stalking, humiliation, 

verbal abuse, imprisonment, and denial of access to money, shelter, or services.   
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ii) Some measurement techniques (such as the CTS) do not emphasize the context of 

violence while many researchers find it a most important aspect of researching 

IPV. Contextual analysis accounts for the meanings and motives behind IPV. The 

social desirability to respond in a certain way influencing self-disclosure of IPV 

related issues can also be another contextual factor. 

iii) The U.S. studies on IPV often fail to address the diverse groups (e.g. white upper 

class, homosexuals, partners cohabiting) leading to faulty generalizations about 

some specific groups (e.g. poor black women, heterosexual spouse relationships). 

Some argue that changing relationship status over time (e.g. current or former 

partner, married or cohabiting partners, dating partners) has not been carefully 

incorporated into IPV study instruments. For example, the CTS does not include 

former partners.  

iv) There are not many studies examining public perception and attitudes regarding 

IPV in the U.S. and the existing studies have methodological limitations. 

Researchers suggest studies examining differences in public perceptions and their 

attitudes about IPV in relation to their social, cultural, and economic differences. 

An understanding of IPV in the U.S. has evolved from a grassroots social 

movement among feminists into an international social problem (Kanuha, 1996). In 

theorizing and conceptualizing IPV, the U.S. practitioners have followed various 

theoretical and methodological approaches. These practices set the standard for many 

nations in the world, as similar trends in dealing with IPV can be observed in other 

countries as well. As a result the methodological issues in examining IPV in the U.S. 

context may be repeated in the practices of many other nations. One such nation is 
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Bangladesh. In the following sections, Bangladeshi research on IPV will be analyzed and 

compared to that of the U.S.  

Intimate Partner Violence in Bangladesh 

In Bangladesh, at almost all levels of the society, IPV, more commonly known as 

violence against women, is recognized as a significant social problem and has received 

due attention from researchers, social workers, and activists from non-government 

(NGO) and government organizations as well as  legislative bodies (Jahan & Islam, 1997; 

Bangladesh National Women’s Lawyers’ Association [BNWLA], 2003; Jahan, 1994). 

Over the last two decades, VAW has become one of the most visible and articulated 

social issues in Bangladesh (Jahan & Islam. 1997). Zaman (1999), a socialist-feminist 

explained that the transformation of violence against women from a non-issue to a social 

issue is a major contribution of the feminist movement. She noted that women’s 

oppression in Bangladesh became really apparent at the time of the liberation war during 

1971 when Bangladeshis were fighting for their independence from Pakistan. During this 

period of war, over 30,000 women were raped. These women were labeled as ‘birangana’ 

(war heroines) by the then Bangladeshi Government, later used as a derogatory term 

against women. In the post-independence period, a period of lawlessness, violence 

against women continued by armed Bengali gangsters (Zaman).  

The extreme victimization of women brought together many middle class women 

to fight against gender oppression. This new feminist consciousness was further 

promoted by two important developments at that time (Jahan, 1994; Zaman, 1999):        

1) United Nation’s declaration of the Women’s Decade (1976-85) and 2) the publicity 

given by newspapers and various women’s rights groups to the abuse of young married 
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women due to non-payment of dowry. Thus, the issue of IPV started being researched in 

the early eighties in Bangladesh (Islam, 1982). Since then much has been revealed about 

Bangladeshi women’s status and the situation of VAW in Bangladesh. The discussion 

that follows summarizes some current Bangladeshi studies on VAW. 

Violence Against Women in Bangladesh - Current Study Findings 

Women in Bangladesh experience neglect, discrimination, and violence of all 

forms systematically from the moment of birth (Zaman, 1999). Such oppression of 

women is legitimized through laws, customs, and traditions supported by religion. The 

birth of a male child is celebrated whereas a female child is considered a burden. Girls in 

Bangladesh are taught to have two important virtues, patience and modesty. They are 

taught to sacrifice their identity, become fragile, weak, and dependent in the name of 

social and religious values.  

The Constitution of Bangladesh (Article 28[2]) states: “Women shall have equal 

rights with men in all spheres of the State and of the public life.” (BNWLA, 2003) 

However, the emphasis of equality only within “the State and public life” establishes that 

the government will not exert its authority in the personal sphere. In Bangladesh, 

personal laws govern matters in the personal/private sphere and are dependent on a 

citizen’s social and religious community. The majority of Bangladeshi citizens are 

Muslims, and, thus, the Muslim personal laws determine the rights of many women in 

Bangladesh6. The Muslim personal law (Sharia) perpetuates gender inequality by placing 

women under the control of men. Under the Muslim law of inheritance men always end 

                                                 
6 Although very few, several minorities and tribal groups reside in Bangladesh. These communities are 
governed by their own personal laws where women are subject to extreme inequality and subordination 
(BNWLA, 2003). 
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up inheriting more, putting women in an economically dependent and socially vulnerable 

position. Men are given the unilateral right to divorce, whereas women seeking divorce 

must go through extensive and complicated legal processes. In addition, women are 

socially stigmatized. Women are often deprived of justice in cases of rape, molestation, 

and abduction, if they end up seeking legal help. In most cases however, they do not seek 

justice because of social pressure.  

Overall, Bangladesh represents a culture where a sex bias operates within 

virtually every system and thus leaves women at the mercy of men in most cases. Thus, 

women’s oppression and abuse is multifaceted and imbedded in every aspect of their 

lives, starting from childhood and remaining until death. Following are some examples of 

Bangladeshi studies and the key issues explored by these studies on VAW, which in this 

study is more specifically addressed as IPV.   

A recent study by Centre for Health and Population Research (ICDDR,B, 2005) 

indicated that women suffer more from poverty and discrimination than men, especially in 

South Asia. On average, 40 percent of women are abused by their husbands in both the 

rural and urban areas of Bangladesh. Violence against women, especially in marriages, is 

usually accepted by society. Revealing sensitive information regarding spouse violence 

may lead abused women to be socially stigmatized and later exposed to more violence; 

therefore, the study found 66 percent of women never report the violence (ICDDR,B, 

2005).  

ICDDR,B (2005) study also pointed out the socio-economic status, cultural norms 

and values that subjugate women to men are the primary reasons for violence against them. 

The study was based on survey data gathered from urban and rural women who had been 
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married at least once in life, and twenty-eight in-depth interviews with women who had 

been abused by their husbands. The report listed the following reasons for violence in 

Bangladesh: lack of power, resources, and freedom for women, family history of violence 

(if the husband’s father has abused his mother or if a dowry demand has not been paid), if 

women were younger and with poor health, and if they had some kind of savings or 

earnings. ICDDR,B also found that there were fewer chances of violence with better 

communication between husbands and wives, and if the husbands’ education exceeded 10th 

grade. 

Blanchet (2001) noted that gender violence in Bangladesh is largely perpetrated by 

husbands over wives as an expression of ascendancy and power. According to Blanchet, 

gender violence is the primary mode of regulation in gender relations. These reasons are 

reiterated by Khan (2002) and Ahmed (2005). Khan noted that IPV, particularly physical 

violence committed by family members has long been considered a legitimate means to 

discipline women whose gender role does not conform in any manner to the expectation 

either of the parental family or husbands’ family. The most common causes of failure to 

protect women’s rights are poverty, lack of proper understanding of the rights of women, 

and weak enforcement of the laws.  

Bhuiya, et al. (2003), from their survey of rural couples, found that violence 

toward wives is attributed to the failure on the part of the wife to perform her duties, such 

as household work and childcare. Another cluster of reasons were inter-personal 

relationship aspects such as not getting along with other family members and suspected 

relations with a man other than her husband. The husband’s frustration with his social 

and economic life was also a separate dimension of reasons for violence. Johnson and 
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Das (2008) touched upon similar factors as Bhuiya et al. In their study using 

Demographic Health Survey (DHS) data, Johnson and Das found that patriarchal 

attitudes of married men are associated with higher prevalence of violence against their 

wives. Their findings revealed that the men participating in their study justified violence 

against their wives in cases where they thought the wives had not performed their familial 

duties, or cheated on their husbands with someone else. Moreover, Johnson and Das 

found that men who believed wife-beating is acceptable were four times more likely to 

report recent violence against women than those who did not believe wife-beating is 

acceptable. Using the same DHS data as Johnson and Das, Hadi (2009) conducted 

another study examining factors related to participants’ attitudes toward wife beating. 

This time Hadi used couples’ data unlike Johnson and Das (2008) who used only men’s 

data. Hadi (2009) found that rural husbands were more likely to justify wife beating than 

urban husbands were. Increased age, education, and active employment status of the 

wives were associated with their having a greater say in decision making. Men’s 

economic independence was related with increased justification of wife beating. With 

increased education (both of wives and husbands) husbands’ justification of wife beating 

decreased. 

Schuler and Islam (2008) noted that an increasing number of surveys conducted 

worldwide on IPV indicate that IPV is widely condoned. The researchers conducted some 

surveys in six villages of Bangladesh to examine women’s attitudes regarding IPV. The 

survey findings suggested that a high proportion of women believed that husband's use of 

violence against their wives is acceptable. However, the researchers conducted some in-

depth interviews also, and the findings showed that although many women accepted a 
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certain level of violence from their husbands, they did not condone it. The participants 

said that perpetrators of violence should be punished. Because the two methods (survey 

and in-depth interviews) ended up with contradictory findings, Schuler and Islam (2008) 

raised questions regarding the meaning of responses to commonly used questions 

intended to measure women's attitudes toward IPV and suggested efforts to come up with 

more appropriate measures.  

Another study that examined Bangladeshi women’s perceptions regarding IPV 

was conducted by Naved and Persson (2005). In their study of factors associated with 

spousal violence against Bangladeshi married women, Naved and Persson (2005) found 

no significant relationship between women’s attitudes toward gender roles and physical 

violence inflicted by their husbands. However, other significant findings revealed that in 

both rural and urban areas, dowry and/or history of abuse of the husband's mother by his 

father increased the risk of violence. Spousal communication and husband's education 

beyond the 10th grade decreased risk of violence. In the urban area, women younger than 

their husbands participating in savings and credit groups increased the risk of abuse. 

Husband's education beyond the 6th grade had a protective effect. In the rural area, 

women having an income source increased the risk.  

While Johnson and Das (2008), Schuler and Islam (2008), and Naved and Persson 

(2005) conducted their studies mostly on rural married men and women regarding their 

patriarchal beliefs and attitude regarding IPV; Akhter, Islam, and Ward (2005) conducted 

their study among two hundred and fifty men and women of different occupational 

groups in Dhaka, the capital city of Bangladesh (e.g., female garment, sex, and domestic 

workers, and housewives; male petty businessmen and transport workers; and female and 
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male students). The study explored knowledge, attitudes, and practices of domestic 

violence and provided important information on strategies for domestic violence 

prevention. Akhter et al. (2005) found that most of the participants knew about domestic 

violence and preferred television to acquire domestic violence related information. It is 

important to note that the authors conceptualized domestic violence (or, IPV) broadly as 

abuse by family members (as opposed to other types of violence that take place in 

Bangladesh, such as gang rape, acid throwing and homicide by non- family members). 

Attitudes toward wife beating depended on participants’ concepts about gender roles and 

women’s autonomy. Male participants were more likely to believe that domestic violence 

is a private matter and should be discussed within the household. While female garment 

workers were more likely to prefer legal help for victims, sex workers, students, 

transportation workers, and petty businessmen preferred community support. 

Although studies examining sexual violence, considered a taboo, are rare in the 

context of Bangladesh, Hadi (2000) conducted a study on rural wives about the sexual 

violence they face during menstruation, pregnancy, and the neonatal period. The study 

was mainly based on in-depth interviews. However, to collect demographic information a 

survey questionnaire was used. Hadi (2000) noted that marital rape is a definite 

experience for many married women in Bangladesh and that the concept of a wife’s right 

to refuse sex is not accepted by society. Even the health service providers do not have the 

skills or knowledge to deal with such matters. The study also concluded that women’s 

ability to financially contribute to the family income decreases the likelihood of facing 

violence. Similar findings are also drawn in a study by Schuler, Hashemi, Riley, and 

Akhter (1996), using similar methods of data collection. 
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Another study was conducted by Naved and Akhtar (2007) on suicidal ideation 

among ever-married rural as well as urban women of reproductive age. They found that 

the prevalence of suicidal ideation among ever-married women of reproductive age in 

Bangladesh is high. About 11 percent of the women of reproductive age in the rural area 

and 14 percent in the urban area reported contemplating suicide (Naved & Akhtar, 2007). 

Both physical and psychological violence against women contributed to the contempla-

tion of suicide according to the study results. Urban women were associated with higher 

psychological victimization compared to their rural counterparts. Psychological 

victimization on the other hand was related to higher suicidal ideation, and thus urban 

women were more likely to contemplate suicide.    

In order to focus more on the main issues in the Bangladeshi IPV research 

reviewed so far, the findings are summarized in Table 1. The limitations that come out 

from the summary of the Bangladeshi IPV studies are similar to those of the U.S. studies. 

These issues are discussed next. 

 

 



 

Table 1. Major Studies of IPV in Bangladesh 

Study Title (Author/s) Primary Research Objective Participants of 
the Study 

Relationship 
Examined 

IPV Definition 
(Instrument used) 

Main Factors Associated with Prevalence of 
IPV 

Prevalence and correlates of the 
risk of marital sexual violence in 
Bangladesh (Hadi, 2000) 

Exploring the prevalence and 
determinants of sexual violence 
within marriage in Bangladesh 

Rural currently 
married women 
in reproductive 
age 

Spouse Sexual violence during 
menstruation, 
pregnancy, and neonatal 
period 

1. Young age of women 
2. Lack of education  
3. Poverty 

Constructions of masculinities 
and violence against women 
(Blanchet, 2001) 

Documenting case histories of 
abused married women and of men 
who are known to be violent with 
their wives. Case histories include: 
how violence occurs; how it is dealt 
with; consequences for women and 
their families 

Rural women 
and men 

Spouse or any 
family 
member 

Sexual violence (by 
husband or by a family 
member. E.g. father in 
law, brother in law)  

1. Patriarchal norms and values to subjugate 
women 

2. Barriers preventing women to speak out or 
lack of support services 

Nature of domestic violence 
against women in a rural area of 
Bangladesh: implication for 
preventive interventions (Bhuiya, 
et al., 2003) 

Examining frequency of physical 
violence, verbal abuse, in association 
with background characteristics of 
women and their husbands 

Ever-married 
rural women 

Spouse Physical7 and verbal 
abuse8

 

1. Failure of wife to perform her familial 
duties 

2. Not getting along with family members  
3. Suspected relations with another man  
4. Husband’s financial frustration  
5. Young age of husband   
6. Being members of micro-credit societies  

Major study of domestic violence 
in Bangladesh (ICDDR,B, 2005) 

Exploring the amount of violence 
women face and factors that increase 
or decrease the risk of violence, 
health consequences, and coping 
strategies used by women 

Rural and urban 
ever-married 
women  

Spouse  Physical violence9  
 

1. Lack of power and financial resources of 
wife  

2. Family history of violence (dowry 
demands) 

3. Women being young or with poor health 
4. Lack of communication between spouses 
5. Lack of husbands’ education 

Intimate partner violence against 
women: Experiences from a 
woman-focused development 
programme in Matlab, 
Bangladesh (Ahmed, 2005) 

Exploring association between 
microcredit-based development 
programs and domestic violence 
against women perpetrated by their 
husbands. 

Rural wives Spouse Physical10 and/or 
mental11 violence  

1. Women being young  
2. Lack of education or resources owned by 

women 

Factors associated with spousal 
physical violence against women 
in Bangladesh (Naved & 
Persson, 2005) 
 

Examining factors associated with 
domestic violence in urban and rural 
Bangladesh 

Ever-married 
rural and urban 
women 

Spouse Physical violence 
(adopted from CTS) 

1. Dowry demand or history of abuse of 
husband's mother by his father  

2. Spousal communication  
3. Lack of husband's education  
4. In the urban area, women's being younger 
5. Women’s participation in savings and 

credit groups or having income source  

                                                 
7 Being beaten by husband or family member 
8 Using demeaning and abusive words 
9 Being hit with a fist or object, kicked or dragged, beaten up, choked, burnt, or threatened/injured with a weapon or object of some kind 
10 Slap, kick, or beat 
11 Verbal abuse, threat of divorce or second marriage, money/land/livestock taken away against women’s will, not allowing women to visit natal home 
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Study Title (Author/s) Primary Research Objective Participants of 
the Study 

Relationship 
Examined 

IPV Definition 
(Instrument used) 

Main Factors Associated with Prevalence of 
IPV 

Women’s Productive role and 
marital violence in Bangladesh 
(Hadi, 2005) 

Assessing the role of women’s 
participation in productive activities 
in reducing the risk of marital 
violence. 

Currently 
married rural 
women  

Spouse Mental torture12 and 
physical assault13

 

1. Failure to perform expected role in the 
household by wife 

Knowledge, Attitudes, and 
Practices on Domestic Violence 
Against Women in Bangladesh 
(Akhter et al., 2005) 

Exploring knowledge, attitude, and 
practices on domestic violence and 
providing strategies for domestic 
violence prevention 

Urban female 
and male 
participants 
from different 
professions and 
students 

Family or any 
family 
member 

Abuse by family 
members (as oppose to 
gang rape, acid 
throwing and homicide 
by non- family 
members) 

1. Attitudes towards wife beating depended 
on participants’ concepts about gender 
roles and women’s autonomy.  

2. Male participants believed that domestic 
violence is a private matter 

3. Female garments workers were more 
likely to prefer legal help  

4. Sex workers, students, transportation 
workers, and petty business men preferred 
community support 

Spousal violence against women 
and suicidal ideation in 
Bangladesh (Naved & Akhtar, 
2007) 
 

Exploring suicidal ideation among 
reproductive-aged, ever-married 
women in Bangladesh and its 
association with physical, sexual, 
and emotional violence by their 
husbands. 

Rural and urban 
ever-married 
women 

Spouse Physical, sexual, and 
emotional violence 
(adopted from CTS) 

1. Rural women associated with physical 
violence and urban women with emotional 

2. Emotional violence associated with 
suicidal ideation of urban women 

Spousal Violence in Bangladesh 
as Reported by Men: Prevalence 
and Risk Factors (Johnson & 
Das, 2008) 

Examining risk factors for 
perpetration of spousal violence 
among men in Bangladesh, 

Rural and urban 
ever-married 
men 

Spouse Physical violence 
(adopted from CTS) 

2. Men who marry more than once or are 
unfaithful 

3. Men who use drugs 
4. Men who believe wife-beating is 

acceptable 
Women’s acceptance of intimate 
partner violence within marriage 
in rural Bangladesh (Schuler & 
Islam, 2008) 

Exploring women’s attitude towards 
their own victimization 

Rural ever-
married women

Spouse Physical violence 1. Women accepted violence in the surveys 
2. Women did not condone violence in in-

depth interviews 
 

 It’s OK to Beat my Wife: 
Patriarchal Perception o(Hadi, 
2009) 

Analyzing patriarchal attitudes of 
Bangladeshi men and women 
justifying spousal violence. 

Rural and urban 
ever-married 
men and 
women 

Spouse Physical violence 
(adopted from CTS) 

3. Rural husbands were more likely to justify 
wife beating.  

4. Increased age, education, and active 
employment status of the wives were 
associated with their having greater say in 
their own health care.  

5. Men’s economic independence gives him 
more power of domination.  

6. Increased education (both of wives and 
husbands) the odds of husband justifying 
wife beating decreased 

                                                 
12 Threat to beat, divorce or abandon the wife by husband 
13 Beating, pushing, slapping, or throwing things on women by husband  



 

Summarizing Issues in the Current Bangladeshi IPV Research 

Emphasis on Particular Groups or Relationships 

It appears that intimate partner violence, mostly referred to as DV and/or VAW, 

often a synonym for family violence, started being researched in the early eighties in 

Bangladesh. This aligns somewhat to the period when a social movement against 

domestic violence emerged in the U.S. Bangladeshi researchers (Hadi, 2000; Blanchet, 

2001; Bhuiya et al., 2003; ICDDR,B, 2005; Hadi, 2005; Ahmed, 2005; Akhter et al., 

2005; Naved & Personn, 2007; Naved & Akhtar, 2007; Johnson & Das, 2008; Schuler & 

Islam, 2008; Hadi, 2009) concentrated mostly on ‘spousal abuse’ (or, abuse by a family 

member [Blanchet, 2001 & Akher et al., 2005], see Table 1), same as the initial issue of 

the U.S. research and social movement against violence toward women in the seventies 

(Kanuha, 1996). The emphasis of Bangladeshi researchers has been on heterosexual 

marital relationships and leaves out other types of relationships, such as dating 

relationships, former partners, relationships outside marriage, and homosexual 

relationships. 

Because marriage is universal, in Bangladesh there is clearly a need to study 

marital relationships. That said, it is important to perceive IPV not just as a problem 

within marriage but also within other types of intimate relationships. The reach of IPV is 

much wider than just the marital relationship, not just in the U.S but also in Bangladesh. 

Evidence exists in the literature that issues such as relationships outside marriage and 

homosexuality prevail in Bangladesh. A recent Bangladeshi study by Zahid (2007) on 

urban high school, college, and university students found that roughly about 62 percent of 

the participants were in dating relationships and about 71 percent of students in general 
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preferred have dating relationships before marriage. A study conducted on sexual 

behavior among 7,122 (aged 18-49 years) males in six districts (three urban and three 

rural) in Bangladesh by ICDDR,B (2007) revealed that overall, 18 percent of the 

participants reported having had sexual intercourse outside of marriage (with female sex 

workers, casual female partners, and males/transgender). A study by Nahar et al. (1999) 

on pre-marital sexual behaviors of adolescents revealed that there was at least one 

adolescent boy participant in each study area who knew about an adult male who was 

having sex with adolescent boys, and adolescent boys who were having sex with boys of 

similar age. This activity was termed as ‘jeena’. Sometimes the men who were doing so 

provided incentives to their young partners. Some of the men forced young boys to have 

anal sex (Nahar et al., 1999). The annual report of the Bandhu Welfare Society [BWS] 

(2002) expressed concerns based on mounting evidence of hijras, the transgender sex 

workers, being at high risk for exposure to HIV and other STDs. According to BWS, The 

National Behavioral Surveillance in Bangladesh, between 1999 and 2000, revealed very 

high levels of unprotected anal sex and self-reported STD symptoms among hijras. 

Five out of the eleven Bangladeshi studies reviewed earlier (Hadi, 2000; Blanchet, 

2001; Bhuiya, et al. 2003; Ahmed, 2005; Hadi, 2009 [see Table 1]), examined only rural 

spouse relationships. The rest observed both rural and urban spouse relationships. The 

researchers examining the rural context stressed poverty, lack of education, and financial 

resources of the women as factors behind IPV. However, some studies sampling urban 

participants indicated the opposite. For instance, Naved and Persson’s (2005) study 

indicated that women having some income or savings increased the probability of 

violence in the urban areas. Another study by Naved and Akhtar (2007) provided 
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evidence that urban women face more emotional abuse than rural women which leads 

them to have suicidal ideation more than the rural women. This emphasizes the 

importance of including urban participants in IPV studies. 

Furthermore, all the studies, except Akhter et al. (2005), examined ever-married 

or currently married men and women. This, despite evidence that non-marital 

relationships are also prone to IPV (ICDDR,B, 2007; BWS, 2002; Nahar et al., 1999) and 

that young men and women are more at risk to be IPV victims (Hadi, 2000; Bhuiya, et al. 

2003; Ahmed, 2005). Frequent reports of the victimization of young girls outside 

marriage appear under the label of ‘eve-teasing’ in the Bangladeshi context. Eve-teasing 

is a euphemism used in Bangladesh, India and Pakistan for public sexual harassment, 

street harassment or public molestation of women by men. It commonly defined as an act 

of abuse by young men against girls or women by making sexual innuendos against them 

in public or in the work place (The Lawyers & Jurists, 2010). Eighty-seven percent of 

girls between 10 to 18 years of age become victims of eve-teasing (The Lawyers & 

Jurists). About 14 girls, victims of eve-teasing, were reported to have committed suicide 

in the year 2010 alone (Mia, 2010). Although eve-teasing is defined as sexual harassment 

of girls, commonly occurring in public and perpetrated by strangers, media reports often 

identify the perpetrators as former dating partners (UNBConnect, 2010), implying that 

IPV in dating relationships is not uncommon in the Bangladeshi context.  

Because of the universality of marriage, and religious and cultural norms that 

forbid any other relationships outside it, unconventional relationships, such as dating, are 

to some extent “deviant” subcultures in Bangladesh (as explained by Fisher et al., 1998). 

