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Abstract
The dynamics at understanding domestic violence)(iDstigated several studies, most of which

treated the issue as a gender-specific problem memocare always the victims and men are always the
perpetrators. Little or no population-based studg heen conducted on DV meted toward men by women
in Nigeria, thus, undermining the actual numbemah who are in a domestic relationship in whichythe
are abused or treated violently by women with icgtion on the social well being and psychological
health of men. This paper attempt at identifying forms of domestic violence men experience from
women (intimate partner); the prevalence rate; equsnces of the violence on men'’s social well baimg)
psychological health.

The study design was a mix of qualitative and qtehte techniques. Ten focus group
discussions (FGDs) (5 each) were conducted amongiedamen and women. Systematic random
sampling was used to select ever married men anchewoaged 15-49 years on whom structured
guestionnaires were administered. Qualitative amthtjtative data collected were analyzed using exunt
analysis and SPSS software respectively.

Findings revealed that 84.2% of the men reportedaiee experience at least an act of domestic
violence. The responses from men and women inditate Verbal/psychological (76% and 60.7%) and
sexual violence (58.9% and 68.8%) are the two mfajons of domestic violence experienced by Men in
Akungba-Akoko. Rate of men’s violation is at paithwthat of women but grossly under-reported.
Correlation result showed that marriage type, i@ligoccupational status, gender of child and keoc\ye
of partner’'s involvement in extramarital affair alikely indicators responsible to the chances ofnme
experiencing domestic violence. Results from th®BE@dicate that men who have experienced one form
of domestic violence are likely to manifest low ismb@nd psychological health; have extra maritédies
making them susceptible to STIs and HIV/AIDs; atidrated from self identity.

The paper concludes that more attention be givedoimestic violence experienced by men;
seminars on family issues be organized to oriergatmles; the family institution should improve the
process of socializing the child; more researcleesdnducted in the areas of violence meted towauels
by women; socio-cultural beliefs that suppose men oot be violated be abandoned and government
should enact policies that sanctions women whatésl men.
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Introduction

The incidence of domestic violence (DV) is one loé tmost prevalent social
phenomena that characterize the family system awdadd urgent attention. In the
distant as well as past recently, attempt to unadedsthe dynamics of DV generated
several studies most of which treated the issweegender-specific problem — women are
always the victims and men are always the permegraiAkinbulumo, 2003; Koening,
Hossan, Ahmed, and Haagar, 2003;Jewkes, Penn-Kekfitd; Odimegwu, 2000;
Koening, Hossan, Ahmed, and Haagar, 1999; JejeedhdyCook, 1997; Galindo, 1994;
Dobash, 1992; Schwartz, 1987; Quarm and Schar&g;McLeod, 1984; Kincaid, 1982;
Gaquin, 1977). It appears little or no study hasnbeonducted on domestic violence
meted toward men by women in Nigeria. In fact, fine studies conducted in this area
are limited to advanced developed countries (ADW}{ undermining the actual number
of men who are in intimate partner relationshipsainich they are abused or treated
violently by women, with implications for their pdyological health and social well-
being (Straus, 1997; Gelles and Straus, 1990; 18ty 1978).

Among other reasons that account for this negkethe fact that men seldom report
DV and, this makes it difficult to obtain reliabdgatistics (Straus, 1997). This is in sharp
contrast to the case of women whose many yeargwafcacy and official support have
encouraged them to report DV. Thus, men have rer lkeacouraged to report (domestic)
abuse against them by women. In this light, we asly are men not equally abused as
women in the family? Second, the cultural beligfttmen could be victims of DV is as
unimaginable as it is ridiculous such that many g to decline reporting. This raises
the question of why should it be unthinkable thanntould be victims of DV by
women? Third, the pattern, manifestation, purposajves and experience of DV tend to
differ between men and women. Researches have dgratd that often times, while
physical assault/damage resulting to injury inflcctby men is much greater than the
physical harm inflicted by women; psychological/émal/verbal violence inflicted by
women is greater than the psychological assaditiedl by men (Vissing, Straus, Gelles,
and Harrop, 1991; Steinmetz, 1978). Given thisedéifice in the experience of DV from

gender to gender, when women abuse men, it islysuditle, unnoticed, and less likely



to be brought to the attention of others. Thus, tleo question emerges: what
implications are there for men who are victims ef/ghological/verbal abuse (usually
perpetrated by women)? Since men experience mopsyafhological/emotional abuse
from women, can it be said that such abuse isdggsficant in its impact on the social
well-being of men compared to that of women whffes more of physical abuse from
men?