And, because this deviance is often subjected to social, religious, and familial sanctions, 
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individuals involved in such relationships maintain a certain level of secrecy, subjecting 

themselves to increased victimization and lack of support. Thus, more studies should 

examine urban young women and men in relationships outside marriage.  

Actions Examined as IPV 

Bangladeshi IPV studies emphasize physical violence with many actions adopted 

from the CTS (Naved & Persson, 2005; Naved & Akhtar, 2007; Johson & Das, 2008; 

Hadi, 2009). Psychological violence, such as controlling movement, intimidation, 

stalking, humiliation, imprisonment, and denial of access to money, shelter, or services 

are often neglected. This may minimize the actual prevalence rate of IPV as the U.S. 

researchers Tjaden (2004) and Kilpatrick (2004) have found. Moreover, only two studies 

were found on sexual violence (Hadi, 2000; Blanchet, 2001). However, neither of the two 

studies specifically defined the actions of sexual violence. The studies (Hadi, 2009 & 

Blanchet, 2001) let the participants agree or disagree about whether they have faced any 

sort of violence they perceived to be sexual violence. Thus, there are inconsistencies in 

the actions that the Bangladeshi studies defined and examined as IPV. 

The lack of uniformity in examining specific actions/abuses as IPV and 

relationships that experience IPV might have originated from the confusion in the way 

IPV is defined and perceived by Bangladeshi IPV researchers, experts, and activists. The 

following section discusses varying definitions in the context of Bangladesh.  

Inconsistencies in Defining IPV in Bangladeshi Context  

One of the current working definitions of VAW in Bangladesh, adopted from The 

Declaration on the Elimination of VAW, UN Resolution 48/104, is: “any act of gender 
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based violence that results in, or is likely to result in the physical, sexual or psychological 

harm or suffering of women, including threats of such acts, coercion, or arbitrary 

deprivation of liberty, whether occurring in public or private life” (Khan, 2002, p. 13). 

This definition was further categorized by Naripokkho and Bangladesh Mahila Parishad 

(2002), two women’s associations, into six types of VAW: 1) family violence, 2) acid 

assault, 3) rape and sexual violence, 4) murder or suicide, 5) custodial violence, and 6) 

community violence. Among all these types, none came close to defining IPV except 

family violence. However, while defining family violence, Naripokkho and Bangladesh 

Mahila Parishad (2002) avoided the term ‘domestic violence’. According to them, 

domestic violence includes violence on domestic help or non-family members living with 

the family. Family violence here included child abuse, sibling abuse, parent abuse, and 

in-law abuse, perpetrated by both male and female aggressors on female and male victims. 

This form of violence included physical abuse (including hitting with fists, punching, 

pushing, kicking, knocking, etc., which are especially applicable in cases of wife-abuse 

and battering), acid throwing, beating/stabbing, dowry, murder, rape, and suicide. 

Naripokkho and Bangladesh Mahila Parishad (2002) found family violence to be the 

most common form of violence in a pilot study, but, importantly, it was to be under-

reported among the urban middle- and upper-class where people consider it a private 

matter. 

Even for acid attacks, unique to Bangladesh, Naripokkho and Bangladesh Mahila 

Parishad (2002) did not specify the relationships involved. According to them, acid 

attacks in Bangladesh usually occur when men want to take revenge for the refusal of 

proposals for sex or marriage, or when demands for dowry are not met. The motives—
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proposals for sex or marriage—could occur in dating or casual relationships, even in 

some cases by strangers. However, Naripokkho and Bangladesh Mahila Parishad (2002) 

did not specify any type of relationship involved. Similarly, when defining rape and 

sexual violence, Naripokkho and Bangladesh Mahila Parishad stated that rape occurs 

when a man has intercourse with a woman of any age without her consent. This definition 

of rape ignores the fact that rape can occur in marital relationships also, since in 

Bangladesh it is commonly perceived that a husband has the right to have sex with his 

wife with or without her permission (Blanchet, 2001).  

Another definition by BNWLA (2003) identifies family violence, DV, or IPV as 

violence perpetuated in the home or family environment against women of all economic 

strata by husbands, in-laws, and family members. This definition, at first glance, appears 

to be similar to the definition of family violence provided by Naripokkho and Bangladesh 

Mahila Parishad (2002). However, the two definitions are a little contradictory as one 

specifically speaks of abuse against women by family members (BNWLA, 2003), 

whereas the other was more general including child abuse, sibling abuse, parent abuse, 

and in-law abuse, that can happen against both men and women (Naripokkho & 

Bangladesh Mahila Parishad, 2002).  

Furthermore, none of the definitions seem to capture the multifaceted nature of 

VAW in the Bangladeshi context. The BNWLA (2003) definition specifies no actions as 

VAW, whereas the Naripokkho (2002) definition only included physical violence or 

violence that resulted in specific physical injury or harm, such as hitting with fists, 

punching, pushing, kicking, knocking, acid throwing, beating/stabbing, dowry, murder, 

rape, and suicide. 
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It can be summarized that a clear consistent definition of IPV is missing or non-

existent in the Bangladeshi research. Intimate relationships are not specifically defined 

and the various actions that comprise IPV are variable from study to study.  Some other 

methodological limitations in the Bangladeshi IPV studies are discussed next. 

Lack of Contextual Analysis 

Almost all of the Bangladeshi studies reviewed (Hadi, 2000; Blanchet, 2001; 

Bhuiya et al., 2003; ICDDR,B, 2005; Hadi, 2005; Ahmed, 2005; Naved & Personn, 2007; 

Naved & Akhtar, 2007; Johnson and Das, 2008, Hadi, 2009), defined IPV as violence 

occurring against women by men. However, Akhter et al. (2005) and Blanchet (2001) 

defined IPV as family violence, similar to the broad definition of family violence 

provided by Naripokkho and Bangladesh Mahila Parishad (2002). Naripokkho and 

Bangladesh Mahila Parishad specifically indicated in their report that family violence 

could occur against men too (in cases of child and elder abuse), not just against women. 

However, none of the studies explained further the differences in the nature of violence 

experienced and inflicted by both men and women.  

The majority of the Bangladeshi IPV studies (see Table 1) recruited only women 

as their respondents. These studies examined unidirectional IPV as opposed to 

bidirectional IPV. Hence, it is still unknown, given the conceptualization of IPV as 

bidirectional by Bangladeshi scholars (Akhter et al., 2005; Blanchet, 2001; Naripokkho & 

Bangladesh Mahila Parishad, 2002), if men were also the respondents (as in the current 

study), what would the prevalence be of IPV reported by men as well as women. Jackson 

(1999), Sprague (2005), and Miller (2005) indicated that men are more likely to 

underreport their abusive behaviors and women are more likely to report their offenses 
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than their victimization in the U.S. context. Thus, many studies often end up having more 

or equal numbers of female offenders, no matter why they did it or what the nature of the 

offense was. It is also noted that studies using the CTS are vulnerable to such outcomes 

as this instrument does not account for the context of abuse. The same issues, for which 

the studies in the U.S. which ended up with outcomes showing gender symmetry, could 

be repeated in Bangladeshi studies. This phenomenon has yet to be examined by 

Bangladeshi studies.  

Lack of Public Perception Research 

There is a lack of research comparing public perceptions, their definitions of IPV, 

and their beliefs and attitudes about IPV in Bangladesh. Only a few studies (Akhter et al. 

2005; Hadi, 2009; Schuler & Islam, 2008) could be found that exclusively examine 

public perceptions about IPV in Bangladesh. However, it is important to understand what 

public perceptions and attitudes are regarding IPV, because these perceptions, beliefs, 

and attitudes have an influence on individual actions in either maintaining or eliminating 

IPV. Flood and Peace (2009), in their study on people’s attitudes in relation to IPV, 

indicated, “Attitudes have a fundamental and causal relationship to the perpetration of 

violence against women. There is consistent evidence of an association between violence-

supportive beliefs and values and the perpetration of violent behaviors, at both individual 

and community levels” (p. 126). For instance, within the context of Bangladesh, Johnson 

and Das (2008) found that men who believed wife-beating is acceptable were more than 

four times more likely to report recent violence against women. Nevertheless, no 

Bangladeshi research further analyzed factors that predict people’s perceptions, beliefs, 

and attitudes about IPV. 
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From the review of Bangladeshi studies, we know that Bangladeshi IPV 

researchers and scholars are not consistent in defining IPV (specifically the 

relationships/groups and actions included in IPV), but we have yet to examine how the 

Bangladeshi people define IPV. Only one study (Akhter et al., 2005) seems to have an 

examination of people’s definition of IPV; however, they operationalized IPV vaguely as 

any physical abuse by family members. So, we cannot be sure from this study what 

specific IPV actions or abuses people included in the IPV definition. 

Thus, based on the literature review, it can be noted that IPV researchers in 

Bangladesh have conceptual and methodological issues that the U.S. literature has started 

to address. The way IPV is being defined, measured, and perceived as in Bangladesh, 

does not reflect the many facets of this type of violence. The current study proposed to 

examine participants from various professions, more importantly urban college students’ 

perceptions, beliefs and attitude regarding IPV, and the associated factors. Since this 

study is perhaps one of the initial studies examining urban college students and their 

dating status, the prevalence of IPV in their dating relationships was also examined. 

While examining the IPV perspectives of the Bangladeshi participants, this study kept in 

consideration the methodological limitations of the previous Bangladeshi studies.  
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CHAPTER 3. RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND KEY CONCEPTS 

Research Questions 

The main purpose of this study is to examine individuals’ perceptions, beliefs, and 

attitudes towards IPV and their experiences in the context of Bangladesh. Perceptions 

regarding IPV in this study are measured by the participants’ definitions of the IPV 

actions/abuses and the relationships that in their opinion experience IPV. The following 

is the first set of research questions (RQ 1 & 2) that address how IPV is defined by the 

participants.  

RQ 1. What actions/abuses are defined as IPV in the context of Bangladesh? 

RQ 1a. What factors14 are associated with the participants’ definition of IPV 

actions?  

RQ 2. Which relationships according to the participants experience IPV in the context of 

Bangladesh? 

RQ 2a. What factors are associated with participants’ perceptions of 

relationships experiencing IPV?  

Bangladesh is a country ruled by patriarchal norms and values (Islam, 1982; Khan, 

2002; ICDDR,B, 2005; Bhuiya et al., 2003; Ahmed, 2005; Naved & Akhtar, 2007; 

Blanchet, 2001; Hadi, 2000 & 2005). Such values and beliefs of people influence their 

                                                 
14 The factors are mainly operationalized as social, demographic, and economic factors such as, age, gender, 
city of origin, health status, marital status, dating status, education, and household income. However, two 
additional factors related to “male peer support” (informational support from peer and having an abusive 
friend) are added to these factors due to their importance in examining aggression in dating violence 
(DeKeseredy & Schwartz, 1998). See details in the Definitions of Key Concepts. 
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attitudes and actions towards IPV (Johnson & Das, 2008). The next research questions 

examine participants’ patriarchal beliefs and attitudes related to IPV. 

RQ 3. What are the participants’ patriarchal beliefs? 

 RQ 3a. What factors are associated with participants’ patriarchal beliefs? 

RQ 4.  What are the participants’ patriarchal attitudes? 

 RQ 4a. What factors are associated with participants’ patriarchal attitudes? 

Although it is highly sensitive to question the prevalence of abuse in intimate 

relationships in the Bangladeshi context, this study has research questions addressing the 

extent to which participants have experienced IPV. In addition to asking participants 

about their direct or firsthand experience with IPV, they were also asked if they feared 

their surroundings. According to DeKeseredy & Schwartz (1998), participants’ fears 

about their surroundings could be an indication of the violence they are facing or have 

faced. By having multiple measures, the researchers expected to obtain sufficient data on 

the prevalence of IPV for data analysis. The research questions for this section are: 

RQ 5. To what extent did the participants experience firsthand IPV? 

 RQ 5a. What factors are associated with participants’ firsthand IPV experience? 

RQ 6. To what extent were the participants fearful about their surroundings? 

 RQ 6a. What factors are associated with participants’ fear about their 

surroundings? 

Although the CTS is a widely used measurement tool for IPV, it has some 

limitations. This scale does not reflect the context of IPV (DeKeseredy & Schwartz, 
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1998; Sprague, 2005; Miller, 2005). For instance, females can often be equally observed 

as an offender although the violence adopted was in self-defense. Thus, it is important to 

examine why the abuse occurred, what are the actual meanings and motives behind the 

abuse. The next set of research questions attempt to examine the contexts of IPV 

occurrence among the participants. 

RQ 7. What are the contexts of abuse according to the participants?  

 RQ 7a. What factors are associated with the contexts of abuse as identified by the 

participants?  

Definition of Key Concepts 

Intimate Partner Violence 

In this research, we broadly define intimate partner violence  as a type of violence 

which can be emotional, physical, or sexual in nature, including rape, physical assault, 

financial control, restriction of movement, and stalking perpetrated by a current or former 

date/partner, boyfriend, husband, or cohabiting partner, with cohabiting meaning living 

together as a couple. Both same-sex and opposite-sex partners are included in the 

definition (Renzetti & Bergen, 2005; Newton, 2001; NCIPC, 2003; McClennen, 2005). 

Participants were asked in both open- and close-ended questions to define IPV. In 

order to provide participants with options for the types of actions they defined as IPV in 

the close-ended questions, the most widely used scale to measure physical and 

psychological abuse—the  modified short version of CTS2 (Straus & Douglas, 2004) was 

used (see Appendix B, Q. 38-45). The short form includes questions for simple assault, 

psychological aggressions, sexual coercion, and injury related questions. The sexual 
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coercion and injury related questions, however, were not included in the survey 

questionnaire of this study to avoid possible controversies and underreporting. Also, 

since the CTS does not provide options to identify abuses such as financial control, 

restricting movement, or stalking, which are very common types of violence in the 

context of Bangladesh, some additional actions were added (see Appendix B, Q. 47-51). 

Participants were asked if they perceived these actions as: a) Proper (implying that the 

participant did not perceive the action to be IPV) or b) Improper (implying that the 

participant perceived the action to be IPV), if perpetrated by a male and female 

respectively. 

In order to identify the relationships that participants’ thought experienced IPV, 

they were asked in what relationships IPV could occur in a close-ended question. The 

categories provided to the participants in the survey followed the intimate partner 

categories of the National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS) (Bureau of Justice 

Statistics [BJS], 2000) with some additions. The NCVS categories included: 1) 

Spouse/husband/wife, 2) Ex-spouse/husband/wife, 3) Boyfriend/girlfriend, 4) Ex-

girlfriend/boyfriend, and 5) Homosexual relationship. In addition to the above mentioned 

relationships, one other option was provided: relationships outside marriage (e.g. with 

casual partners, prostitutes, or transgendered). Since in Bangladesh rural and urban areas 

have not received equal attention, the researcher asked participants to identify which 

relationships experience IPV given the context of rural and urban areas: 1) Yes, it 

happens everywhere, 2) Yes, but mainly in urban areas, 3) Yes, but mainly in rural areas, 

and 4) No, it does not happen anywhere (see Appendix B, Q. 33-37). 
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Patriarchal Beliefs 

DeKeseredy and Schwartz (1998), in their study on dating violence in Canadian 

universities, used a seven item index to reveal participants’ patriarchal beliefs. This study 

also used the index to examine Bangladeshi participants’ patriarchal beliefs related to 

IPV. The index included a statement regarding relationship rights of women and men, 

such as whether men and women have equal rights to work outside the home and to 

decide how to spend the family income, should men be the head of the household, if men 

can force their partners to have sex, and if rape victims are to be blamed, etc. The 

participants were given the following options to present their views on the statements: 1) 

Strongly agree, 2) Agree, 3) Disagree, and 4) Strongly disagree (see Appendix B, Q. 20-

26).  

Patriarchal Attitudes 

Again the DeKeseredy and Schwartz (1998) study questions were used to 

examine participants’ patriarchal attitudes related to IPV. The participants were asked 

whether they approve of men slapping women (given options were: Strongly agree to 

Strongly disagree) in situations such as: a) She won’t do what he tells her to do, b) She 

insults him when they are home alone, c) She insults him in public, d) She won’t have a 

physical relationship with him, e) He learns that she’s seeing another man, and f) She hits 

him first when they are having an argument (see Appendix B, Q. 27-32). 

Firsthand Experience of IPV 

The short version of CTS was used to measure participants’ firsthand (direct) 

experience of IPV, as used by DeKeseredy and Schwartz (1998). The questions include 

 62 
 



 

both psychological and physical IPV: 1) Insulted or swore at partner, 2) Put partner down 

in front of friends and family, 3) Accused partner of having affairs with others, 4) Did or 

said something to upset partner, 5) Threatened to hit or threw something, 6) Threw, 

smashed, or kicked something, 7) Stalked, 8) Threw something, 9) Pushed, grabbed, or 

shoved partner, 10) Slapped partner, 11) Kicked, bit, or hit partner, 12) Hit or try to hit 

partner with something, 13) Beat partner up, 14) Choked partner, 15) Threatened with a 

knife or gun, and 16) Used knife or gun on partner. The same set of questions was used 

separately to examine both perpetration and victimization. The participants were asked if 

their current partner ever used the type of actions, mentioned above, since the beginning 

of their relationships (see Appendix B, Q. 81 – 96). The participants were asked the same 

questions to examine if they themselves have perpetrated any of the actions (see 

Appendix B, Q. 97-112). They were given the following options to respond: 1) Once, 2) 

Twice, 3) 3-5 times, 4) 6-10 times, 5) More than 10 times, and 6) Never. 

Fear of Surroundings 

 To examine participants’ fear of surroundings, this study used questions from the 

DeKeseredy and Schwartz (1998) study. The participants were given various situations—

1)  Walking alone in the dark, 2) Riding a bus or public transportation alone after dark, 3) 

Riding a train alone, 4) Walking alone to your car in parking lot after dark, 5) Waiting for 

public transportation alone after dark, 6) Walking past men you don’t know, while alone 

after dark, and 7) Being alone at home—and  then asked whether they felt safe or not in 

those situations (see Appendix B, Q. 74-80). 
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Context of IPV 

In order to measure the contexts of IPV, the researcher first asked the participants 

about their own motives behind IPV perpetration. The following options were presented: 

1) You were primarily motivated by acting in self-defense, protecting yourself from any 

harm, 2) You were trying to fight back, but did not use the tactics in the first place, and 3) 

You used these actions before your partner actually attacked or threatened you (see 

Appendix B, Q. 113, adopted from DeKeseredy & Schwartz, 1998). The participants 

were simply asked to choose the appropriate answer.  

Secondly, the Reason for Aggression Scale used by Hettrich and O’Leary (2007) 

in their study on female perceptions about dating was also used to gather information 

about the general contexts of violence in Bangladesh from the participants. Hettrich and 

O’Leary used this instrument to get only female perspectives and their reasons behind 

abuse. The current study, however, used this instrument to measure both male and female 

reasoning for violence. The participants were given twelve close-ended questions 

including several reasons for aggression: 1) Anger, 2) Jealousy, 3) Self-defense, 4) 

Drugs/alcohol, 5) Need to control, 6) Externally cued, 7) Temper, 8) Poor communication, 

9) Embarrassment, 10) Partner lied, 11) Partner forced sex, and 12) To prevent partner 

from committing an unlawful act, such as drunk driving (see Appendix 54-73). The 

participants were asked to provide their opinions about why males and females 

respectively engage in aggression for the above mentioned reasons. They were given a 1-

5 Likert-type scale to respond: 1= Not a cause, 2 = Minor cause, 3 = Moderate cause, 4 = 

Mostly cause, and 5 = Main cause.  
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Third, as Straus (2004) indicated, research that uses self-reported data needs to 

take into account the tendency of some participants to minimize socially undesirable 

behavior, such as partner abuse. This study accounted for such tendencies of the 

participants as a part of the contextual analysis. To measure socially undesirable 

behaviors this study used the Social Desirability Scale having 13-items (Straus; Reynolds, 

1982). The scale measures the degree to which participants tend to avoid disclosing 

undesirable behavior. The items in the scale consist of behaviors that are undesirable, but 

true to almost everyone. The more the participants deny these almost universal items, the 

more likely the participants are to also deny more seriously undesirable information, such 

as assaulting a partner and other forms of crime (see Appendix, Q. 121-132). The 

participants were given the options “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree” to respond. 

The higher the score, the greater the tendency should be to deny socially undesirable 

behaviors (Straus, 2004). 

Factors Associated with Perceptions and Prevalence of IPV  

The variables that were examined as factors associated with participants’ 

perceptions, beliefs, and attitudes about IPV, and also their perpetration and victimization, 

were (see Appendix B, 1-18):  

1. Gender: a) Female and b) Male.  

2. Age: a) 18-19, b) 20-24, c) 25-29, d) 30-34, e) 35-39, f) 40-44, g) 45-49, h) 50-54, 

and i) 55 or above.  

3. City of origin: a) Barishal, b) Chittagong, c) Dhaka, d) Khulna, e) Rajshahi, f) Sylhet, 

and g) Other.   

 65 
 



 

4. Level of education of both participants and their parents:  a) No formal education, b) 

Primary education, c) Less than high school, d) High school, e) College, and f) 

University. 

5. Health status: a) Excellent, b) Very good, c) Good, d) Fair, and e) Poor.  

6. Marital status: a) Single, b) Separated, c) Divorced, d) Widowed, and e) Married.   

7. Relationships status, if single: a) Engaged, b) Dating, c) Not in a relationship, and d) 

Other.   

8. Occupation (open-ended question). 

9. Participants’ source of income: a) Employed/Self-employed, b) Other sources, c) No 

income, and d) unknown. 

10. Participants’ monthly household income (open-ended). 

11. University attending (open-ended)  

These factors were examined by many Bangladeshi studies (Hadi, 2000; Blanchet, 

2001; Bhuiya et al., 2003; ICDDR,B, 2005; Hadi, 2005; Ahmed, 2005; Akhter et al., 

2005; Naved & Personn, 2007; Naved & Akhtar, 2007; Johnson & Das, 2008, Hadi, 

2009) as important factors behind IPV. 

Male peer support 

According to DeKeseredy and Schwartz (1998) male peer support or attachment 

to male peers and the resources/information that the peers provide encourage and 

legitimize abuse of women. DeKeseredy and Schwartz (1998) also pointed out that these 

male peer support-related variables are widely used variables in studies examining 
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college courtships or dating relationships. The current study examined the two variables: 

1) Attachment to abusive male peers and 2) Informational support. To measure 

participants’ attachment to abusive male peers, they were asked (see Appendix B, Q. 114-

116): 

1. How many of your male friends have ever made physically forceful attempts at 

sexual activity with a woman (wife or girlfriend)? 

2. How many of your male friends have ever used physical force, such as hitting or 

beating to resolve conflicts with their partners? 

3. How many of your male friends insulted, swore, shouted at their partners? 

To measure the informational support the participants receive from their male 

peers, they were asked if their friends ever told them the following (see Appendix B, Q. 

117-120): 

1. Men should respond with physical force, such as hitting or slapping if the girl (or wife 

or partner) challenges his authority? 

2. It is alright for men to hit there wives/partners? 

3. Men spend money on wives/partners, so, they should have sex with them in return? 

4. Men should respond by putting the girl (or wife or partner) down or insult them if she 

challenges his authority? 

5. It is alright for men to physically force their wives/partners to do something? 
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CHAPTER 4. METHODOLOGY 

This chapter gives information regarding the procedures that have been chosen to 

examine people’s perceptions, beliefs, and attitudes about IPV. The different sections in 

this chapter include: a) Research design, b) Population and sample, c) Instrumentation, d) 

Data collection procedure, and e) Data analysis.  

Research Design 

The current study is exploratory in nature. The researcher’s aim is to explore the 

way participants with different social characteristics define IPV and what their patriarchal 

beliefs and attitudes are about IPV. The researcher also briefly explores the nature of 

dating violence among Bangladeshi participants and the context of IPV. This is also a 

comparative study in nature due to the fact that the researcher compares the participants’ 

responses across age, gender, city origin, professions, relationship statuses, education 

levels, and financial statuses of the participants. 

This study uses a survey to collect data. This exploratory study aims to fill a 

crucial gap in our understanding of IPV in Bangladesh. While a quantitative approach 

was selected to analyze the perceptions regarding IPV among Bangladeshi students and 

professionals, the survey includes both close- and open-ended questions providing some 

qualitative data to enrich the survey.   