The broad objective of this paper is to demonstitzewithin the family system, men
do not constitute the sole perpetrator of DV, adelyi assumed; men are equally victims
of (domestic) abuse in the hands of women. They&wgpbecific objectives include;

i) To determine if men who are in an intimate partredationships experience

abuse from their partners.

i) To identify the type and pattern of DV against miey their partners,

especially women.

iii) To examine the relationship between the demogragtacacteristics of men

in relation to their experiences of DV
iv) To identify the effects of domestic violence on men

Hypothesis
) There is no correlation between respondent’s deaptge characteristics- type
of marriage, religion, educational qualificationgcapational status, children

gender, and extra marital affairs- and DV.



Review of the literature

After so many years of neglect, domestic violenB&/)(in intimate partner
relationships has been receiving more attentiora agrious problem, from the early
1970s (Datton, 1995). Thenceforth, however, theatkebbn DV has been controversial,
particularly the issue of whether women are viotlemtard men. Thus, two paradigms to
the debate have emerged: the Violence-Against-Wofraatical feminist) perspective;
and, the Family-Violence perspective. Proponentthefformer argue that women and
not men constitute victims of violence in the familn other words, spouse-assault is
conceived to be exclusively male-perpetrated ofr fdraale intimate partner violence, to
the extent that it existed at all, was defensivenoonsequential (Jafe, Lemon, &Poisson,
2003; Elles and Dekeseredy, 1996; Kurz; 1995; Y1®#93; Dobash and Dobash, 1992;
Daly and Wilson, 1988). In contrast, advocateshaf tamily-violence perspective are
concerned with the issue of ‘spousal abuse’ annhilfaviolence’. These researchers
contend that both women and men are violent (Kestlal., 2001, Nicholls & Dutton,
2001; Straus, 1997; Gelles, 1993; McNeely and Md®90; Straus and Gelles, 1990;
Stets, 1990; Brinkerhoff and Lupri, 1988; Gellesd aBtraus, 1988; McNeely and
Robinson-Simpson, 1987; Shupe, Stacey, and Hazettwb987; Gelles and Cornell,
1985). In fact, some of these researchers arguevtiraen initiate and carry out physical
assaults on their partners as often as men dau&Stt897).

In the light of the foregoing, the review that s cut across both perspectives,
with the objective of establishing that men areadgwictims of DV in the hands of their
intimate partners. The United States (US) Nati@raine Victimization Survey (NCVS),
constitute one of the evidence frequently usedetoudk data showing similar rates of
violence perpetrated by men and women. Using daia fthe NCVS, Dobash and
Dobash (1992), reported that in 90-95 per centasfes of assault within the family
context, women constitute the victims of male viale. In a similar study of married
couples, Schwartz (1987) found that 96 per cenwigés reported to be victims at the
hands of their husbands while only 4 per cent ofh inelicated to have been abused by
their wives.

In their study of rate of aggression committed bgnmand women, Tjaden &

Thoennes (1998), reported ‘women experience saamtly more partner violence than



men do’. Specifically, the result of the study skeowthat 22.1% women compared to
7.4% men reported any physical assault by an itémpartner across their life time; 1.3%
of women reported physical assault by a partnénerprevious twelve months.

Statistic Canada (2000) aimed at correcting thematyp of under-detection of
family violence inherent with past crime surveys dsking direct questions associated
with family violence victimization among a samplie2®,000 people aged above 16 and
in an annual random digit telephone survey calle®l General Social Survey (GSS).
Statistics Canada’s rationale is stated in a 1¥jbnt. Given that the GSS directed
guestions to the sample as regards their persoina @xperiences, it was able to obtain
information on crimes reported to the police aslaslthose unreported. A defect of this
rationale is that the focus of government on DV b@sn of conceptualizing wife assault
as a crime, and considering violence against mencassequential, even to the extent of
police reluctance to arrest (Brown, 2004). The coiaiion of police reluctance with
men’s reluctance to acknowledge victimization raigee question of whether men would
perceive female-violence against them as crimeaceéleBrown (2004) observed that the
GSS (1999) indicated that men (81.3%) were lesbngito respond to the survey than
were women. Walby & Allen (2004) reported a simfiading in their study on victims
of DV in the UK. According to their report, the realespondents did not report injuries
involving them; men were less likely to have toldyane about the victimization than
were women; and 64% of the men sampled did noteparavhat occurred to them as a
crime.