Population and Sample 

Because of the sensitive nature of the study, a nationally representative sample 

was not feasible. Instead, this study purposively selected participants that previous 

studies in Bangladeshi context have not included. For instance, none of the Bangladeshi 
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studies reviewed (Hadi, 2000; Blanchet, 2001; Bhuiya et al., 2003; ICDDR,B, 2005; Hadi, 

2005; Ahmed, 2005; Schuler & Islam, 2008; Naved & Personn, 2007; Naved & Akhtar, 

2007; Johnson & Das, 2008, Hadi, 2009) examined the urban university students or non-

married participants in dating relationships. Moreover, some Bangladeshi studies only 

examined women’s perspectives of IPV (Schuler & Islam, 2008), whereas some 

concentrated on men’s views (Johnson & Das, 2008). So, the target population for this 

study was Bangladeshi students and professionals, both men and women residing in 

urban areas. In compliance with the human subject approval, participants were all 18 

years of age or above. 

The sample primarily consisted of students from public and private universities of 

Dhaka, the capital city of Bangladesh, and Khulna. The universities in Dhaka where the 

researcher received permission to conduct surveys were mainly two private universities: 

Independent University, Bangladesh (IUB) and Northern University, Bangladesh (NUB). 

In addition to Dhaka, students from Khulna University (KU), a well-known public 

university situated in Khulna, were sampled. The researcher also handed out extra 

surveys to the participating students for their peers, relatives, and, parents, anyone 

wishing to complete the surveys voluntarily. However, very few of them were returned 

by the students. The staff and faculty of IUB and KU were also included in the sample as 

professional participants.  

The universities were selected mainly based on networks the researcher is 

associated with and where permission was granted. The researcher also conducted 

surveys on other professionals, such as bankers from the Hong Kong Shanghai Banking 
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Corporation, lawyers of Bangladesh High Court, and development workers from United 

Nation—World  Food Program (UNWFP).  

Three hundred surveys were distributed among the students at IUB and around 

220 were returned. Some surveys were discarded for too many missing responses. The 

researcher ended up obtaining 202 surveys from IUB (67 percent of total surveys 

distributed). Two hundred surveys were sent to KU, and 78 surveys were used in the final 

analyses (some were not returned and some with missing cases, 40 percent returned). In 

the rest of the institutions and organizations, surveys were distributed on a need basis and 

the majority of them were used in the analyses. The study ended up obtaining a sample of 

430 participants, comprised of 61 percent male (263) and 39 percent (167) female 

participants. The majority of the participants (roughly 84 percent) were within the age 

group of 18 to 29 years. Geographically, these participants represented well the six city 

corporations of six divisions of Bangladesh—approximately 46 percent from the Dhaka 

City (capital and largest city of Bangladesh), 16 percent from Khulna (third largest city in 

the country), 7 percent each from Chittagong and Barisal (second and sixth largest city 

respectively), 5 percent from Rajshahi (fourth largest city), and 3 percent from Sylhet 

(fifth largest city). The remaining 16 percent of the participants came from numerous 

other medium sized and smaller towns and cities. Seventy seven percent of the 

participants (331) were students from three different universities and the remaining 23 

percent participants were professionals, such as teachers, researchers, doctors, lawyers, 

businessmen, government service holders, development workers, and bankers. About 80 

percent (344) of the participants were single and 20 percent married. Among the single 

participants, who were mostly students, 53 percent (227) were dating or engaged. In 
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terms of religious composition, the participants were truly representative of the country 

itself—92 percent Muslims compared to only 8 percent Hindu, Buddhist, and Christians 

combined. More description of the sample is presented in the first section of the findings 

in Chapter (Chp. 6). 

Instrumentation 

In order to collect data regarding the participants’ IPV perceptions, a 

questionnaire survey (see Appendix B) with both close-ended multiple-choice questions 

and some specific open-ended questions was used. The questionnaire had six sections 

including questions on (see Appendix B): Section 1—Social characteristics of the 

participants (Q. 1-18), Section 2—Participants’ definition of IPV, and patriarchal beliefs 

and attitudes related to IPV (Q. 19-53), Section 3—Reason for aggression (Q. 54-73), 

Section 4—Direct and indirect IPV experiences of the participants (Q. 74-113), Section 

5—Peer support (Q. 114-124), and Section 6—Participants social desirability (Q. 125-

136).  

Before administering the questionnaire to the study participants, it was pilot tested 

among twenty undergraduate students, a few faculty members, and staff from IUB. These 

surveys were not used in the final data analysis. The feedback received from the 

participants of the pilot test was used to make minor changes in the questionnaire for 

better understanding of the actual participants later. As an example, the question 

regarding whether or not it is OK to slap your wife if she comes home drunk was 

excluded after the pilot test. Many students found the situation of a wife coming home 

drunk impossible in the Bangladeshi context. Initially, the questionnaire asked 

participants to define “intimate partner violence.” However, after the pilot testing, they 
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were asked to define “intimate partner violence” and/or “domestic violence,” since the 

students in the pilot test had no idea about IPV.  

Although initially the questionnaire was planned to be administered among rural 

participants, later it was only administered among urban educated participants. Thus, a 

Bengali translation was not required. Moreover, none of the participants in the pilot test 

had problems answering in English. 

Data Collection Procedure 

The data collection process occurred over an eight-month period between May 

2009 and December 2009. As the researcher’s primary target participants were students, 

she sought permission from the administrations in a selection of private and public 

universities (IUB, KU, and NUB) to conduct the surveys. After the universities granted 

permission, the researcher proceeded with the survey administration. Before 

administering surveys at IUB, the researcher made a list of classes where the surveys 

were administered. The classes were selected randomly from a list of sections of an 

introductory communication course offered at IUB, respectively in Summer and Fall of 

2009. This course was selected as IUB administration informed the researcher that it is 

one of the most popular mandatory foundation courses for new and freshman students. 

For KU, surveys were mailed out to the university authority and they distributed the 

questionnaire to the teachers of the Urban and Regional Planning Department (URP) to 

administer in their respective classes. URP at KU is known to be a popular department in 

terms of the number of students enrolled. The researcher later collected the returned 

surveys from the KU administration.  
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The survey questionnaires for students were administered in the usual class 

sessions following the protocol suggested by DeKeseredy and Schwartz (1998) and 

Straus (2004) for studies using CTS. Instructions on how to administer the questionnaire 

were provided to the respective university personnel before distributing them to the 

students. 

Following Straus’ (2004) instructions, the objectives of the study were explained 

to the students at the beginning of the class and they were requested to answer the 

questionnaire. The participants were told that the purpose of the study is to examine the 

nature of spousal or dating relationships and the conflicts between partners from their 

points of view. Students were also informed that the questionnaire includes questions that 

ask about their family backgrounds and that some of the questions are about their own 

experiences with intimate partner violence.  

The students were told that participation is entirely voluntary and that they are 

free to decide if they want to answer the questionnaire or not. They were also told that 

they could omit any question or discontinue answering the questionnaire at any time. The 

participants received a copy of the consent form (see Appendix A). To provide maximum 

confidentiality and anonymity, the participants were not asked to sign the consents. Only 

participants who are 18 years old or older completed the questionnaire. 

As indicated before, the same survey was distributed to university staff and 

faculty, and to various other professionals outside the universities. The researcher herself 

administered and collected the surveys from the professional participants. 
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Ethical Considerations 

All responses were anonymous and the participants were specifically instructed 

not to sign their names or provide any other identification. The large numbers of 

participants and the use of categories for demographic information make it almost 

impossible to use the demographic information to identify a particular subject. While 

administering the questionnaire to students, the researcher ensured that participants were 

seated with a minimum of one empty seat between them to protect confidentiality of 

responses, when possible. Confidentiality of data was maintained by storing materials 

locked in a cabinet to which only the researcher had access. This researcher took all 

possible measures to adhere to the ethical principles of any survey research. The research 

proposal and the questionnaire were approved by the Committee on Human Studies at the 

University of Hawai‘i at Manoa (see Approval, Appendix C). 

Data Analysis 

A codebook was constructed based on the final version of the survey 

questionnaire. The information from the codebook was used to create a data file using the 

data editor of Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS, version 11). All the 

responses from the completed questionnaire were entered into the SPSS Data Editor for 

analysis. The data was then thoroughly verified for accuracy. Based on the level of 

analysis, frequency analysis, cross-tabulations, and regression analysis were conducted.  
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CHAPTER 5. FINDINGS 

Data on perceptions and attitudes toward partner abuse and factors associated in the 

context of Asia are largely absent in the field of IPV research (Rani & Bonu, 2009). In 

the U.S. context, however, public perceptions, their beliefs and attitudes regarding IPV, 

have been examined by many researchers (Carlson, 1999; Flood & Pease, 2009; 

DeKeseredy & Schwartz, 1998; McMullan, 2006; Jones, 2007).  The U.S researchers 

examined many factors contributing to people’s perceptions and beliefs regarding IPV. 

Key factors include gender roles and relations, and social differences associated with 

ethnicity and class (Flood & Peace, 2009). Moreover, factors such as age and 

development, relationship status, religion, educational and professional background, 

participation in informal peer groups or networks have been examined by U.S. 

researchers as important contributing factors to IPV perceptions. The current study 

examines some of these factors that are associated with IPV perceptions of Bangladeshi 

people. The following section of the findings presents a brief descriptive analysis of the 

factors examined in this study in relation to IPV perceptions of the participants. 

Descriptions of the Social, Economic, and Demographic Characteristics 

of the Study Participants  

In this study, data were collected mainly from three universities and numerous 

professional organizations. Both public and private universities were selected from two 

different cities of Bangladesh so that the student sample is arguably representative of the 

larger student population of the private and public universities. The researcher obtained 

 75 
 



 

 76 
 

more surveys from the universities than the professional organizations. Very few surveys 

were returned from the professional organizations (N = 99, see Table 2). 

Table 2. Socio-demographic Characteristics   

  N % 
Female 167 38.8Gender 
Male 263 61.2
18 to 29 360 83.7
30 to 39 46 10.7

Age 

40 or above 24 5.6
Dhaka 193  45.6
Khulna 15 15.8
Chittagong 30 7.1
Barisal 27 6.4
Rajshahi 21 5.0
Sylhet 14 3.3

 City 

Other Cities 71 16.8

Student 331 77.0Profession 
Professional 99 23.0
Muslim 393 92.0
Hindu 24 5.6

Religion 

Buddhist or 
Christian 

10  2.3

Excellent 48 11.5
Very Good 104 24.9
Good 213 51.1
Fair 44 10.6

Health status 

Poor 8 1.9

There are 430 participants in the study. The sample is comprised of 61 percent 

male (263) and 39 percent (167) female participants. As presented in the Table 2, the 

majority of the participants, about 95 percent, are within the age group between 18 to 39 

years of age. Geographically, participants well represent the six city corporations of six 

divisions15 of Bangladesh—approximately 46 percent from the Dhaka City (capital and 

largest city of Bangladesh), 16 percent from Khulna (third largest city in the country), 7 

percent each from Chittagong and Barisal (second and sixth largest city respectively), 5 

percent from Rajshahi (fourth largest city), and 3 percent from Sylhet (fifth largest city). 

The remaining 16 percent of the participants are from numerous other medium sized and 

smaller towns and cities.  

Seventy seven percent of the participants (331) are students from three different 

universities (see Table 2) and the remaining 23 percent participants (99) are professionals 

of various backgrounds. In terms of religious composition, the participants are truly 

                                                 
15 Bangladesh consists of a number of administrative areas called divisions, each named after its respective 
capital. 



 

representative of the country itself—92 percent Muslims (393) compared to only 8 

percent (34) Hindu, Buddhist, and Christians combined16. 

Table 3. Participants’ University and Academic Fields/Majors 

  N  % 
IUB (Private University in Dhaka) 202 47.0 
KU  (Public University in Khulna) 78 18.1 
NUB (Private University in Dhaka) 29 6.7 

University 

Other (Many public and private Universities in Dhaka) 121 28.1 
Business  163 48.7 
Urban & regional planninga 77 23.0 
Lawb 30 9.0 
Communication 24 7.2 
Computer science & engineering 23 6.9 

Academic 
majors 

Other social science 18 5.4 
a From Khulna University only 

b From Northern University, Bangladesh only 

Because no Bangladeshi studies could be found that examined students or those in 

dating relationships, the majority of the current study participants are students (77 

percent) (see Table 2). The students mostly come from two private and one public 

university: IUB (Independent University, Bangladesh), NUB (Northern University, 

Bangladesh), and KU (Khulna University) (see Table 3). About 54 percent of the 

participants are from two private universities IUB and NUB in Dhaka.  

Although IUB students come from various academic majors, the university did 

not have a law school. Thus, the researcher purposively obtained surveys from the law 

school of NUB later, just to examine the differences in perceptions, beliefs, and attitudes 

between the law and non-law majors. Having two private universities from the capital 

city, Dhaka, the researcher sampled students from the Urban and Rural Planning (URP) 

Department of KU, a public university situated in a less urban city of Khulna, comprised 

of about 18 percent (78) of the study sample.  

                                                 
16 As per Bangladesh Bureau of Statistics (2009), the percentage of Muslim population was 89.6 while that 
of Hindu, Buddhist and Christian was 9.3, 0.6 and 0.3 respectively (From Fourth decennial population 
census in the country on January 23 to 27, 2001). 
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Table 4. Participants’ Relationship Status 

  N  %
Single 344 80.0Marital status 
Ever married 86 20.0
Not in a relationship 117 34.0Dating status 
Engaged or dating 227 66.0

As mentioned earlier, no Bangladeshi studies could be found having single 

(unmarried) participants (irrespective of the relationship status—dating, engaged, or not 

in a relationship). Thus, about 80 percent of the participants (344) in this study are single 

and the rest, 20 percent (86), are married (see Table 4). Of those who are single, 66 

percent of them are engaged or dating and 34 percent are not in a relationship.  

The majority of the student who participated in the surveys, about 73 percent 

(313), reported having completed high school education. The rest of the professionals and 

some graduate students (27 percent, n = 117) reported having at least graduate or college 

level education (see Table 5). Likewise, the majority of the participants, 91 percent (382), 

reported having parents with at least graduate or college level education, except 9 percent 

of participants whose parents had less than or the equivalent to high-school level 

education.  

Table 5. Participants’ Educational Background 

  N  % 
High school  313 72.8 Participants education 
College/University 117 27.2 
High school or less 38 9.0 
College 89 21.2 

Parents educational background 

University 293 69.8 

The surveys also examine the financial status of the participants by means of their 

earning sources and household income (see Table 6). About 61 percent of the participants 

(250), the majority of which are students, do not earn money themselves and are 

supported by their families. Moreover, the data reveal that 30 percent of the participants 

have a monthly household income between Taka 10 to 30 thousand, 26 percent between 
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30 to 50 thousand, and 21 percent between 50 to 100 thousand. Roughly 11 percent of the 

participants have a monthly household income less than 10 thousand, and around 12 

percent have a monthly household income over 100 thousand. 

Table 6. Participants’ Financial Background 

  N % 
Yes 162 39.3 Participant has some earning source 
No 250 60.7 

Monthly household income (Taka) 1000 to 10,000 34 10.5 
 10,000 to 30,000 99 30.7 
 30,000 to 50,000 83 25.7 
 50,000 to 100,000 67 20.7 
 100,000 to above 40 12.4 

Apart from all the general socio-demographic questions, participants were asked 

about their main communication sources in order to examine the relationship between 

their IPV perceptions and communication sources (see Table 7). It appears that 47 

percent of participants, both male and female, communicate with their parents compared 

to other sources (e.g., sister, brother, partner, and friends). About 25 percent of 

participants communicate with friends more than other sources. Female participants 

responded that they communicate more with sisters compared to their male counterparts. 

Male participants communicate more with friends compared to their female counterparts.  

Table 7. Participants’ Communication Sources 

  Female Male N  % 
Parents 47.3 46.8 202 47.0 Communicates with parents more 
Other 52.7 53.2 228 53.0 
Friends 21.0 27.0 106 24.7 Communicates with friends more 
Other 79.0 73.0 324 75.3 
Sister 19.8 3.8 43 10.0 Communicates with sister more 
Other 80. 96.2 387 90.0 
Brother 4.8 9.1 32 7.4 Communicates with brother more 
Other 95.2 90.9 398 92.6 

Many researchers found male communication with their peers to be an important 

factor associated with their perpetration of IPV. According to DeKeseredy and Schwartz 

(1998), attachment to male peers and the resources/information that the peers provide, 

encourage and legitimize abuse of women. Thus, the current study further examines the 
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factors: 1) Attachment to abusive male peers and 2) Informational support from male 

peers (see Table 8 & 9).  

Although DeKeseredy and Schwartz (1998) only asked men about their abusive 

friends, this study asked both female and male participants whether or not they know a 

male friend who is abusive in his relationship. The overall statistics in Table 8 reveals 

that approximately 31 percent of participants knew at least one abusive male friend/s who 

used physical force to get sex; approximately 34 percent knew a male friend who used 

physical force to resolve a conflict; lastly, the highest percentage of participants 

(approximately 55 percent) knew a male friend who was psychologically abusive 

(insulted, swore, or shouted) at his partner. 

Table 8. Participants Having Abusive Friends 

 How many male friends ever 
used physical force during 

sexual activity? 

How many male friends ever 
used physical force to resolve 

conflict? 

How many male friends 
insulted, swore, or shouted at 

partner? 
  N % N % N %

None 224 68.50 219 66.36 219 66.36
One or two 55 16.82 61 18.48 61 26.83
Three to five 21 6.42 30 9.09 30 14.33
Six to ten 4 1.22 10 3.03 10 5.79
More than ten 23 7.03 10 3.03 10 8.23
Total 327 100.00 330 100.00 330 100.00

While Table 8 informs about abusive male friends, Table 9 reveals the number of 

male friends participants have who legitimize abuse of women. The highest percentage of 

participants (32 percent) had male friends who believe that men should respond with 

physical force, such as hitting or slapping, if the girl challenges his authority. Another 27 

percent of participants had male friends who believed that because men spend money on 

women, she should do whatever he demands. 
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Table 9. Participants Having Friends Who Support Women Abuse 

Have Male 
Friends who 
Legitimize 
Abuse 

Men should respond with 
physical force, such as hitting 

or slapping if the girl 
challenges his authority 

It is OK for men to 
hit his wife/partner 

Men spend money on 
partner, so she should 

do whatever he 
demands in return 

Men should respond by 
putting the partner 

down if she challenges 
of his authority 

  N % N % N % N %
Yes 107 32.04 64 19.05 89 26.7 71 23.75
No 227 67.96 272 80.95 244 73.3 228 76.25
Total 334 100.00 336 100.00 333 100.0 299 100.00

The two male peer support variables were recoded into two dichotomous 

variables and bi-variate correlation analyses were conducted to examine the relationship 

between peer support related variables and demographic characteristics of the 

participants (see Table 10). The variable have abusive friends appeared to have 

statistically significant relationships with participants’ education, profession, dating status, 

marital status, and household income. Participants with more education were less likely 

to have abusive male friends as well as friends who support abuse. Professionals were 

less likely to have abusive friends when compared with students. Married participants 

were less likely to have abusive friends than single or dating participants. However, those 

who were dating were more likely to have abusive friends when compared to participants 

who were not in a relationship. Moreover, the likelihood of having abusive friends 

increased with higher household income. 

Table 10. Relationship between Demographic Characteristics and have Abusive Peers 

 Have abusive friends Have friends who support 
abuse 

(0=No, 1=Yes) 
(0=No, 1=Yes) 

Participants’ education (1=high school, 2=college) -0.17** -0.12*
Profession (1=student, 2=professional) -0.16** -0.01
Dating status (1=not in a relationship, 2=dating) 0.18** 0.02
Marital (1=single/dating, 2=married) -0.12* -0.06
Household income (1=1000-10,000, 2=10,000-30,000, 3=30,000-
50,000, 4=50,000-100,000, 5=100,000 or above)  

0.17** -0.07

Note:  Chi square was used to test the difference between percentages. * p<.05, ** p<.01 

In the following sections, the relationships between participants’ characteristics 

(social, economic, and demographic) and their perceptions, beliefs, and attitudes towards 

IPV, and the nature of IPV experienced in their own relationships is analyzed. 
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Definitions of Intimate Partner Violence – Perceptions of Abusive vs. 

Non-abusive Actions and Relationships that Experience IPV 

A clear and consistent definition of IPV is lacking both in the U.S. and 

Bangladesh research contexts17. However, in many cases, the approach of practitioners 

toward abused women and violent partners, and their interventions, are influenced by 

their definitions of the problem and the leniency regarding partner abuse (Haj-Yahia & 

Schiff, 2007). This is true for victims and perpetrators as well. As in many cultures, 

higher acceptance towards abusive behaviors leads to increased perpetrations by men and 

lower resistance of the victims (McMullan 2006). Although, in the Bangladeshi context, 

inconsistencies were found in the IPV definitions adopted by many researchers, 

practitioners, and scholars, no study was found that examined the way the public defined 

IPV. The current study thus examines the IPV definitions of Bangladeshi participants 

with the first set of research questions (RQ 1 & 2): 

RQ 1. What actions/abuses are defined as IPV in the context of Bangladesh? 

RQ 1a. What factors are associated with participants’ definition of IPV actions?  

RQ 2. Which relationships according to the participants’ experience IPV in the context of 

Bangladesh? 

RQ 2a. What factors are associated with participants’ perceptions of relationships 

that experience IPV?  

                                                 
17 A review of literature, both U.S. (Bent-Goodley, 2005; Shanon et al., 2007; McClennen, 2005; NCIPC, 
2003; Sprague, 2005; Miller, 2005; West, 2004; Carlson & Worden, 2005; Sprague, 2005 & Miller, 2005; 
Hattrich & O’leary, 2007; Straus, 2004; Jackson, 1999) and Bangladeshi (Islam, 1982; Khan, 2002; 
ICDDR,B, 2005; Bhuiya et al., 2003; Ahmed, 2005; Naved & Akhtar, 2007; Blanchet, 2001; Hadi, 2000 & 
2005), suggests that a clear and consistent IPV definition is lacking. 
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This section of findings analyzes the data collected for research questions 1 and 2 

revealing participants’ definitions/perceptions of IPV.  

Current U.S. researchers (Renzetti & Bergen, 2005; Newton, 2001; NCIPC, 2003; 

McClennen, 2005; BJS, 2000) more or less agree with the following definition of IPV: A 

type of violence which can be emotional, physical, or sexual in nature, including rape, 

physical assault, financial control, restriction of movement, and stalking perpetrated by a 

current or former date/partner (girlfriend/boyfriend, husband/wife, cohabiting or partners 

in casual relationships). Both same-sex and opposite-sex partners are included in the 

definition.  

Researchers in Bangladesh, however, define IPV more broadly compared to the 

U.S. researchers. Khan (2002) defined VAW as any act of gender-based violence that 

results in, or is likely to result in physical, sexual, or psychological harm of women, both 

in public or private life. Khan specified that such acts may include threats, coercion, and 

deprivation of liberty. Khan’s definition does not specify any sort of relationship where 

such abuses might occur. However, Naripokkho and Bangladesh Mahila Parishad (2002), 

two prominent women’s organizations in Bangladesh, broadly labeled violence against 

women as family violence including child abuse, sibling abuse, parent abuse, in-law 

abuse, and also wife abuse. The Naripokkho (2002) definition puts emphasis on physical 

abuse (such as hitting, punching, pushing, kicking, knocking, acid throwing, 

beating/stabbing, rape, and murder) rather than psychological or sexual abuses. Another 

definition by Bangladesh National Women’s Lawyer’s Association (BNWLA, 2003) 

defined violence even more broadly as any sort of abuse against women by husbands or 

family members.  
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All these definitions used in the context of Bangladesh are clearly inconsistent 

and rather vague in identifying relationships and actions comprising IPV. More 

importantly, the unique nature of IPV including different ‘intimate’ relationships (as 

specified by the U.S. researchers: current or former dating partners—including  

girlfriend/boyfriend, husband/wife, cohabiting couples or partners in casual 

relationship—is  missing from all these Bangladeshi definitions. This problem is apparent 

in Bangladeshi IPV studies as well (Hadi, 2000; Blanchet, 2001; Bhuiya et al., 2003; 

ICDDR,B, 2005; Hadi, 2005; Ahmed, 2005; Naved & Personn, 2007; Naved & Akhtar, 

2007; Johnson & Das, 2008). All these studies, with no exceptions, examined only 

spouse relationships, leaving out other types of intimate relationships.  

Having examined the Bangladeshi scholars’ definitions of IPV, the researcher 

collected IPV definitions by study participants with an aim to critically analyze their 

definitions, comparing it with the Bangladeshi researchers’ definitions and identifying the 

gaps. Both open- and close-ended questions were used to collect participants’ definitions 

of IPV. In the self-administered surveys, participants were given an open-ended question: 

‘How would you define intimate partner violence/domestic violence?’ In addition, 

participants were also asked, in close-ended questions, about what actions they perceived 

as IPV and which intimate relationships they thought experienced IPV. The following 

data analysis elaborates the actions and relationships participants defined as IPV 

separately. 

Actions Defined as IPV 

The participants were asked to define IPV with an open-ended question in the 

surveys. Despite being instructed to define IPV as however they perceived it, during the 
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survey sessions there was a lot of hesitation, confusion, and overall denial from 

participants, especially the students, to express their personal view of IPV. A lot of them 

questioned why they should be answering this question as they did not have any prior 

experience with it or they were not in a relationship. Some participants were just reluctant 

to answer an open-ended question. Some of them even wanted to check their answers 

with the researcher to make sure they answered properly. The researcher had to explain 

several times in different survey sessions that there is no right or wrong answer or that the 

participants did not need to have a relationship to answer this question—it  was just their 

subjective views of IPV. In the end, a total of 239 participants out of 430 participants 

(approximately 56 percent) defined IPV, leaving about 191 (44 percent) participants who 

did not reply to this question. Later it was found that about 50 percent of these 239 

participants either replied that they do not know about IPV or provided unclear 

definitions of IPV (see Table 11).  

Table 11. Actions Defined as IPV (Coded from Open-ended Responses) 

 Type of IPV Actions N  %
Don’t know/unspecific 120 50.2
All kinds (physical, sexual, and psychological) 53 22.2
Psychological a 49 20.5
Physical b 17 7.1
Total 239 100.0
a Examples given by participants in their IPV definitions, such as, ‘dominating psychologically’, ‘mental/psychological 
abuse/torture/harassment’, ‘miscommunication’, ‘misunderstanding’, ‘lack of trust/suspicion’, ‘cheating’, ‘incompatibility’, ‘economic 
deprivation’, ‘intimidation’, ‘disrespect’, ‘negligence’, ‘imposing one’s decision on other’  etc. were categorized as psychological 
violence. 

b Examples given by participants in their IPV definitions, such as, ‘physical 
torture/abuse/domination/force/aggression/hurt/harassment’, ‘beating’, ‘slapping’, ‘kicking’, ‘hitting’, ‘throwing acid’ etc. were 
categorized as physical violence. 

Out of those who responded, 143 (about 60 percent of participants) were males 

and 96 were females (about 40 percent). Each of these open-ended answers/definitions 

was analyzed by categorizing the types of actions—physical, psychological, and/or 

sexual—included in their definitions. The outcomes in Table 11 reveal that 120 (about 50 
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percent) participants did not exemplify any specific IPV actions in their definitions. 

Among these 120 participants, 14 percent mentioned that they have no idea about IPV 

and the rest provided unclear definitions of IPV. The Box 1 has some examples of the 

unclear definitions of IPV from which the researcher could not identify and categorize 

any specific type of IPV action.  

Box 1. Definitions lacking specification of ‘IPV actions’ 
“Unwanted quarrel among family members” 

“Unpleasant behavior towards his partner to show authority” 

“When someone force you to do something” 

“Violence between two people related to each other” 

“Immature mentality of a person” 

“It should not be identified as violence, if any dispute arises between partners” 

“Violence done by husband and his family members regarding any cause or without cause” 

“Partner violence means disturbed by a partner in office place or work, domestic violence means 
violence within family” 

“It’s bad for all relations” 

“Probably something that is often underestimated as simple misunderstanding” 

“Domestic violence in my point of view means a dispute between a couple that is causing havoc to 
their surroundings and themselves” 

“Intimate partner violence means violence due to some unavoidable circumstances and some short of 
misunderstandings” 

“I believe when someone is talkative, even my partner” 

“If she goes way from me with other partner because money and physical status” 

“Sometime partner violence happens for family violence. They (couple) want to live alone. They do 
not want to live with their family. For example father in law, mother in law” 

“Intimate partner violence leads to lose of wealth, fame and a barrier to reach the goal” 

In the definitions listed in Box 1, participants indicate IPV or DV actions vaguely 

as: ‘unwanted quarrels’, ‘ unpleasant behaviors’, ‘force’, ‘immature mentality’, ‘dispute’, 

and so on. Some participants mentioned actions such as ‘talkativeness’, ‘leaving partner 

for another man’, or ‘not wanting to live with in-laws’ as IPV actions or causes behind 
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IPV. Although these definitions reflect a lack of knowledge of the participants, most of 

them indicated IPV as bad actions leading to misfortune for the family. 

One hundred and nineteen participants (about 50 percent of the 239 participants 

who had any sort of reply) had some sort of definition of IPV from which the researcher 

was able to identify some IPV actions. About 22 percent of these participants defined 

IPV as acts of physical, psychological, and sexual violence all together (see Table 11). 

Interestingly, about the same percentage of participants (21 percent) thought that IPV is 

an act of only psychological violence compared to only 7 percent of participants defining 

IPV as physical violence only. In the context of Bangladesh, where in most studies 

researchers concentrate on physical violence between couples, it is interesting to observe 

that the participants of this survey think differently.  

It is also important to note here that none of the participants included any specific 

actions such as rape/marital rape, stalking, intimidation, humiliation, imprisonment, and 

denial of access to money, shelter, or services and controlling of movements, as IPV. 

This may be a reflection of the Bangladeshi general population, as well as IPV 

researchers emphasizing less psychological abuses or abuses that are too sensitive and 

private in nature (e.g. marital rape, which Blanchet [2001] indicated, is a term tabooed 

and often not recognized in the context of Bangladesh).  

Although the response rate was very low, the researcher conducted some bi-

variate analyses to see if there were differences in participants’ definitions of IPV across: 

a) gender, b) age, c) city of origin, d) religion, e) profession18, f) health status, g) marital 

                                                 
18 Students vs. Professionals (such as, bankers, Govt. service holders, businessmen, teachers, development 
workers, and lawyers). 
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status (ever married or single), h) single status (in a dating relationship or not in a 

relationship) i) have children, j) university attending, k) highest level of education of the 

participant, l) highest level of education of parents, m) income status of the participants, 

n) household income (monthly). Table 12 lists only those relationships that were 

statistically significant by Chi-Square test.  

Table 12. Factors Associated with Actions Identified as IPV  

  Physical 
(%)

Psychological 
(%)

All (%) Not specified 
(%) 

Chi-Square test

Female 10.0 18.8 30.2 40.6 Gender 
Male 04.9 21.7 16.8 56.6 

10.30 *

18 to 29 06.1 21.9 18.4 53.6 
30 to 39 10.3

Age 

40 or above 14.3
17.2 37.7 34.5 
07.1 42.9 35.7 

12.959*

Single 05.4 23.7 16.1 54.8 Marital status 
Married/ever married 13.2 09.4 43.4 34.4 

25.03***

Student 04.5 21.6 15.9 58.0 Profession 
Professional 14.3 17.5 39.7 28.6 

26.375***

From Dhaka 6.5 12.1 25.2 56.1 Dhaka  
Other city 7.8 27.1 20.3 44.5 

8.9*

From Chittagong 31.6 21.1 10.5 36.8 18.96***Chittagong  
Other city 5.1 20.4 23.6 50.9 

Note:  Chi-square was used to test the difference between percentages. * p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001 

The relationship between gender and IPV actions reveal that more female 

participants defined IPV as physical violence than psychological, about 5 percent of male 

participants indicated IPV as physical violence compared to 10 percent of female 

participants (see Table 12). Also, more female participants (30 percent) identified IPV as 

acts of all physical, psychological, and sexual violence combined compared to male 

participants (17 percent). More male participants (22 percent) identified IPV as 

psychological violence compared to female participants (19 percent). Moreover, more 

male participants (57 percent) did not know what IPV is or left IPV actions unspecified in 

their definitions compared to female participants (41 percent). 

The relationship between participants’ ages and actions defined as IPV reveals 

that younger participants (“18 to 29” compared to “30 to 39” or “40 or above”) defined 
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IPV as more of a psychological act (see Table 12). About 22 percent of participants 

(within the “18 to 29” age group, mostly students) defined IPV as psychological violence 

compared to 17 percent of participants in the “30 to 39” age group or 7 percent of the “40 

or above” age group. More participants from the “40 or above” group (43 percent) 

defined IPV as all kinds of violence (physical, psychological, and sexual) compared to 

the “18 to 29” group (18 percent). Moreover, the younger groups provided more unclear 

definitions of IPV or replied that they don’t know (57 percent of the “18 to 29” group and 

54 percent of the “30 to 39” group) compared to the “40 or above” group (35 percent).  

The married or ever married group of participants (mostly within the “30 to 39” or 

“40 or above” age groups) defined IPV as either physical violence (13 percent) or all 

kinds of violence (43 percent) (see Table 12). The single participants (mostly in the “18 

to 29” group), on the other hand, defined IPV as mostly psychological violence (24 

percent) or said that they have no idea about IPV or gave unspecific examples (55 

percent). Similarly, more students (58 percent) provided unspecific definitions of IPV or 

said I don’t know compared to the professionals (29 percent). 

Some other patterns were observed in the responses provided by participants from 

different cities (see Table 12). Surprisingly, more participants from Dhaka city (56 

percent) provided unspecific definitions of IPV or said they did not know about it 

compared to other cities (37 percent). Participants from Chittagong perceived IPV more 

as physical violence, 32 percent of them said IPV is physical violence compared to the 21 

percent of participants who thought it was psychological violence or the 10 percent who 

thought it was all kinds of violence. 
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After analyzing the open-ended responses, the researcher moved on to analyze the 

responses from the close-ended questions in the survey. In the close-ended questions 

participants were given some specific examples of psychological and physical violence 

adopted from the modified short version of CTS2 (Straus & Douglas, 2004). Since this 

scale does not provide provisions for identifying abuse such as financial control, 

restricting movement, or stalking, which are very common types of violence in the 

context of Bangladesh, some additional questions were added (2, 3, & 5 in Table 13). 

Participants were asked whether or not they perceived these actions to be ‘proper’ (non-

abusive) or ‘improper’ (abusive) when perpetrated by a male or a female respectively.  

Table 13. IPV Actions Perceived as Proper or Improper (Close-ended Responses) 

 Proper if 
perpetrated by a 
female partner 

Proper if 
perpetrated by 
a male partner 

N % N %
1. Insulted or swore at or shouted at partner 72 17.4 74 17.8
2. Threatened to restrict or restricted movement, meeting with family or friends 88 21.2 103 24.9
3. Threatened to stop or stopped financial support, or denied rights to property 82 19.8 87 21.0
4. Destroyed some belonging to partner  73 17.6 79 19.0
5. Followed partner to work or school regularly without permission 98 23.8 124 30.1
6. Pushed, shoved, or slapped partner 45 10.8 56 13.5
7. Punched, kicked, or beat-up partner 34 8.2 44 10.6

 According to the results in Table 13, all of the actions were perceived to be non-

abusive more frequently if perpetrated by a man compared to a woman. However, actions 

such as insulting/swearing/shouting, stopping financial support/denial to property rights, 

and destroying something belonging to the partner were perceived to be proper almost 

equally for men and women. As an example, 17 to 18 percent participants perceived 

insulting/swearing/shouting as proper IPV actions for both men and women. Likewise, 20 

to 21 percent participants perceived threats to stop financial support or denial to property 

rights as proper for both women and men.  
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Higher leniency towards male perpetrators was observed in participants’ 

perceptions for actions such as stalking, restricting movement, and physical abuse (see 

item 2, 5, 6 & 7 in Table 13). Approximately 30 percent of participants thought stalking 

is non-abusive if perpetrated by a man compared to 24 percent of participants who 

thought stalking is non-abusive if perpetrated by a woman. Among the physical abuses 

listed, about 11 percent of participants thought punching, kicking, or beating up a partner 

is  non-abusive if a man is the perpetrator compared to 8 percent of participants who 

thought it is proper for a woman. Similarly, about 14 percent of participants thought 

pushing/shoving/slapping partner is non-abusive if a man perpetrates compared to 11 

percent of participants who thought it is proper for a woman. 

Since stalking is the IPV action most frequently perceived to be proper or non-

abusive if perpetrated by a man, further analysis was conducted on this. Once again chi-

square analyses were conducted to examine the factors associated with participants’ 

perceptions about stalking. The variables with which participants’ perceptions regarding 

stalking appears to be significantly related are: gender, age, marital status, profession, 

participants’ education, and earning status (see Table 14). Male participants were more 

likely to perceive stalking as proper or non-abusive compared to female participants. 

Older participants were less likely to perceive stalking as non-abusive than young 

participants were. Also, married participants were less likely to perceive stalking as non-

abusive compared to non-married participants. Participants with more education, and 

professionals (as opposed to students), were less likely to perceive stalking by men as 

non-abusive. 
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Table 14. Factors Associated with Perception about Stalking by Men  

  % Chi-square 
Female 22.2

35.2
7.896** Gender 

Male 
18 to 29 32.4
30 to 39 23.9

8.7

6.679*Age 

40 or above 
Single 33.0

18.8
6.469**Marital status 

Married/ever married 
Student 34.3

16.5
11.157**Profession 

Professional 
College 34.9

17.5
11.805**Participants’ education 

Graduate 
Earns 23.6 4.336*Earning status 
Do not earn 33.3

Note:  Chi-square was used to test the difference between percentages. * p<.05, ** p<.01 

Relationships Perceived to be Vulnerable to IPV 

Previous Bangladeshi research (Islam, 1982; Khan, 2002; ICDDR,B, 2005; 

Bhuiya et al., 2003; Ahmed, 2005; Naved & Akhtar, 2007; Blanchet, 2001; Hadi, 2000 & 

2005) concentrated on IPV mainly in heterosexual marital relationships ignoring violence 

within dating relationships, former partners, and homosexual relationships. Many 

scholars and activists defined IPV broadly as family violence (Naripokkho & Mahila 

Parishad, 2002). However, the reach of IPV is much wider than just marital relationship 

or violence strictly involving family members. Evidence exists in the literature that issues 

such as relationships outside marriage, dating relationships, and homosexuality prevail in 

Bangladesh (Nahar et al., 1999; UNBConnect, 2010; Zahid, 2007).  

The gap in the Bangladeshi IPV research and the definitions adopted by scholars 

(Islam, 1982; Khan, 2002; ICDDR,B, 2005; Bhuiya et al., 2003; Ahmed, 2005; Naved & 

Akhtar, 2007; Blanchet, 2001; Hadi, 2000 & 2005; Naripokkho & Mahila Parishad, 

2002) is reflected in the IPV definitions (open-ended response) provided by the 

participants of the current study. About 14 percent of the participants noted in their 

definitions that IPV is experienced within spousal relationships only. Another 14 percent 
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said IPV exists between family members and about 5 percent mentioned that IPV exists 

both between partners and among family members (see Table 15).  

Table 15. Relationships Included in IPV Definitions (Coded from Open-ended 

Responses) 

Type of Relationships  N  % 
Partner not specified 153 64.0 
Spousal only 34 14.2 
Within family members only  34 14.2 
Both partner & family  12 5.0 
Other (Includes – former, casual, & cohabiting partners) 6 2.5 
Total 220 100.0 

A large number of participants (64 percent) did not specify any relationships in 

their definitions (see Table 15). Within this 64 percent, about 13 percent mentioned that 

they had no idea about IPV.  A really small number of participants (1.4 percent) thought 

that relationships such as casual, former, or cohabiting partners experience IPV.  

In order to ensure specific responses, the researcher asked the participants, in a 

close-ended question, about relationships they believed experience IPV. In addition to 

providing examples of different types of relationships that might experience IPV, the 

researcher asked the participants to identify contexts (rural, urban, or both) where these 

intimate relationships are common. From the responses it appears that the highest 

percentage of participants (approximately 70 percent) thought that spousal relationships 

can have IPV, and it is common in both urban and rural areas (see Table 16). However, 

18 percent of participants perceived spouse abuse to be more common in rural areas 

compared to 9 percent of participants who thought it is common in urban areas.  

For relationships other than spousal, such as ex-spouse, girlfriend/boyfriend, or 

ex-girlfriend/boyfriend, the highest percentage of participants thought the relationships 

outside marital relationships are more common in the urban than in the rural context (see 
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Table 16). For example, 50 percent of participants thought girlfriend-boyfriend (dating) 

relationships are common in urban areas compared to only 7 percent of participants who 

thought its common in rural areas. 

Table 16. Relationship Identified (Close-ended Responses) 

 Husband-
wife (%)

Ex-husband-
wife (%)

Girlfriend-
boyfriend (%)

Ex-Girlfriend-
boyfriend (%)

Casual 
(%)

Both rural & urban 69.7 30.9 36.9 29.6 50.2
Urban 9.0 34.5 49.5 48.8 34.0
Rural 18.4 16.5 7.3 7.9 7.3
None 2.8 18.0 6.3 13.8 8.5
Total 423 411 412 406 412

From these definitions some more interesting issues came out, such as many 

participants indicated that IPV and DV are two different concepts, the earlier meaning 

spousal violence and the latter meaning violence within the family, which included 

violence against domestic help. The overall summary of the findings from research 

questions 1 and 2 follows next. 

Summarizing Participants’ Definitions of IPV 

From the findings of this section, it is apparent that when it comes to defining IPV, 

participants had confusion in their views. Although the participants did not condone IPV 

(in fact, many acknowledged it as a grave problem), none of them provided a complete 

definition that identifies specific types of physical, sexual, and psychological abuse and 

relationships that experience IPV. To begin with, many of the participants refused or 

neglected to define IPV, which could be due either to their discomfort in discussing a 

problem so sensitive in nature or their lack of knowledge of the issue. Even of those who 

provided some sort of response (N = 239), 50 percent of them responded they had no idea 

(or, were ignorant) about what IPV is or provided vague definitions from which the 

researcher could not identify any specific IPV actions or relationships. None of the 
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participants specified any sort of actions such as marital rape, controlling of movement, 

intimidation, stalking, imprisonment, and denial of access to money, shelter, or services 

as IPV. However, such IPV is known to be common in the Bangladeshi context.  

From the review of current Bangladeshi IPV studies (Naved & Persson, 2005; 

Naved & Akhtar, 2007; Johson & Das, 2008; Hadi, 2009) it appears that more emphasis 

has been given to physical violence as IPV and less on psychological violence (a problem 

in the U.S. context as well, indicated by NCIPC, 2003). The participants of the previous 

Bangladeshi studies, almost without exception, were married or ever-married men and 

women. In the current study, however, the majority of the participants are students, 

mostly within the age group of 18 to 29. It was interesting to observe that these students 

(especially males) were more likely to define psychological abuse as IPV compared to 

married or older participants. Married, female, and older participants on the other hand 

defined IPV primarily as physical actions or actions comprising all three types (physical, 

psychological, and sexual) of abuses.  

This may be an indication that students or younger participants were less aware of 

how IPV is commonly defined, or may be an indication that they face more psychological 

abuse in their relationships compared to married, female, or older participants who face 

more physical or all sorts of violence. This issue will become more apparent in section 3 

of the findings, the chapter where the nature of the prevalence of IPV in participants’ own 

relationships is analyzed.  

When participants were given close-ended options to identify specific actions as 

IPV, many showed leniency towards male perpetration of abuses, especially towards all 

the physical abuses (such as kicking, beating, and slapping). However, among all the IPV 
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actions that were not perceived as abusive, the highest number of participants responded 

that stalking is a non-abusive action if perpetrated by men. When examined further, it 

appeared that more male (vs. female) participants found stalking by men to be proper. 

Married vs. single participants, more educated vs. less educated participants, and older vs. 

younger participants were less likely to perceive stalking as non-abusive. 

When it came to identifying relationships that experience IPV, the participants of 

this study had the same limitations as observed in Bangladeshi IPV research (Islam, 

1982; Khan, 2002; ICDDR,B, 2005; Bhuiya et al., 2003; Ahmed, 2005; Naved & Akhtar, 

2007; Blanchet, 2001; Hadi, 2000 & 2005). The Bangladeshi studies mainly concentrated 

on IPV in heterosexual, rural, and spousal relationships. When asked to define IPV in 

general, the majority of the participants identified the marital relationship or a 

relationship between family members as intimate relationships. Only a fraction of 

participants thought former partners, casual, dating, or cohabiting partners can also 

experience IPV. 

When given close-ended options, 70 percent of the total participants indicated 

IPV is common in both rural and urban marital relationships. However, more participants 

thought marital abuse is common in rural areas compared to urban areas. Relationships 

such as dating relationships, casual, or former partners were perceived to be more 

common in urban areas compared to rural areas by the participants. The over-emphasis 

Bangladeshi researchers give to rural marital relationships may be the factor influencing 

participants’ views about the relationships and the context where IPV occurs. 
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 While this section of the findings analyzes research questions examining IPV 

perceptions of the participants, the next section analyzes participants’ patriarchal beliefs 

and attitudes related to IPV. 
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Patriarchal Beliefs and Attitudes of Participants towards IPV  

When studying IPV, familial patriarchy 19  should be the center of attention 

(DeKeseredy & Schwartz, 1998). DeKeseredy and Schwartz, in their study on dating 

violence in Canadian Universities, examined the ideologies20 of familial patriarchy in 

association with physical, psychological, and sexual violence in dating relationships. 

They used two indexes to measure patriarchal beliefs and attitudes respectively. The 

study by DeKeseredy and Schwartz found that men who espouse patriarchal beliefs and 

attitudes are more likely to engage in IPV. 

In Bangladesh, gender violence is largely perpetrated by husbands over wives as 

an expression of dominance (Blanchet, 2001). Johnson and Das (2008), in their study on 

perception about IPV in Bangladesh, found that men who believe wife-beating is 

acceptable are more than four times more likely to report recent violence against women. 

Schuler and Islam (2008), in their study on Bangladeshi women’s acceptance of IPV, 

found that violence against wives (by husbands and sometimes in-laws) who were 

considered rude and disrespectful to their husbands and in-laws was justified. However, 

all these studies (Blanchet; Jonhson & Das; Schuler & Islam) were in the context of rural 

Bangladesh and observed either women or men’s patriarchal beliefs or attitudes 

separately with different measures. Thus, no further comparison of how men or women 

are different in their patriarchal beliefs and attitudes can be examined. Also, by 

concentrating on marital relationships only, Bangladeshi researchers have examined far 

less the patriarchal beliefs and attitudes of the young urban population in non-marital 
                                                 
19 A discourse that supports the abuse of women who violate the ideals of male power and control over 
women in intimate relationships (DeKeseredy & Schwartz, 1998). 
20 Insistence on women’s obedience, respect, loyalty, dependency, sexual access, and sexual fidelity 
(DeKeseredy & Schwartz, 1998). 
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relationships. Lastly, though the Bangladeshi studies examined the relationship between 

participants’ patriarchal beliefs and attitudes and their victimization or perpetration of 

IPV, none of them actually elaborated on the factors that influence participants’ beliefs 

and attitudes. 

The current study examined the patriarchal beliefs and attitudes (with indexes 

used by DeKeseredy and Schwartz, [1998]) of both male and female participants in urban 

contexts sampling mostly students (expected to also be in dating relationships) as well as 

some professionals, with the aim to examine factors behind their beliefs and attitudes. 

The research questions were:  

RQ 3. What are the participants’ patriarchal beliefs? 

 RQ 3a. What factors are associated with participants’ patriarchal beliefs? 

RQ 4.  What are the participants’ patriarchal attitudes? 

 RQ 4a. What factors are associated with participants’ patriarchal attitudes? 

The analysis of participants’ patriarchal beliefs and attitudes are presented 

separately in the following discussion. 

Patriarchal Beliefs of the Participants  

The current study used seven statements21 to examine Bangladeshi participants’ 

patriarchal beliefs related to IPV (see Table 17). The survey participants were presented 

with a 4-item Likert scale (“Strongly Agree” to “Strongly Disagree”) to respond to. When 

                                                 
21 DeKeseredy and Schwartz (1998) used a seven item index to reveal participants’ patriarchal beliefs in 
their study at Canadian universities. The current study used the same index. 
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analyzing, the responses were recoded so as to reflect either agreement or disagreement. 

Table 17 presents the descriptive analysis of the responses.  

The majority of the participants agreed with the statements that a man and his 

partner should have equal say in deciding how to spend the family income (95 percent) 

and that they should share the household work (98 percent) (see Table 17). However, a 

good number of participants responded otherwise. Approximately 44 percent of the 

participants supported the statements that a man has the right to decide whether his 

partner can work outside the home or not, and another 55 percent thought that it is 

important for a man to show that he is the head of the household. About 45 percent of the 

participants supported the rationale that if a man hits his partner it is only because he lost 

his temper or went out of control. Although fewer, 20 percent of the participants, agreed 

that a woman, if raped, is partly to be blamed and 14 percent agreed that a man has the 

right to force his partner to have a physical relationship with him anytime he wants. 