Statistics on the pattern of injury reveal that vemmnmore than men, sustain
injuries in conflicts between husbands and wivescokdingly, Berk (1983) reported that
in most cases (95%) women suffer injuries compéa&oechen. He argued further that in
cases where both partners sustain injuries, womejiges are nearly three times more
severe than men. Similarly, Brush (1990) reported wwomen, rather than men, are more
likely to be injured in disputes involving violetactics.

In another study conducted on the rate of injurstauned by intimate partners,
Bensley et al. (1998) found that 23.6% of women @r®o of men reported life-time

experiences of intimate-partner violence; 21.6%wofmen and 7.5% of men reported



injuries. More women (18.8%), compared to men (§,2%ported minor injuries;
similarly, more women (7.4%) than men (1.7%) repdigevere injuries.

Walby &Allen (2004), in their study of victims of Din the UK, revealed that
89% women constitute victims subjected to more fioan incidents of DV compared to
11% men. Further, 20% women reported to have sdfenoderate injuries and 6%
women suffered severe injuries.

Studies among divorcing couples establish that wonsually are the targets of
violence than men. In a study consisting 362 sépdrhusbands and wives, Ellis and
Stuckless (1993) revealed that over 40 per centl@nger cent of separating wives and
husbands, respectively, mentioned to have beemenhjby their partners at some time
during the relationship. There has been a highah#buse against women by men after
separation. In fact, they argue that in additiorth® greater risk of injury, women also
stand a greater risk of death. Women stand theofidleing killed by their husbands after
separation than when they were still living togetfi@ilson and Daly, 1993). Such
wives are at a higher risk within the first two nfmof leaving a relationship.

In sum, studies conducted in line with the NCVSniduhat women are more
victimized; women are less violent and more injutieah men. These findings, however,
have been challenged by the family-violence reswasc First, they argued that the
procedure followed in conducting the NCVS was hiagezen that during the survey-
interviews both partners were present. This is lolgpaf affecting the rate at which
victims respond particularly when fear of furtheolence is envisaged ( Straus, 1997,
1990; Straus and Gelles, 1990, 1986). Second, @¥S\was presented to respondents as
a crime study against women. Dutton and NichollB0B) observed that the NCVS
contained ‘filters’ or demand characteristics thatuld make men less likely to report
their own victimization. This methodological profrieof the NCVS undermined some
DV that require overt proof to be considered criahinThis suggests that domestic
assaults that are injury free are less likely todmorted. By implication, the high rate of
women-victims recorded by studies that toed the dhthe NCVS was as a result of the
fact that DV, such as psychological/emotional abaéviolence, which seldom result in

physical injury and constitute the most experienbgdmen were not provided in the



NCVS. Hence, the instrument used for the NCVS weasnved towards women and
tactfully hindered men from reporting their victation.

Contrary to the findings of the NCVS, severabldpendent studies have
established that women are about the same ratentiak men; more likely to be injured
than men; and to be arrested less often than meaddition, men are more unlikely to
consider themselves as victims; more unlikely tc@®e an assault from a woman as a
crime; and more unlikely to report victimizationath women (Straus, 1997; Straus &
Gelles, 1992; Tyree and Malone, 1991; Sorenson Beites, 1991; Brush, 1990;
Schulman, 1979; Scanzoni, 1978)

In the quest to understand the pattern of howmgtieport cases of DV, Straus
and Gelles (1992) categorized violent rates orbdses of who did the reporting (whether
men or women). The difference was highest for mateter 25years- who under-report
female-perpetrated violence compared to wives’ mspof their own violence. On the
other hand, the report for husbands’ victimizatemcounted for only 72% of wives’
perpetration reported for all assaults. Convers#lg, perpetration-rate for husbands
reported is 79% of wives’ victimization-reports. v@n this, if assumed that wives’
perpetration reports may themselves be an undeeseptation, then men’s’
victimization-reports are grossly under represeni#fives’ perpetrations are 208% of
husband’s victimization-reports” (Dutton & NichqllB005). An inference from the above
finding is that both perpetration and victimizatiohsevere violence were grossly under
reported by men.