Table 17. Patriarchal Beliefs of the Participants  

Yes No  
N % N % 

a) A man and his partner should have equal say in deciding how to spend the family income 405 94.6 23 5.4 
b) A man and his partner should share the household work if they are both work outside home 419 97.7 10 2.3 
c) Sometimes it’s important that a man shows his partner that he is the head of the household 232 54.5 194 45.5
d) If a man hits his partner, it’s because he's lost his temper and gone out of control 192 44.9 236 54.9
e) A man has the right to decide whether or not his partner should work outside home 189 44.2 239 55.8
f) Any women who is raped is at least partly to blame 79 19.7 322 74.9
g) A man has the right to force his partner to have physical relationship with him 57 13.6 362 86.4
Note: Total number of participants for the surveys was 430. However, not all the participants answered all the questions. The 
percentages presented in Table 1 are the valid percentages, excluding the missing values.  

One of the objectives of this research is to examine factors associated with 

participants’ patriarchal beliefs. In order to examine the relationship between 

participants’ patriarchal beliefs and risk factors, the researcher first conducted a reliability 

analysis of the patriarchal belief index (c to g in Table 17). However, the highest 

Cronbach's alpha score obtained for the index was .62 (the minimum acceptable score 
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is .70). Thus, the researcher did not run analysis on the index, instead analyzing each of 

the items in the index separately.  

A bi-variate correlation matrix was generated to examine the significance of the 

relationships between participants’ patriarchal beliefs and various factors (see Table 18). 

The variables with which the patriarchal beliefs were found to have at least a significant 

relationship with were: gender, city of origin (Dhaka, Barishal, Khulna, Rajshahi, and 

other cities), relationship status if single, religion (Christian/Buddhist), health status, 

university attending (IUB, KU, & NUB), participants’ education, parents’ education, 

participants’ income status, household income, participants’ profession (student vs. 

professionals), and having male friends who legitimize violence. 

Table 18. Factors Associated with Patriarchal Beliefs of the Participants 

 A man has the 
right to decide 
whether or 
not his 
partner 
should work 
outside home 

Sometimes its 
important that 
a man shows 
his partner 
that he is the 
head of the 
household 

A man has the right 
to force his partner 
to have physical 
relationship with 
him 

If a man hits his 
partner, its 
because he's lost 
his temper and 
gone out of control

Gender (0=male, 1=female) -0.260*** -0.231*** -0.229*** -0.184***
Barishal (1=Barisal, 2=other) 0.078 -0.104* -0.106* -0.015
Dhaka (1=Dhaka, 2=other) -0.050 -0.010 0.036 0.104*
Khulna (1=Khulna, 2=other) -0.042 0.084 -0.125** -0.100*
Rajshahi (1=Rajshahi, 2=other) -0.037 -0.100* -0.106* -0.055
Religion (1=Christian/Buddist, 2=other) 0.044 0.108* -0.030 0.015
Dating status (1=not in a relationship, 
2=dating) 

0.101 0.043 0.150* -0.006

Health (0=poor, 1=good) -0.053 -0.058 -0.101* -0.050
IUB (1=IUB, 2=other) -0.002 -0.062 -0.005 0.115*
KU (1=KU, 2=other) -0.061 0.054 -0.087 -0.097*
NUB (1=NUB, 2=other) -0.172*** -0.090 -0.033 -0.093*
Participants’ education (1=high school, 
2=college) 

-0.076 -0.039 -0.104* 0.005

Parents’ education (1=high school or less, 
2=college, 3=university) 

-0.162** 0.003 -0.185*** -0.062

Profession (1=student, 2=professional) -0.160** -0.094* -0.086 -0.005
Income status (1=has some income, 2=no 
income) 

0.144** 0.046 0.062 -0.013

Monthly household income (in Taka, 
1=1000-10,000, 2=10,000-30,000, 
3=30,000-50,000, 4=50,000-100,000, 
5=100,000 or above) 

-0.135* 0.002 -0.170** -0.097

Have  friends who support abuse (0=no, 
1=yes) 

0.064 0.084 0.217*** 0.091

Note:  Chi square was used to test the difference between percentages. * p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001 
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The first patriarchal belief statement examined—a man has the right to decide 

whether or not his partner should work outside home—was found to have a significant 

relationship with four variables: gender, university attending (NUB vs. others), parents’ 

education, profession, income status of the participant, and household income (see Table 

18). Female participants were less supportive of the statement that men have the right to 

decide whether their partner should work outside home or not compared to the male 

participants. Participants with more educated parents were also less likely to support the 

statement. Those who reported having some earning source or those who were in 

professions (as opposed to students) appeared to be less supportive of the statement. 

Similarly, participants having higher household incomes were less likely to support this 

patriarchal belief. NUB students, compared to students from other universities, were 

significantly more likely to support the statement. 

The second patriarchal belief—sometimes it’s important that a man shows his 

partner that he is the head of the household—had a significant relationship with the 

gender, city of origin, and religion. Female participants were less likely to support the 

statement. Participants from Barishal and Rajshahi were more supportive of the statement 

compared to resondents from other cities. Student participants were more supportive of 

the statement than the professional participants. (See Table 18) 

The patriarchal belief-statement a man has the right to force his partner to have 

physical relations with him, had a significant correlation with gender, city of origin, 

health status, single status, education of the participants as well as their parents, and 

household income (see Table 18). Female participants agreed less with the statement 

compared to male participants. Participants from Rajshahi, Barisal, and Khulna were 
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more likely to support the statement. Participants with good health compared to 

participants with poor health agreed less with the statement. Among the single 

participants, those who were not in a relationship agreed less with the statement 

compared to those in a dating relationship. The degree of education of the participants 

and their parents were both significantly related with participants’ beliefs. The higher the 

level of education of both participants and their parents, the less they agreed with the 

statement. Lastly, participants with lower household incomes agreed more with the 

statement compared to the participants with higher household incomes. Importantly, this 

is the only belief that was supported more by participants who had male peers 

legitimizing abuse of women. 

 The fifth patriarchal belief-statement, when a man hits his partner it’s because he 

lost his temper, was found to have relationships with gender, city of origin, and the 

university participants were attending (see Table 18). Once again, the female participants 

were less supportive of these statements compared to their male counterparts. Participants 

from Dhaka were less supportive of the statement than participants from other cities. 

Students from NUB and KU were more supportive of the statement compared to students 

from other universities. 

Having consistently found that NUB22  students (compared to other university 

students) hold patriarchal beliefs which oppose women’s equality in relationships, the 

researcher conducted some cross-tabulations examining the social backgrounds of the 

NUB participants. The majority of the NUB participants, about 66 percent, were males. 

About 83 of them were in the age group of 18 to 29 years. Parents of NUB participants 
                                                 
22 Northern University, Bangladesh, is one of the private universities in Dhaka where the researcher 
conducted surveys. All the participants of this study from NUB where Law majors.  
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had lower levels of education (high school or college compared to graduate level) than 

other university participants. About 48 percent of the NUB participants’ parents were 

either high school or college-educated compared to approximately 29 percent of 

participants in other universities having parents with high school or college education. 

The majority of the NUB participants, 93 percent, were students, as opposed to being 

professionals. Also, about 50 percent of the NUB participants had lower monthly income 

(less than 50,000) compared to 40 percent of participants in other universities. It was 

previously observed that males, younger participants who were also mostly students, 

participants with parents having low levels of education, and participants with lower 

household income were more likely to support patriarchal beliefs against women. The 

NUB participants had most of the social characteristics that increased the likelihood of 

them favoring patriarchal beliefs against women, explaining the high variance in their 

patriarchal beliefs compared to the beliefs of other university participants. 

Further analysis was conducted on the belief a man has the right to force his 

partner to have physical relationship with him having maximum number of significant 

relationships with the demographic variables (gender, city of origin, health status, single 

status, education of the participants and the parents, and household income, see Table 20). 

Logistic regression analyses were used since the dependent variable is dichotomized. 

Although only seven variables were found significant in the correlation analysis, other 

demographic variables such as age, religion, university, income status, and marital status 

are all retained in testing in order to ensure that possible suppressor effects were 

accounted for. In this case, the non-significant variables may decrease error variance in 
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the dependent variable, thereby detecting the power of the relationship between the 

dependent and the independent variables.   

Three models were generated in the logistic regression analyses (see Table 19). 

The first model included the variables—gender, age, city (Dhaka vs. other cities), religion 

(Muslim vs. Hindus and Christians), health (good vs. poor), marital status (ever married 

vs. single), University (IUB, KU, and others vs. NUB). In the second model, education of 

the parents and participants were added. Consequently, in the third model, income-related 

variables were added including participants’ earning status and household incomes. Table 

19 lists all the variables in the models, including the ones that were statistically 

significant.  

Table 19. Logistic Regression of  - ‘A man has the right to force his partner to have 

physical relationship with him’ 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
 Sig. Exp(B) Sig. Exp(B) Sig. Exp(B) 

Gender .000 .192 .001 .203 .001 .182
Age .978 .978 .417 1.655 .745 1.329
City (Dhaka) .928 1.031 .987 .995 .272 .640
Religion (Muslim) .383 1.544 .499 1.424 .970 .978
Health .110 .293 .138 .311 .957 1.074
Marital status .644 .744 .525 1.609 .422 2.075
University (NUB) .802 .864 .035 .104 .061 .088
Education of the parents   .002 .500 .019 .531
Education of the participant   .004 .057 .043 .076
Income status of participant     .602 1.313
Household income   .017 .630
Chi-square 24.647 47.64  43.81
Df 7 9  11
Sig.  .001 .000  .000
R Square   .112 .214  .252
-2 Log likelihood  280.611  252.159  188.02
No. of observations  400  394 300 

The first model, which include the variables gender, age, city, religion, health, and 

marital status, is significant [chi-square (7, 400) = 24.847, p = .001] and explains 

approximately 11 percent of the variance in the patriarchal belief-statement (see Table 

19).  Gender is the only significant variable in this model. Women are 81 percent less 
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likely to support the patriarchal view, a man has the right to force his partner to have a 

physical relationship with him, compared to men. 

The second model, which has the education-related variables included with the 

previous socio-demographic variables, is significant [chi-square (9, 394) = 47.64, p 

= .000] and explains approximately 21 percent of the variance in the patriarchal belief- 

statement. Gender continues to be a significant variable in the model; in addition, the 

university of the participants (IUB, KU, and others vs. NUB students) and the newly- 

added variables, education of the participants and their parents, are significant. IUB, KU, 

and others university students are 90 percent less likely to support the patriarchal belief 

compared to NUB students. Participants with more educated parents are 50 percent less 

likely to support men forcing their partners to have physical relations with them. 

Similarly, university graduates, compared to students with high school-level education, 

are 99 percent less likely to support the belief. 

The final model, adding earning status and household income of the participants, 

is also significant [chi-square (11, 300) = 43.81, p = .000] and explain approximately 25 

percent of the variance in participant’s patriarchal belief that a man has the right to force 

his partner into a physical relationship. Although, the university of the participants did 

not remain a significant variable in the model as in model 2, gender and education of the 

participants as well as their parents remains significant. The newly added variable, 

household income, is found to have a significant relationship with the dependent variable. 

Participants with higher household incomes are approximately 99 percent less likely to 

support the patriarchal view. 
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Patriarchal Attitudes of the Participants 

The six-statement index used by DeKeseredy and Schwartz (1998) to measure the 

patriarchal attitude—a husband has the right to slap his wife—is used in this study as 

well (see Table 20). Like the patriarchal belief responses, patriarchal attitude responses 

were recoded to generate dichotomous variables. Table 20 presents the descriptive 

analysis of the responses. Although the majority of the participants reported that it is “not 

OK” for a husband to slap his wife/partner, some reported otherwise. Approximately 41 

percent of the participants agreed that a husband can slap his wife when she hits him first. 

Moreover, about 37 percent of participants reported that if the wife is seeing another man 

it is “OK” for her husband to slap her. For the rest of the situations (a-d), approximately 

20 to 27 percent of participants supported husbands slapping their wives. 

Table 20. Patriarchal Attitude - ‘It is OK for men to slap their wives/partners’ 

Yes  No It is OK for men to slap his wife/partner 
N % N % 

a. She wont do what he tells her to do 110 27.2 294 72.8 
b. She insults him when they are home alone 98 23.9 312 76.1 
c. She insults him in public 106 26.0 302 74.0 
d. She wont have physical relationship with him 87 21.4 319 78.6 
e. He learns that she is seeing another man 149 36.6 258 63.4 
f. She hits him first when they are having an argument  168 41.2 240 58.8 

 A bi-variate correlation matrix is once again generated to examine the 

significance of the relationships between participants’ patriarchal attitudes and socio-

demographic characteristics. The variables with which the patriarchal attitudes were 

found to have a significant relationship with were: gender, age, marital status, 

participants’ education, city (Dhaka and Rajshahi), religion (Muslim and Hindu), and 

university (IUB) (see Table 21). Female participants were more likely to disagree with all 

the patriarchal attitudes (except in the 6th situation: ‘It’s OK for a man to slap his partner 

when she hits him first’) compared to male participants; the older the participants were 
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the more likely they were to disagree with the statements (except in the situation: ‘She 

won’t have a physical relationship with him’) compared to the younger participants; 

married participants were more likely to disagree that it is OK for a man to slap his 

partner if ‘she won’t do what he tells her to do’ or ‘he learns that she is having an affair’ 

compared to single/dating participants. Participants with a university/college level of 

education were more like to disagree with all the statements except ‘she won’t have a 

physical relationship with him’ statement compared to the participants with high school 

level education. 

Like the patriarchal belief index, the researcher conducted a reliability analysis of 

the patriarchal attitude index (items in Table 21). Cronbach's alpha score obtained for the 

index was .77. Having an acceptable alpha score, the researcher performed further 

analyses on the combined index scores. Initially, responses for the six statements were 

obtained on a 4-point Likert-type scale, ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree 

(1 to 4). These responses were added and divided by 6 for each participant to obtain the 

index scores, and the values ranged from 6 to 24. 

Table 21. Patriarchal Attitude - ‘It is OK for men to slap their wifves/partners’ 

 She won’t 
do what he 
tells her to 
do 

She insults 
him when 
they are 
home 
alone 

She insults 
him in 
public 

She won’t 
have physical 
relationship 
with him 

He learns 
that she is 
seeing 
another 
man 

She hits him 
first when 
they are 
having an 
argument 

Gender 0.200*** 0.111* 0.148** 0.094* 0.138** 0.009
Age groups 0.156** 0.097* 0.108* 0.010 0.157** 0.132**
Marital status 0.166** 0.074 0.072 0.020 0.139** 0.055
Participants education  0.188*** 0.181*** 0.155** 0.057 0.212*** 0.159**
City (Dhaka) -0.045 -0.052 -0.037 -0.104* -0.010 -0.063
City (Rajshahi) 0.120* 0.108* 0.079 0.060 0.093 0.037
Muslim -0.072 0.015 0.116* -0.008 0.102* 0.033
Hindu 0.024 -0.024 -0.098* -0.023 -0.100* -0.052
University (IUB) 0.136** 0.116* 0.112* 0.007 0.144** 0.037*
Note:  Chi square was used to test the difference between percentages. * p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001 
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A bi-variate correlation matrix was again generated to examine the relationship 

between the patriarchal attitude index scores (as oppose to individual items in Table 21) 

and socio-demographic variables. The variables that proved, once again, to have 

significant relationships were gender, age, marital status, and participants’ education. The 

previously significant variables, such as city, religion, and university did not remain 

significant anymore. 

To further examine the relationship pattern, linear regression analyses were 

conducted. Overall, five regression models were generated. The first model, including 

only gender and age, explains approximately 24 percent of the variance in participants’ 

patriarchal attitude that it is OK for a husband to slap his wife. Gender (B = 1.31, p 

= .000) and age (B = .38, p = .000) are both significant in this model. According to the 

outcome of model 1, women are more likely to disagree with a man slapping his wife 

compared to men. Moreover, older participants are also more likely to disagree with this 

attitude compared to young participants (see Table 22). 

Table 22. Linear Regression of Patriarchal Attitudes of the Participants 

  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
  Sig B Sig. B Sig. B Sig. B Sig. B 

Gender 0.001 1.31 0.001 1.25 0.001 1.28 0.001 1.30 0.001 1.25
Age 0.001 0.38 0.001 0.38 0.002 0.37 0.014 0.42 0.261 0.20
City (Dhaka)    0.167 -0.524 0.128 -0.58 0.118 -0.61 0.142 -0.60
Religion (Muslim)      0.162 0.95 0.158 0.96 0.186 0.88
Marital status        0.698 -0.17 0.281 -0.20
Participants’ Education            0.001 1.80
R Square  0.244 0.252 0.259 0.26 0.31
N 381 375 372 372 372

In the subsequent models (Model 2 - 5) the variables—city, religion, marital 

status, and education of the parents and participants—were added one by one. However, 

no changes in the variables were observed until the final model when the variable 

participants’ education was added. The previously significant variable age lost its 
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significance in this model. Instead, participants’ education (B = 1.80, p = .001) became 

significant. It appears that participants with university/college level education are more 

likely to disagree with a husband slapping his wife compared to high school educated 

participants. The final model explains approximately 31 percent of the variance in 

participants’ patriarchal attitudes.  

Summarizing the Patriarchal Beliefs and Attitudes of the Participants 

The lawyers and activists in one of Bangladesh’s leading women’s rights group 

BNWLA (2003) indicated: “Violent acts are not isolated incidents; they are 

representative of a social attitude and value system that disrespects women” (p. 5). An 

analysis of the social values and attitudes of the current study participants found that 

many of the participants hold beliefs and attitudes that rationalize the abuse of women. 

Roughly half of the participants agreed that a man has the right to control women, and 

approximately a quarter of the participants believed that it is “OK” for a man to force 

women to have sex and that a woman is partly to be blamed if raped.  

The researcher conducted both correlations and regression analysis to examine 

factors that were related to participants’ beliefs and attitudes. One of the apparent 

findings was that the female participants were consistently less likely to hold patriarchal 

beliefs and attitudes than male participants. That said, it should be noted that a substantial 

percentage of female participants agreed with at least some of the patriarchal beliefs and 

attitudes. These results reflect the strong patriarchal value system in Bangladesh that 

assumes the men’s “right” to dominate or control women as normal, even among young 

college students from urban settings.  
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Apart from gender, several other variables were found to be significantly related 

to the patriarchal beliefs and attitudes. It is repeatedly observed that a higher level of 

education in both the participants and parents result in less support towards the 

patriarchal beliefs and attitudes. Young participants (mostly students) were more likely to 

hold strong patriarchal beliefs and attitudes when compared to the older professional 

participants.  
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Prevalence of IPV among Bangladeshi Participants in Dating vs. 

Marital Relationships  

IPV is defined as an act of gender-based violence that likely results in physical, 

sexual or psychological harm or suffering of women in the context of Bangladesh (Khan, 

2002). As noted previously, Bangladeshi researchers (Islam, 1982; ICDDR,B, 2005; 

Bhuiya et al., 2003; Ahmed, 2005; Naved & Akhtar, 2007; Blanchet, 2001) primarily 

concentrated on violence within heterosexual marital relationships. Relationships outside 

marriage, such as dating relationships, have not been a topic of research in Bangladesh as 

they have been in the U.S. research (Carlson & Worden, 2005; McMullan, 2006; Jones, 

2007; Flood & Peace, 2009).  

Moreover, almost all Bangladeshi research has been conducted in the rural 

context (Hadi, 2000; Balanchet, 2001; Bhuiya et al., 2003; Ahmed, 2005; Hadi, 2009). 

Within the rural context, factors behind IPV are economic inequality between men and 

women, lack of education, male authority in decision making, women’s inability to leave 

family settings, and early marriage (Blanchet, 2001; Khan, 2002; Ahmed, 2005). Overall, 

the urban, educated, well-to-do people in relationships outside marriage (e.g. dating 

relationship) have been neglected.  

One of the objectives of this study is to examine risk factors23 behind IPV, not 

just within marital relationships but also in dating relationships, and especially within the 

urban context. Thus, a large percentage (approximately 80 percent) of the study 

participants includes students. Among these students, approximately 66 percent are in 

                                                 
23 Risk factors are typically defined in the social scientific women abuse literature as attributes of a couple, 
victim, or perpetrator that are associated with an increased probability of male to female victimization 
(Hotaling & Sugarman, 1986, in DeKeseredy & Schwartz, 1998) 
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dating relationships. The previous findings of the study revealed that students, who are 

also the participants in dating relationships, are more likely to subscribe to patriarchal 

beliefs and attitudes when compared to married participants. Students are also more 

likely to see physical and psychological abuse as appropriate if perpetrated by men. Thus, 

in this section, an analysis of the actual nature of IPV prevalence in participants’ own 

relationships is conducted, with an emphasis on those in dating relationships.  

Although culturally sensitive, in the surveys conducted for this study the 

researcher collected data on the prevalence of IPV among the participants. Participants 

were asked about their own IPV victimization and perpetration. It was expected that 

participants might not reveal much of their firsthand experiences with IPV, thus, they 

were also asked about whether they are fearful about their surroundings or not. According 

to DeKeseredy & Schwartz (1998), participants’ fear about their surroundings could be 

an indication of the violence they are facing or have faced. The research questions related 

to this objective are: 

RQ 5. To what extent did the participants experience firsthand IPV? 

 RQ 5a. What factors are associated with participants’ firsthand IPV experience? 

RQ 6. To what extent were the participants fearful about their surroundings? 

 RQ 6a. What factors are associated with participants’ fear about their 

surroundings? 

The single participants who took part in the survey (N = 117) were excluded for 

data analyses purposes in this section. Responses of only those in intimate relationships 
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(dating or married, N=313) were analyzed. The characteristics of the sample appear in 

Table 23. 

Table 23. Participants’ Characteristics 

Characteristics  % Total % Dating % Married Chi-square (Df)
Gender Female 39.6 34.6 52.9 
 Male 60.4 65.4 47.1 

8.66** (1)

Age 18 to 29 78.9 98.2 27.1 
 30 to 39 13.4 1.3 45.9 
 40 or above 7.7 0.4 27.1 

188.631*** (2)

Participants' education College 68.4 85.5 22.4 
 University 31.6 14.5 77.6 

114.266*** (1)

Parents' education High school or less 10.2 19.4 9.6 
 College 20 18 25.3 
 University 69.8 71.6 65.1 

2.006 (2)

Health status Poor  2 2.3 1.2 
 Good  98 97.7 98.8 

.368 (1)

Monthly household income (in Taka) 1 to 10 thousand 8.5 10.7 1.7 
 10 to 30 thousand 29.8 32.2 22.4 
 30 to 50 thousand 23 22 25.9 
 50 to 100 thousand 24.7 22.6 31 
 100 thousand or 

above 
14 12.4 19 

8.440 (4)

Profession Student 71.9 91.7 18.8 
 Professional 28.1 8.3 81.2 

162.559*** (1)

City of origin (Dhaka) Dhaka 49.5 46.4 57.6 
 Other 50.5 53.6 42.4 

3.12 (1)

Approve violence Yes 14.2 16 10.3 
 No 85.8 84 89.7 

1.039 (1)

Peer support (have abusive friends) Yes 33.6 27.8 48.4 
 No 66.4 72.2 51.6 

8.773** (1)

Yes 52.4 50 58.5 Peer support (have friends who support 
abuse) No 47.6 50 41.5 

1.327 (1)

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 

Participants’ Characteristics 

After excluding the single participants, there were 313 participants in the sample, 

comprised of 60 percent male and 30 percent female participants. Approximately 73 

percent of the participants reported being in a dating relationship and the rest, 27 percent, 

were married. A majority of the participants, about 79 percent, were between the age of 

18 and 29. Geographically, half of these participants were from Dhaka (the capital city of 

Bangladesh) and half from other cities. Seventy-two percent of the participants were 

students from three different universities and the remaining 28 percent of participants 

were professionals, such as teachers, researchers, doctors, lawyers, businessmen, 
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Government service holders, development worker, and bankers. About 32 percent of 

participants had completed university/college level education and 68 percent had 

completed high school. Approximately 10 percent of participants had parents with high 

school level education. However, a majority of the participants (70 percent) had parents 

with graduate-level education. Most of the participants were in good health. About 8 

percent of participants belonged to a low-income group (1 to 10 thousand monthly 

household incomes) and 14 percent belonged to a high-income group (100 thousand or 

above). (See Table 23) 

As the main focus of this section is to examine the differences in the prevalence 

of IPV between dating and married participants, the participant characteristics in Table 

23 were distributed across participants’ relationship statuses. The results show that there 

were more males in dating relationships (65 percent) compared to female participants (35 

percent). A majority of the female participants were in marital relationships rather than 

dating relationships. The majority of the participants (98 percent) within the age group of 

“18 to 29” were in a dating relationship and the majority of “30 to 39” year old 

participants (45 percent) were married. Most of the students were dating as opposed to 

professionals who were married. More married participants, than those who were in 

dating relationships, reported knowing abusive males.  

Data Analysis 

First, the researcher calculated the prevalence of first hand or direct experience of 

IPV in dating vs. marital relationships (measured by CTS2). Second, a correlations 

matrix was generated to analyze overall statistical significance of the psychological and 

physical victimization as well as perpetration by participants’: gender, age, education, 
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parents’ education, city of origin, religion, health status, household income, attitudes 

approving violence, and peer support. Finally, each of the two victimization and 

perpetration variables was regressed on the independent variables that were found to be 

significant in the correlation matrix to see their independent and part contribution to the 

two forms of victimization and perpetration 

The second-hand experience of IPV was then analyzed using the fear of 

surroundings scale of DeKeseredy & Schwartz (1998). The researcher first examined 

participants’ fear of surroundings or indirect experience of IPV by their gender. Next, a 

correlation matrix was generated to examine the relationship patterns and significance of 

associations between all the risk factors and participants’ indirect experiences of IPV. 

Since the response rate was too low, no multivariate analyses were conducted. 

Results 

The results reveal that all the participants experienced and perpetrated high rates 

of physical and psychological abuse. The discussion that follows presents the firsthand 

experiences and perpetration of abuse among the participants, with Table 24 and 25 

revealing victimization and perpetration of IPV by dating vs. marital status, and Table 26 

presenting the correlation analysis of victimization and perpetration of IPV and various 

factors associated.  

Firsthand Experience of IPV of Bangladeshi Participants  

Overall, the participants reported more psychological victimization than physical 

(see Table 24). For instance, a majority of the participants’ partners (84 percent) did or 

said something to upset them. About 57 percent of participants reported being insulted or 
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sworn at by their partners. With regard to physical abuse, approximately 30 percent of the 

participants reported their partners pushing, grabbing, or throwing something at them. 

Around 23 percent of participants reported being kicked, beaten, and hit with a fist or 

with some object by their partners. Surprisingly, a relatively high number of participants, 

about 13 percent, reported severe types of physical victimization, such as being choked, 

abused, or threatened with a knife or gun by their partners. The same pattern and 

prevalence rate is also observed in participants’ reported perpetration (see Table 25). 

Table 24. IPV Victimization - Prevalence Rate 

Type of Abuse   Victimization 
Psychological victimization % N Dating % Married % Chi-square 
1. Insulted or swore at participant 56.6 288 53.9 63.4 2.169
2. Put partner down in front of friends and family 39.5 286 37.1 45.7 1.788
3. Accused of having affairs or flirting with others 37.5 280 44.2 21 13.259***
4. Did or said something to upset partner 83.6 280 82.8 85.4 .272
5. Threatened to throw something at partner 35.3 278 38.4 27.5 2.957
6. Threw, smashed, or kicked something 33.1 281 35.8 26.3 2.367
7. Followed/stalked partner without permission 30.0 277 35 17.5 8.327**
Physical victimization % N Dating % Married % Chi-square 
7.  Pushed, grabbed, or shoved partner 29.8 275 32.5 23.5 2.220
8.  Threw something at partner 29.4 282 31.8 23.5 1.954
9.  Slapped participant 22.7 277 25.1 17.1 2.132
10. Kicked, bit, or hit partner with fist 22.5 285 25.6 14.6 4.045*
11. Hit or tried to hit partner with something 23.5 281 26.6 15.9 3.755
12. Beat partner up 22.4 281 23.2 12.2 4.383*
13. Choked partner 13.2 281 26.5 12.3 6.641**
14. Threatened  partner with a knife or gun 13.2 281 17.1 3.7 9.157**
15. Used a knife or gun on partner 14.0 286 18.6 2.4 12.742***
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 

Chi-square analysis was conducted to measure the strength of association between 

participants’ dating vs. marital status and victimization and perpetration of IPV (see 

Table 24 & 25). The results show dating participants were more likely to accuse or be 

accused by their partners of having an affair compared to married participants. Dating 

participants were also more likely to experience and perpetrate stalking compared to 

married participants. Moreover, the dating participants reported significantly higher 

victimization and perpetration of the severe types of physical abuse (such as kicking, 
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beating, choking, and using knife or gun against a partner) compared to their married 

counterparts. 

Table 25. IPV Perpetration - Prevalence Rate 

Type of Abuse    Perpetration 
Psychological perpetration % N Dating % Married % Chi-square 
1. Insulted or swore at participant 52.0 273 52.6 50.6 .080
2. Put partner down in front of friends and family 32.1 271 33.3 28.9 .483
3. Accused of having affairs or flirting with others 34.1 270 38.7 22.4 6.452*
4. Did or said something to upset partner 65.6 270 65.8 64.9 .018
5. Threatened to throw something at partner 28.8 267 30.4 25 .763
6. Threw, smashed, or kicked something 27.1 269 29.2 22.1 1.397
7. Followed/stalked partner without permission 25.3 269 29.2 15.6 5.368*
Physical perpetration % N Dating % Married % Chi-square 
7.  Pushed, grabbed, or shoved partner 24.1 266 26.7 17.3 2.587
8.  Threw something at partner 25.4 264 26.6 22.4 .511
9.  Slapped partner 22.4 263 25.3 15.6 2.935
10. Kicked, bit, or hit partner with fist 20.4 265 24.9 9.2 8.190**
11. Hit or tried to hit partner with something 20.0 265 22.3 14.3 2.215
12. Beat partner up 22.3 265 26.1 13 5.397*
13. Choked partner 20.2 267 23.7 11.7 4.887*
14. Threatened  partner with a knife or gun 15.5 264 17.6 10.4 2.190
15. Used a knife or gun on partner 13.4 268 16.2 6.5 4.474*
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 

Testing for Differences across Participants’ Characteristics 

For further analysis, the IPV acts were clustered into psychological and physical 

abuse indexes. Reliability analyses were conducted on the two indexes of abuse, for 

victimization and perpetration respectively. The highest Cronbach's alpha score obtained 

for the psychological victimization index was .78, and for physical victimization the 

score was .93. For psychological abuse perpetration, the index score was .77, and for 

physical abuse perpetration the score was .93. Thus, all these indexes having acceptable 

alpha scores were used in further correlation and regression analyses.  

In addition to the participants’ dating status, correlation analyses was used to 

measure the strength of association between various risk factors (gender, age, city of 

origin, participants’ education, parents’ education, participants’ profession, household 

income, health status, attitudes to violence, and peer support) and participants’ 

victimization and perpetration indexes. The following can be summarized from Table 26: 
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Psychological victimization & perpetration. While no significant relationship appears 

between participants’ psychological victimization and the risk factors, their perpetration 

is associated with age, profession, and peer support. Younger participants were more 

likely to perpetrate psychological abuse. Participants in various professions other than 

students were less likely to perpetrate psychological abuse. Those who had abusive 

friends or friends who support abuse 24  were more likely to perpetrate psychological 

abuse. 

Correlation MatriTable 26. x of Psychological & Physical Victimization & Perpetration 

vs. Risk Factors 
Vi ation P ion  ctimiz erpetrat

  Psychologic Phys Psychologi Physal ical cal ical 
Gender 0.03 -0.13* 0.07 -0.01
Age  -0.01 -0.06 -

s 
ants education  -0 -

ducation  -0.
-0. -

-0.04 -0.11 -0.05 -0.17*

0.15* -0.10
Dating statu 0.04 -0.14* -0.06 -0.08
Particip 0.02 .24** -0.04 0.15*
Parents e -0.10 20*** -0.03 -0.04
Profession 0.05 23*** -0.15* 0.17**
Dhaka 0.03 -0.01 -0.09 -0.08
Health  -0.04 -0.12* 0.11 -0.09
Attitude to violence 
Peer support (have abusive friends) 0.11 0.13 0.23** 0.14*
Peer support (have friends who support abuse) 0.00 0.17* 0.20** 0.23**
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 

                                                

Physical victimization & perpetration. Participants’ gender, education, parents’ education, 

profession, health status, and peer support appears to be significantly associated with 

physical victimization. Participants’ education, profession, attitude toward violence, and 

peer support is related to the perpetration of physical abuse. Female participants were less 

likely to report physical victimization than their male counterparts. Participants with 

parents who had higher levels of education were less likely to report physical 

victimization. Students were more likely to be victims of physical abuse compared to 

participants in other professions. Those in good health were less likely to have 

 
24 Students, participants with less education, and those who were dating were significantly more likely to 
have abusive friends or friends who support abuse (see Table 10, p. 81). 

 119 
 



 

experie

nce were more likely to perpetrate violence. Lastly, 

ers who legitimized abuse were more likely to perpetrate abuse 

compared to those who did not. 

alyses were conducted. No significant 

relation hological victimization. The 

regression analysis reflected the same, as well.  

nced abuse. Also, participants who had male peers legitimizing abuse were more 

likely to experience violence. 

Participants having university/college education were less likely to perpetrate 

physical abuse compared to younger high school educated participants. Similarly, 

professionals were less likely to perpetrate physical abuse compared to students. 

Participants approving of viole

participants having pe

Regression Analyses 

Each of the two victimization and perpetration variables (psychological and 

physical) was then regressed on the independent variables that were found to be 

significant in the correlation matrix to see their independent and part contribution to the 

two forms of victimization and perpetration. Since the dependent variables were 

dichotomous in nature, logistic regression an

ships were found in the correlation matrix for psyc

Analysis of the Perpetration of Psychological Abuse 

 Four hierarchical models were generated, with the final model explaining the 

highest percent of variation (14 percent) in the incidence of psychological abuse 

perpetration (see Table 27). Only one variable remained significant in model 4. 

Participants having peers legitimizing violence in relationships were three times more 

likely to perpetrate psychological abuse. Age and peer support (having abusive friends) 
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were significant in models 1 and 3, however, they lost their significance in the final 

model.  

e 27. Psychological Abuse Perpetration vs. Risk Factors 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

 

Tabl

 S.E. Exp(B) S.E. Exp S.E. Exp(B) S.E. Exp(B) (B)
Age .22 .30 .36 .35.59* .74 .82 .87
Profession .43 .47 .49

nds) .37 2.5* .39 1.8
ort 

abuse) 
 .47 2.8*

Chi-square 25 6.42  15.9 16.4

.63 .51 .55
Peer support (have abusive frie
Peer support (have friends who supp

 5.
Df 1 2 3 4
Sig. 
R Square  
-2 Log likelihood 259.06 257.9 193.7 172.8

.02 .04 .00 .00

.03 .04 .12 .14

No. of observations 263 263 203 177
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 

Analysis of Physical Victimization 

Seven hierarchical models were generated (see Table 28). Gender is significant in 

the first model, predicting female participants were less likely to report victimization 

compared to males. However, in the upcoming models gender was no longer significant. 

Particip

married participants. Those with university level education were 64 percent less likely to 

report victimization compared to the participants with high school level education. 

ants’ and parents’ education appear to be significant consistently in models 3 to 6. 

With higher education of both parents and participants, it was less likely for the 

participants to report physical victimization.  

The sixth model had the highest number of significant variables and explained 21 

percent of variation in the incidence of physical victimization of the participants (see 

Table 28). The model is composed of the following variables: gender, dating status, 

participants’ and parents’ education, participants’ profession, and health status. Dating 

participants were two times more likely to report physical victimization compared to 
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Participants with more educated parents were 56 percent less likely to report 

victimization compared to those with less educated parents. Professionals 25  were 71 

percent less likely to report victimization compared to students. In the seventh model, 

after adding the peer support variable, dating status and participants’ education lost its 

significance. However, peer informational support shows a significant relationship with 

physical victimization. Those having peers who support abuse were almost two times 

Table 28. P  Vict on v  Fact

Model 1 ode ode odel ode ode odel 

more likely to also be victims of physical abuse.  

hysical imizati s. Risk ors 

 M l 2 M l 3 M 4 M l 5 M l 6 M 7 
 S.E. Exp(B) S.E. Exp(B) S.E. Exp(B) S.E. Exp(B) S.E. Exp(B) S.E. Exp(B) S.E. Exp(B)

Gender .27 .557* .28 .61 .28 .61 .29 .63 .29 .65 .30 .65 .34 .69
Dat
status 

ing   .30 .56* .40 1.25 .42 1.5 .54 2.79 .56 2.9* .64 3.3

 .40 .29**

 .22 .43*** .22 .43*** .44 .4

ion    .56 .35 .57 .29* .68 .16**
   1.2 .14 1.2 .14

ort 

port 
) 

     .34 1.9*

 1 3 3 4 3

Education
of 
participant 

   .44 .19*** .48 .26** .48 .36** .54 .57

Parents’
education 
Profess
Health 
Peer supp
(have 

   .23 *** .26 7**

friends who 
sup
abuse
Chi-square  4.8  8.4 9.1 4.5 8.1  1.8 4.0
Df 
Sig. 

 1  2 3 4 5  6 7
 .03  .01 .00 .00 .00  .00 .00

e  
 341.7  337.7 327.3 305.2 301.6  291.2 215.0

No. of 
observatio

R Squar
-2 Log 

 .02  .05 .10 .17 .19  .21 .22

likelihood 

ns 
 261  261 261 255 255  250 190

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 

                                                

Further regression analysis was conducted on male and female participants’ 

physical victimization separately. For female participants, education of the participants 

and parents were significant (see Table 29). With more education of both parents and 

participants the odds of females experiencing physical abuse decreased. For male 

participants, however, education was not found to be significant. Only the influence of 

 
25 Out of the married participants, 81 percent were professionals and 19 percent were students; and out of 
the dating participants, 92 percent were students and 8 percent were professionals (see Table 22).  
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essionals. This could be an indication of  a 

dents. 

Female victimiza

S. Exp(B) 

profession was significant (see Table 30). The male student participants were more likely 

to report physical victimization than male prof

response bias among the male stu

Table 29. tion 

 E. 
Education of the respondent 01.19 .09*
Education of the parents 0.47

fession 1.17
ive peer  0.56

e 1

0.34*
Pro 3.48
Abus 2.69
Chi-squar  8.11
Df  4.00
Sig  0.
R square 
log likeliho
No. of obse

00
 0.20

od  82.74
rvations  82

Table 30. Male victimizatio

S. Exp(B) 

n 

 E. 
Education of the respondent 0.77 1.98
Education of the parents 0.32

fession 0.81 0
ive peer  0.43

e 1

0.57
Pro .10*
Abus 1.61
Chi-squar  8.77
Df  4.00
Sig  0.00
R square 
log likelih
No. of ob

 0.15
ood  132.15

servations  112.00

Analysis of the Perpetration of Physical Abuse 

 Five models were generated to analyze perpetration of physical abuse with the 

final model explaining maximum variation (14 percent) (see Table 31). The fifth model 

consists of five variables: participants’ education, profession, approval of violence, and 

the peer support variables. Only one of the two peer support variables had a significant 

relationship with perpetration of physical abuse. Those with friends who support abuse 

were three times more likely to perpetrate physical abuse compared to those who did not. 

Participants’ education was significant in the first model, however, it lost its impact in the 

upcomi

dents or had friends supportive of 

buse were more likely to perpetrate physical abuse. 

ng models. 

Once again regression analysis was conducted on male and female participants’ 

perpetration separately. For female participants, there were no significant outcomes for 

perpetration. However, for males, profession and having abusive peers was significant 

(see Table 32). The male participants who were stu

a

 



 

 

Table 31. Physical Abuse Perpetration vs. Risk Factors 

odel 2 odel 3 odel odel 5 Model 1 M  M  M 4 M  
 S.E. Exp(B) S.E. Exp(B) S Exp S Exp S Exp.E. (B) .E. (B) .E. (B)

Participants’ education .32 .47* .46 .72 .50 .80 1.57 .17 .60 1.3
Profession 
Attitude to

.46 .55 .49 .69 .58 .39 
ward violence .04 .93 .05 .93 .05 .94

have abusive friends) .39 .43
r support (have friends who support 

nce) 
.38 2.9*

 7 7 10 1

.61 .36

Peer support (  1.4 1.1
Pee
viole

  *

Chi-square 6.08 .72 .51  .16 6.2
Df 1 2 3  4 5
Sig. .01 .02 .06  .04 .01
R Square  
-2 Log likelihood 

.03 .04 .05  .08 .14
306.5 304.83 278.4  204.4 175.9

247 247 230  180 163No. of observations 
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 

Table 32. Male Perpetration

S.E. E

 

 xp(B)
Education of the respondent 0.75 1.93
Education of

fession 
 the parents 0.34

0.79
ive peer s 0.45 2.

e 1

0.88
0Pro .18*

Abus 98**
Chi-squar  3.17
Df  4.00
Sig  0.01
R square  0.16
log likelihood  124.44
No. of observations  110

Fear of Surroundings—Participants’ Secondhand Experience of IPV 

Participants’ fear of surroundings can be an indication of their experiences with 

IPV. Thus, the researcher asked the participants seven questions related to their fear of 

the surroundings (see Table 33). Since in the previous correlation analysis the female 

participants were less likely to report their direct experiences of IPV when compared to 

male participants, the researcher conducted analysis of the indirect experiences of IPV by 

gender. With only one exception (being alone at home), female participants were always 

significantly more fearful about their surroundings. This puts the previous finding (where 

male participants were more likely to report victimization than females) into an important 

context. The outcomes in Table 33 suggest that female participants were more likely to 
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have fa

ar of surroundings compared to dating participants. 

nts were more likely to have faced IPV 

 to the dating participants. 

gs 

ced more abuse compared to male participants, as they were significantly more 

likely to fear their surroundings. 

The previous findings also consistently showed that married participants were 

always less likely to have faced abuse of any sort. The researcher once again examined 

participants’ indirect experiences of IPV in association with their relationship status in 

order to confirm their answers for direct experience of IPV. It appears, unlike the 

previously reported direct experiences of IPV, married participants were, in most cases, 

significantly more likely to report fe

This is an indication that married participa

compared

Table 33. Participants’ Fear of Surroundin

Gender Feels unsafe 
Fema Ma

Chi-sq
le % 

uare 
le %

1. Walking to public transportation alone after dark 94.2 72.7 18.43***
2. Walking past men you don't know, while alone after dark 

29.
1

rk 

94.2
91.5

72.7 
58.0 

18.427***
3. Riding train alone after dark 
4. Walking alone to your car in parking lot after dark 

75***
.68***89.7 64.5 8
9.12**5. Walking alone after dark 89.2 73.6 

6. Riding a bus or public transportation alone after da 84.5 68.5 7.63*
7. Being alone in your own home after dark 34.7 29.1 .40

Dating status  
Dati Marri

Chi-square 
ng % ed % 

8. Walking past men you don't know, while alone after dark 7.38**78.7 94.6 
9. Walking alone after dark 74.9 93.0 10.37**
10. Walk
11. Walk
12. Riding a bus or public transportation alone after dark 71.5 84.8 4.47*

ing to public transportation alone after dark 77.1 94.0 9.35**
ing alone to your car in parking lot after dark 72.6 82.8 2.56

13. Riding train alone after dark 69.1 82.0 3.65
14. Being alone in your own home after dark 31.7 29.8 .075
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 

 

particip

The previous literature suggested that females are more likely to report their 

perpetration than males. Also, social desirability of research participants may be factors 

that hold them back from reporting socially undesirable activities. Perhaps the male

ants and the married participants have higher social desirability scores influencing 

their answers. This will be explored in the next section under contextual analysis of IPV. 
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A correlation matrix was also computed to examine the strength of relationships 

between participants’ feelings of safety and various factors. Here, index scores with all 

the components in Table 33 were computed (alpha score was .81). The variables found 

significantly associated with the feeling of safety index scores are gender and household 

income (see Table 34). Female participants were more likely to be fearful about their 

surroundings compared to men. Moreover, participants with higher household income 

gs compared to participants with lower 

income.  

le 34. Participants’ Fear of Surroundings 

Feeling of safet

were more likely to fear their surroundin

household 

Tab

Characteristic y? 
Gender 0.44***
Respondents’ education  0

0
-0.21

Peer support (have friends legitimizing abuse) -0.03
Relationsh

.15
Age  .19
Parents’ education  0.01
Profession  0.10
Household income  .31*
Dhaka 
Health  .17
Approve abuse 0.08
Peer support (have abusive friends) -0.20

ip status 0.19
*p<.05, **

ating and marital relationships as 

predict

p<.01, ***p<.001 

Summary Findings on the Prevalence of IPV among Study Participants  

This section examines the nature of IPV prevalence in participants’ relationships. 

The focus here is on dating relationships rather than marital relationships since far less is 

known about abuse in these sorts of relationships in non-rural settings. The outcomes 

reveal that high levels of IPV exist both in urban d

ed earlier by a few Bangladeshi researchers (Zahid, 2007; Hadi, 2000; Naved & 

Persson; 2005; Naved & Akhtar; 2007; Hadi, 2005).  

When individual reports of psychological and physical abuse, victimization, and 

perpetration were examined in association with participants’ dating status, it appeared 
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that dating participants were significantly more likely to be the victims as well as 

perpetrators of certain kinds of abuse. Under the psychological abuse, dating participants 

were more likely to accuse their partners (or, be accused by their partners) of cheating 

compared to the married participants. They were also more likely to report stalking their 

partners (or, being stalked) compared to the married participants. Dating participants 

were more likely to report physical victimization, such as kicking, beating, and 

threatening the use of a gun or knife. They were also more likely to perpetrate such types 

of physical abuse than the married participants. As observed in the U.S context (Nabors 

& Jasin

2010; UNBConnect, 

ski, 2009), Bangladeshi dating participants, especially college students, appeared 

significantly more likely to be violent in their relationships than married participants. 

Male participants, younger participants, students, and participants who have 

completed only high school were more likely to be in dating relationships. Later in the 

correlation analyses, it was found that dating participants reported higher physical 

victimization when compared to their married counterparts. In addition to this, high 

school educated participants compared to university graduates, and students compared to 

professionals, were more likely to report physical victimization. In further regression 

analyses, dating status, education, and profession of the participants were found to have 

similar impacts on physical victimization. All these significant relationships point to the 

same young and less educated students in dating relationships being more vulnerable to 

physical victimization, compared to the older more educated professionals in marital 

relationships. The recent surge of ‘eve-teasing’ or sexual harassment of young girls in 

public, often by their former dating partners in Bangladesh (Mia, 
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2010; T

pared to females, which 

is a du

d physical abuse perpetration was peer informational support. Those 

he Lawyers & Jurists, 2010), can be supported by the results of this section 

revealing higher vulnerability of students to physical victimization. 

Apart from relationship status, educational background, and profession of the 

participants, gender, parents’ education, health, and peer informational support were 

related with physical victimization. Participants with more educated parents were less 

likely to report physical victimization both in correlation and regression analyses. 

Participants who had peers legitimizing abuse of women were also more likely to report 

physical victimization both in correlation and regression analyses. Interestingly, male 

participants were more likely to report physical victimization com

bious finding within a patriarchal society like Bangladesh. In the later analyses, 

however, this relationship did not remain significant.  

Younger participants and students were more likely to perpetrate psychological 

and physical abuse compared to older and professional participants. Once again, less 

educated participants were associated with higher physical abuse perpetration compared 

to more educated participants. Importantly, peer support related variables were 

significantly associated with psychological and physical abuse perpetration. Those who 

knew an abusive peer and peer who legitimized abuse were more likely to perpetrate 

psychological and physical abuse. Participants having violence-approving attitudes were 

also more likely to report physical abuse perpetration. Parents’ education once again had  

a negative relationship with the prevalence of physical abuse perpetration. In the 

regression analyses, however, the only variable that remained significant for both 

psychological an
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who ha

od of females facing more abuse) compared to male participants. The 

contradictory results are further analyzed in the next section of contextual analyses of 

IPV.   

d peers legitimizing abuse were more likely to perpetrate psychological as well as 

physical abuse. 

Although students in dating relationships consistently appeared to be more 

vulnerable to IPV victimization as well as perpetration, later analyses of indirect reports 

of IPV (fear of surroundings) contradict those results. Here, married participants were 

more likely to fear their surroundings compared to dating participants. Also, female 

participants were more likely to be fearful of their surroundings (hence indicating the 

likeliho
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Contextualizing IPV – Nature of Perpetration, Motives Behind, and 

Willingness to Report Abuse 

Although it is now widely accepted by researchers that in intimate heterosexual 

relationships men are the primary aggressors (DeKeseredy & Schwartz, 1998), some 

scholars dispute this. Notably, those who use Conflict Tactics Scale (CTS) have come up 

with outcomes reporting gender symmetry in IPV (Straus & Douglas, 2004; Straus & 

Gelles, 1990; Flynn, 1990). Indeed, the current study which collected data on the 

prevalence of IPV among participants using the short version of CTS found much the 

same. When examining the relationship between IPV prevalence and gender, no 

significant difference was found in IPV perpetration by gender and, in fact, more male 

participants appeared to have reported physical victimization than females. In the 

Bangladeshi context, given the extreme nature of social, cultural, and economic 

domination of women (BNWLA, 2003; Zaman, 1999), reported male victimization 

requires further exploration. Moreover, married participants consistently reported less 

perpetration and victimization compared to dating participants. Since an overwhelming 

number of Bangladeshi studies found a high prevalence of physical violence among 

marital couples, the researcher found the consistent reporting of less victimization and 

perpetration by the married couples (rather than dating couples) somewhat unlikely as 

well.  

Critics of CTS note that self-report data about socially-sensitive topic areas are 

vulnerable to participants’ tendencies to alter their responses in ways that make them 

appear to be more socially acceptable (Straus, 2004; Lysova & Douglas, 2008). Because 

the married participants in this study belonged to a higher socio-economic status, 
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compared to the dating participants (mostly students), their responses may have been 

influenced by their tendency to hide socially undesirable actions such as IPV. Moreover, 

the CTS, although widely used by researchers, fails to incorporate the context and nature 

of the violence. That is, a woman who engaged in violence might have acted in self-

defense. Moreover, women’s aggression towards men does not have the same meaning or 

consequences as men’s aggression towards women (DeKeseredy & Schwartz, 1998; 

Sprague, 2005; Miller, 2005; Perry & Fromuth, 2008). The CTS gives no scope to 

capture that. Perry and Fromuth (2008) pointed out: 

Among the empirical courtship violence studies examining intent, numerous 
gender differences in motivation for aggressing against a dating partner have been 
cited. For instance, women are more likely than men to report using violence 
against their partner because of a desire to show anger, to retaliate for emotional 
harm (Follingstad, Wright, Lloyd, & Sebastian, 1991), and for self-defense 
(Makepeace, 1986). Men, in contrast, are more likely to report utilizing 
aggressive tactics against their partner to intimidate (Makepeace, 1986), to 
retaliate for being physically aggressed against, and to control because of jealousy 
(Follingstad et al., 1991). In addition, men’s and women’s different definitions 
and perceptions of violence may affect how the intent of violence is perceived. 
For example, Clark et al. (1994) concluded that women may consider certain 
behaviors as aggressive, whereas men may view the same behaviors as 
appropriate (e.g., playful). By exploring a wider variety of perceptual factors that 
accompany courtship violence, such as the intent of aggression, researchers will 
be able to provide a more in-depth description of the dynamics of such aggression. 
(p. 1082) 

This study found that male participants perceived many IPV actions/abuses as 

appropriate/proper if perpetrated by men themselves compared to female participants. 

Moreover, while conducting the surveys, the researcher found that many of the male 

participants, especially the students, were making playful comments such as “we are the 

victims here” or “women are more violent.” Thus, the male participants could have been 

reporting their victimization playfully, or underreporting their own perpetration since 
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they thought it was appropriate for them to abuse women, or due to social desirability 

issues. 

To overcome these drawbacks of the CTS, researchers suggest deeper analysis of 

the context of violence (Sprague; Miller; Straus; Lysova & Douglas; Romans, Forte, 

Cohen, Mont, & Hyman, 2007; Perry & Fromuth, 2008). In the current study the 

researcher examines the context of IPV by examining the following: 

1. The type of perpetration reported by female and male participants respectively. 

2. Reported motives behind perpetration.  

3. Social desirability score of the participants in relation to their social characteristics. 

The discussion that follows next elaborates the result of the contextual analyses. 

The Type of Perpetration  

Hettrich and O’Leary (2007), in their study of aggression in dating relationships, 

noted that although the prevalence rate of aggression in intimate relationships is found to 

be equal for men and women in many studies, the nature of aggression is different for 

men and women. Hettrich and O’Leary (2007) found that women are involved in less 

severe types of physical violence than men, whereas, male aggression is more coercive 

and sexual in nature. Thus, women’s physical aggression has less severe consequences 

than men’s. Much the same conclusions were drawn by Romans, Forte, Cohen, Mont, 

and Hyman (2007) in their study on IPV in Canada. They found that although men 

experienced violence, women were more likely to report severe types of physical IPV, 

such as being choked and beaten by their male partners, episodes of injury, and repeated 
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incidents of IPV. The researchers (Hettrich & O’Leary, 2007; Romans et al., 2007) 

concluded that physical and sexual IPV was a more severe problem for women than men. 

For the current study, the researcher collected data on participants’ perpetration of 

both psychological and physical abuse. The researcher further analyzed the data to show 

the type of IPV actions perpetrated by the male and female participants respectively. 

Table 35 shows the percentages of different types of psychological and physical abuse 

perpetrated by male and female participants of this study separately.  

The participants were more or less equal in perpetrating psychological abuse. 

Although no statistically significant association was found, psychological abuses like 

‘throwing objects’ or ‘following/stalking’ were perpetrated by higher percentages of male 

participants compared to female participants. 

Table 35.  Gender of the Participants vs. Perpetration of Psychological and Physical 

Abuse  

Type of Abuse Perpetrated by Partner Male 
(%) 

Female 
(%) 

Chi-square 

Psychological Abuse    
1. Insulted or swore at partner 50.6 54.1 .33 
2. Put partner down in front of friends and family 32.5 31.5 .03 
3. Accused partner of having affairs or flirting with others 34.0 34.3 .00 
4. Did or said something to upset partner  65.2 66.1 .02 
5. Threatened to throw something at partner 31.4 25.0 1.30 
6. Threw, smashed, or kicked something 28.0 25.9 .13 
7. Followed/stalked partner without permission 28.6 20.4 2.30 
Physical abuse   
8. Pushed, grabbed, or shoved at partner 26.5 20.2 1.40 
9. Threw something at partner 27.0 22.9 .59 
10. Slapped partner 25.0 18.7 1.45 
11. Kicked, bit, or hit partner with fist 24.2 14.4 3.74 
12. Hit or tried to hit partner with something 20.8 18.9 .14 
13. Beat partner up 25.3 17.8 2.11 
14. Choked partner  25.0 13.1 5.64* 
15. Threatened partner with a knife or gun 17.1 13.2 .73 
16. Used a knife or gun on partner 16.1 9.3 2.56 
*p<.05 

Higher differences between female and male participants are observed in physical 

abuse perpetration (see Table 35). For all types of physical abuse, male participants 

reported more perpetration than the female participants. Particularly, the relationship 
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between choking partner and gender was statistically significant (Chi-Square = 5.64, 

p<.05). Thus, it seems that the findings are in line with Hettrich and O’Leary (2007) and 

Romans et al. (2007) findings, which concluded that female perpetrators were involved in 

less severe types of violence than males. 

Motives behind Perpetration 

Participants of this study were asked about why they have perpetrated the 

psychological/physical abuse. The response rate was very low, only 72 participants out of 

313 participants in relationships responded. However, the gender differences for 

perpetrating abuse were analyzed using chi-square test. Although, no statistical 

significance was found, a pattern is observed in the percentages (see Table 36). About 32 

percent of female participants said that they used violence for self-defense compared to 

21 percent of male participants. About 30 percent of female participants’ reported motive 

was to fight back compared to 26 percent of males. Thus, more female participants were 

using violence to either defend themselves or to fight back. However, when it came to 

using violence first, before the partner did anything, more male participants (7 percent) 

reported this than female participants (4 percent). 

Table 36.  Reason behind Perpetrating 

 Male (%) Female (%) Total 
Self defense 20.8 31.9 30
To fight back 26.4 29.8 33
Used actions before partner 6.9 4.3 7

The participants also answered an open-ended question indicating the reason 

behind their perpetration of abuse. Different types of responses were obtained, although 

very few. An approximately equal number of male and female participants reported anger 

and misunderstanding between partners to be the reasons behind IPV. However, some 
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other interesting remarks were made by the participants. Box 2 shows some of these 

responses.  

Box 2. Reason for Violence 
 
Male participants 
‘Because I love her a lot and don’t want to lose her’ 
‘Because she always quarreled with me’ 
‘Cause we have good relationship’ 
‘Found her cheating in front of my eyes’ 
‘It was hot’ 
‘Just for curiosity’  
‘She did not agree with me’ 
‘She was doing something bad, I was trying to stop her’ 
‘She was very immature. I told her several times but she was doing continuously. That’s why I did it to 
her. Not to hurt her. I always wished her well’ 
‘She wasn't devoted to me the way I was but I never realized it for 2 years just because of blind faith’ 
‘Its sometimes good’ 
‘we have a healthy relationship’  
 
Female Participants 
‘Beginning it used to be due to temper and amidst argument; later sometimes it has been to defend 
myself’ 
‘Had a fight so got into argument, I was trying to leave, he was holding me, so I pushed him nothing 
much, not that serious’ 
‘He was lying and cheating with me and threat me’ 
‘I was just being myself and doing what I felt like’ 
‘There are times when my limit of control exceeds and I did it twice in my 34 month relationship’ 
‘ Because he loves me’ 

Many of the reasons behind perpetration of abuse reported by the male 

participants involved efforts to control their partners. Male participants justified violence 

using the following reasons: she disagreed with him, she was not devoted, she was 

leaving him or doing something “bad” and so he wanted to stop her. One of the reasons 

given by a male participant was sexual in nature, as he said that being aggressive/abusive 

was ‘hot’. One participant even said that he did it just out of curiosity (see Box 2). 

Note too, a number of the participants, both male and female, thought that abuse 

was a sign of healthy/good/normal relationship. Many participants, both male and female, 

said that they were aggressive because their partners were cheating. However, the 
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females’ reasons behind IPV were more for self defense, or to be rebellious against her 

partners’ long-term domination (see Box 2).  

Apart from asking why the participants were abusive to their partners, they were 

also asked to provide their general opinion about why men or women engage in 

aggressive behavior with their partners. In order to measure this, the Reason for 

Aggression Scale was used (as in Hettrich and O’Leary, 2007). Hettrich and O’Leary 

used the Reason for Aggression Scale only to measure female perspectives and reasons 

behind IPV, but the current study used this scale to measure both male and female 

reasoning for violence (see Table 37). 

Table 37.  Reasons to Engage in IPV 

Reason for Female Aggression Reason for Male Aggression 
 N %  N % 

Partner lied 124 31.1 Drugs or alcohol 116 28.6 
Jealousy 112 27.7 Partner lied 112 27.7 
Prevent unlawful act 104 25.9 Anger 102 24.6 
Anger 99 24.4 Temper 93 22.7 
Self defense 79 19.7 Prevent unlawful act 84 20.9 
Drugs or alcohol 75 18.9 Need to control 71 17.4 
Temper 72 18.1 Jealousy 69 16.7 
Poor communication 65 15.1 Poor communication 67 16.5 
Need to control 54 13.6 Self defense 49 11.9 
Embarrassment 54 13.6 Embarrassment 37 9.1 

 Although no participant mentioned drugs and alcohol to be a reason for being 

abusive in their own relationships, generally they thought that this is the main cause of 

violence in men (see Table 34). ‘Partner lied’ and ‘anger’ were the next two reasons for 

men’s aggression, as perceived by participants.  

The most reported main cause for female aggression was ‘partner lied’ (31 

percent). ‘Jealousy’ and ‘prevent partner from unlawful act’ were the second and third 

reasons (see Table 34). Approximately 20 percent of participants thought that self 

defense was a reason for female aggression, compared to only 12 percent of participants 
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who thought it was a reason for male aggression. For men, ‘need to control’ was another 

reason reported by 17 percent of participants, compared to about 14 percent of 

participants thinking that it is a reason for women.    

Social Desirability behind Reporting IPV 

According to Straus (2004), research that uses self-reported data needs to take 

into account the tendency of some participants to minimize reporting of socially 

undesirable behavior. In this study, no significant difference in the perpetration of IPV 

among men and women was found. Moreover, despite the evidence of high rates of 

marital abuse in Bangladesh, married participants in the study were consistently less 

likely to report IPV perpetration and victimization. The data shows that the married 

participants had higher socio-economic status than the dating participants. Those in 

dating relationships were mostly college students with no income source. As pointed out 

by Naripokkho and Bangladesh Mahila Parishad (2002), and Hadi (2005), although the 

prevalence rate of IPV is high among the urban married couples, they rarely report it to 

protect their social status. So, the researcher conducted further analysis to examine 

participants’ tendencies to minimize socially undesirable behavior.  

To measure socially undesirable behaviors, this study used the Social Desirability 

Scale having 13-items (Straus, 2004; Reynolds, 1982). The scale measures the degree to 

which participants tend to avoid disclosing undesirable behavior. The items in the scale 

consist of behaviors that are undesirable, but true to almost everyone. The more the 

participants deny these almost universal behaviors, the more likely the participants are to 

also deny more seriously undesirable information, such as assaulting a partner and other 

forms of crime.  
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Although there were 13 items in the scale, after reliability analysis two items were 

removed obtaining an alpha score of .71. Then social desirability scores were computed 

and categorized into ‘Disagree’ and ‘Agree’. Chi-Square analysis was conducted to 

measure the strength of association between social desirability of scores of the 

participants and social characteristics of the participants. However, no significant 

association was found.  

Summarizing the Context of Abuse in the Current Study  

 According to U.S. IPV researchers (Sprague, 2005; Miller, 2005; Straus, 2004; 

Hettrich & O’Leary, 2007; Romans, et al., 2007; Perry & Fromuth, 2008), it is important 

to analyze the context behind IPV. This section analyzed the context of abuse for the 

Bangladeshi participants of this study in terms of their type of perpetration, reason for 

aggression, and social desirability.  

 Consistent with previous research, although the female participants of this study 

reported perpetrating IPV, the types of abuse they perpetrated were minor in nature 

compared to the types of abuse perpetrated by male participants. Male participants were 

more likely than females to perpetrate physical abuse, particularly severe physical abuse 

such as choking.  

 Female participants, who reported some sort of IPV perpetration, also reported 

that the motive was either to fight back or for self-defense. On the other hand, for male 

participants, perpetration occurred mostly to control women or to discipline them. 

However, no significant differences were found in the social desirability scores of the 

participants and their gender and other social characteristics.  
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CHAPTER 6. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Discussion 

Intimate partner violence, beyond marital abuse, is rarely examined in the Bangladeshi 

research on violence against women. The majority of Bangladeshi researchers examine 

marital abuse, commonly referring to it as domestic or family violence. This is largely 

due to the fact that only marital relationships are universally accepted in the conservative 

Bangladeshi society. Any relationship outside marriage is largely unacceptable and 

subjected to religious sanctions.  

No matter how taboo “intimate” relationships outside marriage are, they do exist 

in Bangladesh. As indicated by a few Bangladeshi studies (Zahid, 2007; Nahar et al., 

1999; ICDDR,B, 2007; UNBConnect, 2010), the current study provides evidence that 

dating relationships are not uncommon among college students residing in urban 

Bangladesh. Out of 344 non-married participants of the study, 66 percent reported being 

in a dating relationship. These dating participants also reported experiencing high levels 

of IPV. As a matter of fact, dating participants were more likely to experience and 

perpetrate severe types of physical abuse than married participants. Roughly 33 percent 

of dating participants reported being pushed, grabbed, or shoved by their partners 

compared to 24 percent of married participants. Between 23 and 27 percent of dating 

participants were beaten up, kicked, bit, hit, or choked by their partners, compared to 12 

to 15 percent of married participants. Moreover, a high percentage of participants (64 

percent) reported having male friends who were abusive in their own relationships. 
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Previously, a correlation analysis revealed that students, participants with less education, 

and dating participants were more likely to have abusive friends. 

In this study, the researcher explores a new ground by attempting to examine, for 

the first time in Bangladeshi IPV research, the prevalence of violence in dating 

relationships compared to that of marital relationships. Moreover, the researcher explores 

how participants, as opposed to IPV researchers and scholars, conceptualize IPV. The 

outcomes of this study support many of the claims made in the previous U.S. literature, 

but uniquely add a different cultural dimension to the research on public perceptions and 

attitudes about IPV. The findings are summarized below: 

Perceptions of Intimate Partner Violence 

 Perceptions regarding IPV in this study were operationalized or measured through 

participants’ definitions of the abusive actions and relationships that experience IPV. 

Almost half of the participants (n = 191) left this question unanswered. Of those (n = 

239) who provided some sort of response, roughly half (120) revealed that they had no 

idea about IPV or provided definitions, which in most cases, were vague to the researcher. 

That said, the researcher did detect a few patterns in the definitions. As pointed out by 

U.S. researchers (NCIPC, 2003; Tjaden, 2004; Kilpatrick, 2004; Newton, 2001), IPV 

definitions in the U.S. often emphasize physical violence, ignoring psychological 

violence. The same is observed in the Bangladeshi research on IPV (Naved & Persson, 

2005; Naved & Akhtar, 2007; Johnson & Das, 2008; Hadi, 2009). Physical violence is 

the main focus of most Bangladeshi research efforts. The definitions provided by the 

current study participants, however, do not reflect the same definitions the existing 

literature does. About the same number (and the majority) of participants (22 percent) 
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defined IPV as acts comprising all three kinds of abuse (physical, psychological, and 

sexual) or psychological abuse (21 percent). Relatively fewer participants defined IPV as 

solely physical violence (7 percent).  

When analyzed further, it was found that the younger group of participants 

(mostly students), more specifically male students (22 percent), defined psychological 

abuse as IPV compared to females (18 percent). Female, older, and married participants 

(between 30 and 43 percent), on the other hand, were more likely to define IPV as a 

combination of physical, psychological, and sexual abuse compared to younger, male, 

and single participants (between 16 and 19 percent). This difference in participants’ 

perceptions of IPV could largely reflect their own experiences with IPV. Physical and 

sexual abuses (severe or minor) are commonly perpetrated against women in Bangladesh. 

Thus, women tend to define IPV more as physical violence. Moreover, men, being the 

likely perpetrators of such abuse, could be reluctant to define physical abuse as IPV, 

rationalizing their own violence against women.  

A good percentage of participants perceived abuse by men as “proper” or non-

abusive. As an example, 30 percent of the participants perceived stalking as “proper” if 

perpetrated by men. Gender, participants’ age, marital status, profession, and education 

had an important impact on participants’ perceptions of IPV. Male participants (35 

percent), as usual, were more likely to perceive stalking as appropriate compared to 

females (22 percent). Professionals and participants with more education (between 16 and 

18 percent) were less likely to perceive stalking as proper compared to students and those 

with less education (roughly 35 percent). These findings are supported by Flood and 
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Peace (2009), indicating that educational development and organizational affiliation has a 

positive impact on people’s perceptions of IPV. 

 When identifying relationships where IPV occurs, the participants had the same 

conceptualization as the Bangladeshi researchers (Hadi, 2000; Blanchet, 2001; Bhuiya et 

al., 2003; ICDD,RB, 2005; Hadi, 2005; Ahmed, 2005; Akther, Islam, & Ward, 2005; 

Naved & Personn, 2007; Naved & Akthar, 2007; Johson & Das, 2008; Hadi, 2009). A 

majority of them broadly perceived abuse occurring within family members and between 

spouses as IPV. Roughly about 14 percent of participants thought IPV is a dispute 

between family members, and another 14 percent thought it is a dispute between spouses. 

About 5 percent thought IPV is a dispute both within family members and between 

spouses. The overall confusion regarding IPV among the participants, sometimes as 

violence between family members and sometimes between spouses, was also observed in 

the definitions provided by Bangladeshi IPV scholars (Khan, 2002; Naripokkho & 

Bangladesh Mohila Parishad, 2002). Furthermore, most of the participants (18 percent) 

perceived violence in marital relationships as more common in rural areas than urban 

areas (9 percent). On the other hand, the unconventional relationships outside marriages, 

such as dating, were perceived as more common in urban areas (50 percent) rather than 

rural areas (7 percent). This is also a reflection of the research focus of Bangladeshi 

scholars who chose to analyze rural marital relationships almost exclusively, thereby 

bringing these relationships more into public attention compared to other kinds of 

relationships. 
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Patriarchal Beliefs and Attitudes towards IPV 

Recently, protests were held in many cities in Bangladesh against a government 

announced “National Women Development Policy 2011,” which ensures equal rights of 

women in property and education (Ahmed, 2011). Thousands of Islamists protested the 

policy because, according to them, it disrespects the law of Quran (Sharia). According to 

the Muslim personal law, a woman can inherit only half of the family property compared 

to a man. If formalized, the new policy will allow women to inherit an equal share of 

property. The Islamists threatened to continue their protests until this government policy 

has been scrapped (Ahmed, 2011). In Bangladesh, patriarchal beliefs and attitudes that 

ensures men’s power over women, have been legitimized on the basis of orthodox 

religion for ages, although many of these references to religion are unfounded (BNWLA, 

2003). However, the age old patriarchal traditions and beliefs are still very much affluent 

in the current Bangladeshi society. 

The U.S. literature (Flood & Peace, 2009; Jarchow, 2004) suggested examining 

factors that shape people’s patriarchal beliefs and attitudes that dominate women. They 

indicated that knowledge about these factors may help in establishing effective policies 

and programs that help to reshape public attitudes toward violence against women, which 

in turn could help reduce women’s future risks for experiencing violence. No 

Bangladeshi research has examined the factors behind public beliefs and attitudes about 

IPV. By contrast, the current study examined public beliefs and attitudes rationalizing 

violence against women as well as factors associated with these beliefs and attitudes.  

Consistent with previous Bangladeshi research (Johson & Das, 2008; Hadi, 2009), 

this research found a good percentage of participants hold beliefs that rationalize 
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women’s subjugation and abuse by men. About half of the participants (between 45 and 

55 percent) believed that men have the ultimate power to control women. Many of the 

participants believed that men should be the decision makers in relationships (55 percent) 

and that it is “OK” for a man to show his rage against women if he has lost his temper (45 

percent). About 20 percent of the participants even believed that women who are raped 

are partly to blame for their assault and 14 percent thought that a man has the right to 

force his partner to have sex with him. 

Bryant and Spencer (2003), in their study on student attitudes toward dating 

violence in the U.S., found that male students were more likely to uphold patriarchal 

beliefs and blame victims of domestic violence. Bryant and Spencer also added that male 

students who used violence in their dating relationships were more likely to attribute 

blame in domestic violence incidents to the victims. This study also found male students 

to be more likely to uphold patriarchal beliefs and attitudes that rationalize IPV and, often, 

blame the victims. These outcomes, along with the previous outcomes regarding 

participants’ IPV perceptions (definitions), point out that male students were more likely 

to be ignorant about abusive acts (in fact, many of them perceive physical violence as 

appropriate) and were more likely to support the patriarchal beliefs and attitudes 

rationalizing violence against women. Both these factors make students (also the dating 

participants) more vulnerable to IPV compared to older married participants.  

Intimate Partner Violence in Context 

As expected from the previous findings, the IPV prevalence data of this study 

reveals that students were more vulnerable to IPV than participants in other professions. 

More alarmingly, students who were dating were more likely to experience different 

 144 
 



 

types of physical abuse (between 19 and 33 percent) compared to married participants 

(between 2 and 24 percent). Students (as oppose to professionals) were also more likely 

to have abusive friends or friends who support abuse, which increased their likelihood 

IPV victimization as well as perpetration. The outcomes of regression analyses suggest 

that those having friends who support abuse were three times more likely to perpetrate 

physical as well as psychological abuse. These participants were also two times more 

likely to be the victims of physical abuse. The influence of abusive friends in IPV 

perpetration and victimization, especially observed among the male college students, 

supports the claims by previous U.S. researchers. Such as Martin and Hummer (1989) 

and Fisher et al. (1998) noted that college and university fraternities are often populated 

by men whose beliefs and attitudes are strongly patriarchal and these groups often treat 

women as commodities, use them as pray, and abuse them. 

One of the unusual findings (in bi-variate analysis) here is that male participants 

reported experiencing higher levels of abuse than their female counterparts. Further 

analyses revealed that mainly the male college students were reporting victimization (as 

opposed to professionals). This is contradictory to the other findings in this study (where 

male students were consistently more likely to uphold patriarchal views and attitudes that 

rationalize abuse and also see abusive acts as proper when compared to females). Thus, 

male participants should more likely be the perpetrators rather than the victims. This 

outcome of male victimization is also contradictory to all the Bangladeshi literature (Hadi, 

2000; Blanchet, 2001; Bhuiya et al., 2003; ICDDR,B, 2005; Hadi, 2005; Ahmed, 2005; 

Akhter et al., 2005; Naved & Personn, 2007; Naved & Akhtar, 2007; Johnson and Das, 

2008, Hadi, 2009) where the findings point to women as the most likely victims of IPV.  
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However, since this study used the CTS to measure the prevalence of IPV, which 

often produces misleading outcomes regarding gender symmetry in the U.S. (Sprague, 

2005; Miller, 2005; Romans, et al., 2007; DeKeseredy & Dragiewicz, 2007; DeKeseredy 

& Schwartz, 1998), the reported incidence of male victimization cannot be accepted 

without contextual analysis. Thus, the researcher conducted analyses of some contextual 

factors, including the types of abuse perpetrated by participants and their motives. It was 

found that although female participants (between 20 and 54 percent) were more or less 

equally likely to perpetrate psychological abuse as males (between 29 and 51 percent), 

they were consistently less likely to perpetrate physical abuse (between 9 and 20 percent) 

compared to males (between 16 and 27 percent). In the consequent regression analyses, 

female perpetration did not reveal any statistical significance while male perpetration did.  

More female participants were likely to perpetrate IPV for self-defense purposes 

or to fight back (between 30 and 32 percent) compared to males (between 20 to 26 

percent). In open-ended responses, male participants reported that they inflicted physical 

force on women more in order to “control” or “discipline” her. Physical abuse was also 

perceived as “hot” or “normal” by the men. On the other hand, female open-ended 

responses revealed that their aggression was more a reaction to long-term abuse by men 

or, once again, for self-defense. The fact that male participants, more specifically the 

college students, saw abuse of women as playful, somewhat sexual, and normal is 

supported by Martin and Hummer’s (1998) statement about men in college fraternities—

“fraternity norms and practices influence members to view the sexual coercion of women, 

which is a felony crime, as sport, a contest, or a game (cf. Sato 1988). This sport is 

played not between men and women but between men and men” (p. 470). 

 146 
 



 

Female participants also appeared to be more fearful about their surroundings 

than males. Between 85 and 94 percent of females reported fear of their surroundings 

compared to 69 to 74 percent of male participants. As DeKeseredy and Schwartz (1998) 

noted, fear of surroundings is an indication of the higher likelihood of females facing 

abuse compared to males. The contextual analysis of this study further strengthens the 

recommendations of the previous U.S. literature (Sprague; Miller, 2005; Romans, et al., 

2007; DeKeseredy & Dragiewicz, 2007; DeKeseredy & Schwartz, 1998) that suggested 

that merely counting incidents of abuse does not reflect the actual context of abuse and 

often leads to faulty findings.  

Limitations 

The current study had several limitations. The researcher only included physical 

and psychological abuse in the operational definition of IPV. Although sexual violence is 

widely prevalent in the context of Bangladesh, the researcher excluded this form of abuse 

for this study. Simply put, this issue is taboo in Bangladesh and the participants would 

have been likely to find it too invasive and even offensive.  

Participants of the study were all 18 years or above in compliance with the 

University of Hawai‘i Committee on Human Studies (CHS). However, recent news 

reports on ‘eve-teasing’ in Bangladesh often include stories of victims who are below 18, 

often high school students (Mia, 2010; UNBConnect, 2010). Since there are no studies in 

Bangladesh that examines dating relationships, this research is still a pioneering effort to 

document the extent of IPV in dating relationships in Bangladesh. Including younger 

participants, though, would have provided us with important findings and should be the 

focus of future research. 
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Furthermore, the study was only administered at universities and organizations 

where permission was granted or the researcher had access. The researcher dealt with an 

extremely sensitive topic, and it was not feasible to conduct a wide scale study 

incorporating a nationally-representative sample of mainly college students in dating 

relationships without the support of a recognized organization.    

Recommendations for Policy and Practice 

Recently an article in the ‘The Daily Star’ (2011) reported that a 14-year-old girl 

‘Hena’ was raped by her 40-year-old relative Mahbub. The next day, a fatwa, a religious 

punishment, was announced at a village arbitration that she (Hena) must be given 100 

lashes, as commonly in Bangladesh rape victims are to be blamed for their own 

misfortune (as appears in the outcomes of the current study also). Hena fell unconscious 

after nearly 80 lashes. Fatally injured, Hena was rushed to a health complex, but did not 

survive the injuries. This story, along with many other unreported stories in Bangladesh, 

depicts just how strong the patriarchal beliefs and attitudes of Bangladeshi people are that 

continue to rationalize men’s violence, blame victims, and often punish the victims for 

their victimization. Such deep-rooted beliefs, attitudes, and perceptions need attention 

from organizations and individuals from every level of society, extensive intervention 

programs need to be planned, and policies must be developed to bring a change to the 

public perceptions that rationalize women’s victimization. 

Although the results of this report cannot be generalized to the broader student 

population of Bangladesh because of the convenience sampling, they point out the 

importance of extensive research on dating or youth violence and violence in urban areas 

rather than just concentrating on rural marital relationships. Moreover, the findings of this 
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study suggest that universities need to play an active role in designing and implementing 

awareness programs educating youth about the use of violence in colleges and 

universities. In addition to educational programs, university authorities must publicize the 

disciplinary actions that can be taken against perpetrators.  

Since dating is not socially acceptable, although students are involved in such 

relationships and possibly face abuse within their relationships, those in dating 

relationships do not have an ideal environment to seek help. Thus, Bangladeshi society, 

more importantly parents, need to be made aware about the existence of relationships 

outside marriage and the nature of IPV within them. A good starting point could be 

extensive research, publications, and media coverage of IPV. Instead of making dating a 

taboo topic, an overall-friendly environment should be created for youth to come forward 

and seek help without the fear of being stigmatized. Since peer support seemed to be an 

important factor contributing to IPV, more youth in general could be educated and trained 

to become role models for those in intimate relationships. These educated youth could 

provide their peers with important information about what constitutes abusive behavior in 

relationships and the negative consequences of such behavior. 

In training youth about violence against women, a good model might be the 

“Coaching Boys into Men” (CBIM) program. First launched in 2001 by the Futures 

without Violence (FWV), formerly Family Violence Prevention Fund, CBIM’s core goal 

is to inspire men to teach boys the importance of respecting women, and that violence 

never equals strength (FWV, 2011a). Men, as fathers, brothers, coaches, teachers, uncles, 

and mentors, have a role to play in coaching boys. The CBIM program invites men to 

utilize their influence and unique positions to prevent domestic and sexual violence. For 
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example, the CBIM program has developed a comprehensive violence prevention 

curriculum for coaches and their athletes. The curriculum consists of a series of coach-to-

athlete “teach-easy tactics and trainings” that illustrate ways to promote healthy 

relationships and choices among young men (FWV, 2011a). It is expected that the 

education on abusive behaviors and gender-equitable attitudes will result in positive 

practices by male student-athletes to stop disrespectful and harmful behaviors witnessed 

among peers. Inspired by this program, recently a program called “Parivartan,” or 

“Change,” has been launched in India (FWV, 2011b). Parivartan focuses on the 

extremely popular sport of cricket and is endorsed by India’s most famous sportsman– 

Sachin Tendulkar. The Parivartan program explores the potential that cricket coaches 

have to use their influence effectively to talk to adolescent boys, between the ages of 10 

and 16. Parivartan was implemented in forty-six Mumbai area schools and two low- 

income slum communities. Being that cricket is a popular game in Bangladesh as well, 

the same model to increase awareness and positive attitudes in boys might have a really 

positive impact on young men in dating relationships in Bangladesh. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

In order to plan public awareness programs on dating violence, more research 

should be conducted on this topic. The researchers in Bangladesh do not examine IPV 

outside marital relationships. This approach must be changed, and the conceptualization 

of violence against women should specifically identify the relationships and abuses that 

fall under IPV.  

Future research should also be conducted on a bigger, nationally-representative 

sample of not only adults but also adolescents vulnerable to youth violence. While this 
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research informs us about the psychological and physical abuse, further research should 

include sexual abuse as well. Stalking was found to be one of the abuses that are 

commonly condoned. Thus, specific research might be conducted to examine people’s 

perceptions regarding stalking and its consequences on women, since this is a common 

form of abuse in Bangladesh.  

While IPV research is being conducted, researchers must put special emphasis on 

incorporating contextual analyses, since the current study elaborates on how misleading 

prevalence data can be without contextual analysis. 
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APPENDIX A – CONSENT FORM FOR SURVEY PARTICIPANTS 

Survey on the Intimate Partner Conflicts in Bangladesh 
Syeda Tonima Hadi, Email: hadi@hawaii.edu 

This research project is being conducted as a component of a dissertation for a doctoral 
degree. This project is intended to examine people’s perceptions about intimate partner 
conflicts in Bangladeshi context. Participants of the survey will have to fill out a 
questionnaire. The questionnaire includes four sections. Completion of answering the 
questionnaire should not take more than 20-25 minutes. The questions ask for some 
demographic information about the participants. Some questions are also about physical, 
emotional, and sexual aggression between partners. 

No names, signatures, or personal information will be used in the survey. Research data 
will be confidential to the extent allowed by law. Agencies with research oversight, such 
as the UH Committee on Human Studies, have the authority to review research data. All 
research records will be stored in a locked file in the investigators’ office for the duration of 
the research project.  All research records will be destroyed upon completion of the project.   

The investigator believes there is little or no risk to participating in this research 
project.  However, there may be a small risk that you will experience psychological pain 
when answering questions regarding conflicts in relationships and if you need to talk to 
anyone regarding this or seek support, feel free to contact ________________ (Contact 
details of a support service in Bangladesh) 

Participation in this research may be of no direct benefit to you. It is believed, however, 
the results from this research will help in better understanding intimate partner conflicts 
in Bangladesh. So, please take your time in answering the question and be as honest as 
possible. When you have completed the questionnaire, the researcher will collect it from 
you. 

Your participation in this study is completely voluntary. As such, you may stop taking 
part in this study at any time.  

If you have any questions regarding this research project, please contact the researcher, 
Syeda Tonima Hadi at hadi@hawaii.edu (or, call: Phone No. ______) . If you have any 
questions regarding your rights as a research participant, please contact the UH Committee 
on Human Studies at the address below: 

Committee on Human Studies 
2540 Maile Way  
Spalding Hall 253  
Honolulu, HI 96822  
Phone: 808.956.5007  
Email: uhirb@hawaii.edu

mailto:hadi@hawaii.edu
mailto:hadi@hawaii.edu
mailto:uhirb@hawaii.edu


 

APPENDIX B – SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 

Circle the appropriate answer (1-18) 

Gender: a) Female b) Male 
1. What is your age: 

a. 18-19 
b. 20-24 
c. 25-29 
d. 30-34 
e. 35-39 
f. 40-44 
g. 45-49 
h. 50-54 
i. 54+ 

2. Your marital Status 
a. Single 
b. Separated 
c. Divorced 
d. Widowed 
e. Married 

3. If NOT married – 
a. You are engaged 
b. You are dating someone  
c. You are not in a relationship 
d. Other:____________________

_ 
4. Your current highest level of education 

a. No formal education 
b. Primary education 
c. Less than high school 
d. High school 
e. College 
f. University 

5. City of origin: 
a. Barisal 
b. Chittagong  
c. Dhaka 
d. Khulna 
e. Rajshahi 
f. Sylhet 
g. Other:____________________ 

6. What is your occupation? ________________ 
IF you are a student then answer the following 
questions (8-10): 

7. What is the name of your 
university:___________________________ 

8. What is the year of your study? 
a. First year 
b. Second year 
c. Third year 
d. Fourth year 

e. Other: ______________ 

9. What subject are you majoring in, or do you 
expect to major in? ____________________ 

10. Your source of income 
a. Employed/self-employed. If 

yes - What is your 
occupation:_______________ 

b. Other sources. Please 
specify:__________________
_ 

c. No income 
d. Unknown 

11. Parents’ highest level of education 
a. No formal education 
b. Primary education 
c. Less than high school 
d. High school 
e. College 
f. University 

12. Parents’ occupation: __________________ 
13. Approximate household income 

(monthly):_______________________ 
14. Religion  

a. Muslim 
b. Hindu 
c. Buddhist 
d. Christian 
e. Other, please 

specify:__________________ 
15. Have children? 

a. Yes: How many? _______ 
b. None 

16. Health status 
a. Excellent 
b. Very good 
c. Good 
d. Fair 
e. Poor 

17. Who lives with you in you family (eg. 
parents, brothers/sisters, in-laws)? 

_______________________________________
_______________________________________ 
18. Who do you communicate or talk to more 

when you need to discuss something? 
a. Father 
b. Mother 
c. Brother 
d. Sister 
e. Friends 
f. In-laws 
g. Other relatives 
h. Other. Please 

mention:___________
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19. What do you understand by intimate partner violence/ domestic violence (write your answer in 
English or Bengali)? 

 
 

The next set of questions is about relationships and rights. For each of the following statements, please tell 
us if you strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree. Circle the number which best describes your 
answer: 

 Strongly 
agree 

Agree Disagree Strongly 
disagree 

20. A man and his wife/partner should have equal say in deciding 
how to spend the family income 

1 2 3 4 

21. A man and his wife/partner should share the household work if 
they are both working outside the home 

1 2 3 4 

22. A man has the right to decide whether or not his wife/partner 
should work outside home 

1 2 3 4 

23. Sometimes it is important that a man shows his wife/partner that 
he is the head of the household 

1 2 3 4 

24. Any women who is raped is at least partly to blame 1 2 3 4 
25. A man has the right to force his wife/partner to have physical 

relationship with him 
1 2 3 4 

26. If a man hits his wife/partner, its because he’s lost his temper and 
gone out of control 

1 2 3 4 

 
Now we want to ask you a few questions about your attitude for each of the following situations. Please tell 
us if you would approve of a man slapping his partner. Would you approve if (circle the number which best 
represents your answer). 

 Strongly 
agree 

Agree Disagree Strongly 
disagree 

27. She won’t do what he tells her to do 1 2 3 4 
28. She insults him when they are home alone 1 2 3 4 
29. She insults him in public 1 2 3 4 
30. She won’t have physical relationship with him 1 2 3 4 
31. He learns that she is seeing another man 1 2 3 4 
32. She hits him first when they are having an argument. 1 2 3 4 
 
Which of the following types of relationships do you think have more violence given rural and urban 
areas? (Circle appropriate number) 

 Yes, it happens both in 
rural and urban areas

Yes, but 
mainly in 

urban areas

Yes, but 
mainly in 

rural areas 

No, it does 
not happen 
anywhere 

33. Husband/wife relationship 1 2 3 4 
34. Ex-husband/wife  1 2 3 4 
35. Boyfriend/girlfriend relationships 1 2 3 4 
36. Ex girlfriend/boyfriend  1 2 3 4 
37. Relationships outside marriage (e.g. casual 

partners, prostitutes, or transgender) 
1 2 3 4 

 
No matter how well a couple gets along, there are times when they disagree, get annoyed with the other 
person, want different things from each other, or just have fights because they are in a bad mood, are tired 
or for some other reason. Couples also have many different ways of trying to settle their differences. 
Following is a list of things that might happen when the imaginary couple - Rokeya and Mahmud - have 
differences. Please help me identify the following situations under these categories: 

A. Proper 
B. Improper  

Rokeya = Female partner and Mahmud = Male partner (circle the number which best represents your 
answer) 
 A B
38. Rokeya insulted or swore or shouted or yelled at her partner  1 2
39. Mahmud insulted or swore or shouted or yelled at his partner 1 2
40. Rokeya pushed, shoved, or slapped her partner  1 2
41. Mahmud pushed, shoved, or slapped his partner 1 2
42. Rokeya punched or kicked or beat-up her partner  1 2
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43. Mahmud punched or kicked or beat-up his partner 1 2
44. Rokeya destroyed something belonging to partner or threatened to hit her partner  1 2
45. Mahmud destroyed something belonging to partner or threatened to hit his partner 1 2
46. Rokeya followed her partner to work or school regularly without permission 1 2
47. Mahmud followed his partner to work or school regularly without permission 1 2
48. Rokeya threatened to restrict or restricted movement, meeting with family or friends of her partner. 1 2
49. Mahmud threatened to restrict or restricted movement, meeting with family or friends of his partner. 1 2
50. Rokeya threatened to stop or stopped financial support, or denied rights to property of her partner 1 2
51. Mahmud threatened to stop or stopped financial support, or denied rights to property of his partner 1 2
 
Describe in your own words, what leads an individual to engage in aggressive behaviors (conflict or 
violence) in intimate relationships?  

 
52. Why do MEN get aggressive in a relationship: 

 
53. Why do WOMEN get aggressive in a relationship:: 

 
 
There are some specific options in the following, describing reasons for individuals to use aggressive 
behaviors in intimate relationships. Circle appropriate number indicating which are the reasons for men and 
women to use violence. 
Reasons for MEN to use aggression Not a 

cause 
Minor 
cause 

Moderate 
cause 

Mostly 
cause 

Main 
cause 

54. Anger 1 2 3 4 5 
55. Jealousy  1 2 3 4 5 
56. Self-Defense 1 2 3 4 5 
57. Need to control 1 2 3 4 5 
58. Drugs/alcohol 1 2 3 4 5 
59. Temper 1 2 3 4 5 
60. Poor communication 1 2 3 4 5 
61. Embarrassment 1 2 3 4 5 
62. Partner lied 1 2 3 4 5 
63. To prevent partner from committing an unlawful act 1 2 3 4 5 

 
Reasons for WOMEN to use aggression Not a 

cause 
Minor 
cause 

Moderate 
cause 

Mostly 
cause 

Main 
cause 

64. Anger 1 2 3 4 5 
65. Jealousy  1 2 3 4 5 
66. Self-Defense 1 2 3 4 5 
67. Need to control 1 2 3 4 5 
68. Drugs/alcohol 1 2 3 4 5 
69. Temper 1 2 3 4 5 
70. Poor communication 1 2 3 4 5 
71. Embarrassment 1 2 3 4 5 
72. Partner lied 1 2 3 4 5 
73. To prevent partner from committing an unlawful act 1 2 3 4 5 

 
The next questions are about how safe you generally feel in public places these days. For each of the 
following situations please tell us if you would feel: very safe, reasonably safe, neither safe nor unsafe, 
somewhat unsafe, or very unsafe. Please circle the NUMBER which best represents your answer.  
How safe do you feel or would feel? 

 Very 
safe 

Reasonably 
safe 

Neither 
safe nor 
unsafe 

Somewhat 
unsafe 

Very 
unsafe 

74. Walking alone after dark 1 2 3 4 5 
75. Riding a bus or public transportation alone after 

dark 
1 2 3 4 5 

76. Riding train alone after dark 1 2 3 4 5 
77. Walking alone to your car in parking lot after dark 1 2 3 4 5 
78. Waiting for public transportation alone after dark 1 2 3 4 5 
79. Walking past men you don’t know, while alone 

after dark 
1 2 3 4 5 

80. Being alone in you own home after dark 1 2 3 4 5 
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We are particularly interested in learning more about your relationship. No matter how well couples get 
along, there are times when they disagree, get annoyed with the other person, or just have spats of fights 
because they are in a bad mood or tired or for some other reason. They also use many ways to settle their 
differences. Below is a list of some things that might have been done to you by your current partner in 
these circumstances. Please circle the number which best represents your answer in each of the following 
situations.  
 
SINCE THE BEGINNING OF YOUR RELATIONSHIP (including the last 12 months), have your partner,  

 Once Twice 3-5 
times

6-10 
times 

More 
than 10 
times 

Never

81. Insulted or swore at you 1 2 3 4 5 6 
82. Put you down in front of friends or family 1 2 3 4 5 6 
83. Accused you of having affairs or flirting with others 1 2 3 4 5 6 
84. Did or said something to upset you 1 2 3 4 5 6 
85. Threatened to hit or throw something at you 1 2 3 4 5 6 
86. Threw, smashed, or kicked something 1 2 3 4 5 6 
87. Followed/stalked you without permission 1 2 3 4 5 6 
88. Threw something at you 1 2 3 4 5 6 
89. Pushed, grabbed, or shoved you 1 2 3 4 5 6 
90. Slapped you 1 2 3 4 5 6 
91. Kicked, bit, or hit you with fist 1 2 3 4 5 6 
92. Hit or tried to hit you with something 1 2 3 4 5 6 
93. Beat you up 1 2 3 4 5 6 
94. Choked you  1 2 3 4 5 6 
95. Threatened you with a knife or gun 1 2 3 4 5 6 
96. Used a knife or gun on you 1 2 3 4 5 6 

 
Now, we would like to ask you some more questions about your current relationship. Please indicate if 
YOU HAVE EVER used the following methods to settle disputes with your current partner SINCE THE 
BEGINNING OF THE RELATIONSHIP (including past 12 months). Please circle the number that best 
represents your answer.  

 Once Twice 3-5 
times 

6-10 
times 

More 
than 10 
times 

Never 

97. Insulted or swore at your partner 1 2 3 4 5 6 
98. Put him/her down in front of friends or family 1 2 3 4 5 6 
99. Accused of having affairs or flirting with others 1 2 3 4 5 6 
100. Did or said something to upset her/him 1 2 3 4 5 6 
101. Threatened to hit or throw something at him/her 1 2 3 4 5 6 
102. Threw, smashed, or kicked something 1 2 3 4 5 6 
103. Followed/stalked him/her without permission 1 2 3 4 5 6 
104. Threw something at her/him 1 2 3 4 5 6 
105. Pushed, grabbed, or shoved him/her 1 2 3 4 5 6 
106. Slapped your partner 1 2 3 4 5 6 
107. Kicked, bit, or hit you with fist 1 2 3 4 5 6 
108. Hit or tried to hit you with something 1 2 3 4 5 6 
109. Beat him/her 1 2 3 4 5 6 
110. Choked her/him 1 2 3 4 5 6 
111. Threatened with a knife or gun 1 2 3 4 5 6 
112. Used a knife or gun on her/him 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
113. If you have done any of the items 97-112 to your partner, please describe why you did it: 

a. You were primarily motivated by acting in self-defense, protecting yourself from any harm 
b. You were trying to fight back, but did not use the tactics in the first place 
c. You used these actions before your partner actually attacked or threatened you 
d. None of the above applies. Please explain why:_________________ 
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The next questions are about any of your male friends. For each of the following questions please circle 
the number which best represents your answer. 

 None One 
or two

Three to 
five 

Six to ten More 
than 
ten 

114. How many of your male friends have ever made physically 
forceful attempts at sexual activity with a woman? 

1 2 3 4 5 

115. How many of your male friends have ever used physical 
force, such as hitting or beating to resolve conflicts with 
their partners? 

1 2 3 4 5 

116. How many of your male friends insulted, swore, shouted at 
their partners? 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
Have any of your male friends told you that – 
 
 Yes No
117. Men should respond with physical force, such as hitting or slapping if the girl challenges his authority? 1 2 
118. It is alright for men to hit his wife/partner? 1 2 
119. Men spend money on wife/partners, so, she should do whatever he demands in return? 1 2 
120. Men should respond by putting the girl (or wife or partner) down or insult them is she challenges his 

authority? 
  

 
Please provide you opinion about the following statements? (Circle appropriate number) 
 Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree Agree Strongly 

agree 
121. It is sometimes hard for me to go on with my work if I am not 

encouraged 
1 2 3 4 

122. I sometimes feel resentful when I don’t get my way 1 2 3 4 
123. One a few occasions, I have given up doing something because I 

thought too little of my ability 
1 2 3 4 

124. There have been times when I felt like rebelling against people in 
authority even though I knew they were right 

1 2 3 4 

125. No matter who I am talking to, I am always a good listener 1 2 3 4 
126. There have been occasions when I took advantage of someone 1 2 3 4 
127. I am always willing to admit it when I make a mistake 1 2 3 4 
128. I sometimes try to get even rather that forgive and forget  1 2 3 4 
129. I have never been irritated when people expressed ideas very 

different from my own 
1 2 3 4 

130. There have been times when I was quite jealous of the good 
fortune of others 

1 2 3 4 

131. I am sometimes irritated by people who ask favors of me 1 2 3 4 
132. I have never deliberately said something that hurt someone’s 

feelings 
1 2 3 4 

 
We really appreciate the time you have taken to complete this survey. And we’d like to assure that 
everything you have told us will remain strictly confidential. 
 
We realize the topics covered in this survey are sensitive and that many don’t want to talk about it. But, we 
are worried that we haven’t asked the right questions. So, now that you had the chance to think about the 
topics, have you had any experiences in which you were physically, emotionally, or sexually harmed by 
your partner? Please provide the information below. Thank you! 
________________________________________________________________________  
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APPENDIX C – COMMITTEE ON HUMAN STUDIES, HUMAN 
SUBJECT APPROVAL 

 