In another study, Brown (2004) found a wide gapthia pattern of arrest and
prosecution of spousal assault as a function otlgemccording to him, women were
four times more likely to report partner violenae police. Stets and Straus (1992)
reported earlier similar finding that women were tities more likely to call police in
response to partner assault. Women were also rketg to make the police arrest when
reporting (75%) than were men reporting (60%) aaak by women. When men sustain
injuries, female perpetrators are arrested onl2%0of the time, compared to 91.9% of
cases involving the reverse situation (Brown, 2004)

Feminist experts on DV are agreed that women pexgeviolence but often in

defense of themselves. Walker (1984) and Sand®&&8j] toeing similar paths, argued



that women’s violence is always self-defense, ewtiere the woman utilizes severe
violence and the man employs only mild violencee Thason for this, they argued, is
because women are generally small in size and wei@htically, this may not
necessarily be the case as, sometimes women agerbégnd weigh more than men.
Walker (1984) and Sanders (1988) failed to proddeexplanation for this. Again, there
was defect in the data collected. For instancedtta did not ask who first perpetrated
violence; thus, the issue of self-defense cannainsavered by that data set. In contrast to
an earlier study, Bland and Orn (1986) asked trespondents who used violence first.
The result showed that 73.4% of the female respusda&firmed to have used violence
first. Stets and Straus (1992) also found simiand in females striking first (52.7%) at
their partners.

Deskeseredy & Schwartz (1998), in a study of yoadglts, reported that women
(62.3%) submitted that violence perpetrated by teas not done in self-defense, while
6.9% said it was always in self-defense. Fiebed &onzalez (1997) studied 968
Californian college-age women on how they initiaggtysical assaults on their male
partners. Twenty-nine per cent of the women replddenave initiated assaults during the
past five years. The result also indicated that wonm their 20’s are significantly more
aggressive than women aged 30 years and older.r@lgnehe inference from these
studies is that it does not give credence to thiomahat female violence is solely
defensive; and, as such, feminists who arguedacomtrary are biased.

Many other independent studies of gender differerared violence have been
published. Against being presented as “crime vistirstudies, they studied intimate
violence as part of another research focus. Ge@@@9) conducted a study on female-
perpetrated assaults in the U.K from a sample 453, He found that 14% of men
reported greater victimization and more severeuissthan women (7%). The majority
(55%) of assaults on men were perpetrated by spppaéners, or former partners.

Langhinrichsen-Rohling and Vivain (1994) studiedliaic sample of 97 couples
seeking marital counselling. Utilizing a modifie@rgion of the CTS, they found that
61% of the husbands and 64% of the wives were ceaigl as aggressive, 25% of the
husbands and 11% of the wives were identified asllynaggressive, and 36% of

husbands and 53% of wives were found as severgiyesgive. The result further show



that where a disagreement arises, 65% of husbamtkr-weport aggression and 35% of
husbands were over-reporting; while 57% of wivesenander-reporting aggression and
43% of wives were over-reporting aggression.

In another study of how college-students abuse skéras, Hines and Saudino
(2003) understudied college-students engaged inamtim relationships during the
previous six months. The findings revealed thatarfemales (35%), compared to males
(29%) reported perpetrating physical aggressionremmoales (12.5%) than females
(4.5%) said they received severe physical aggnesaind, 14% of females constitute the
sole perpetrator of aggression. The study did indtdny significant relationship between
gender differences in perpetration of either psiadjioal aggression or severe physical
aggression.

In their cross cultural study of partner violenaensisting of 6,900 university
undergraduates selected from seventeen countreegyl& and Straus (2003) established
that adolescents girls were more likely to assmdte partners than adolescents boys
were to assault female partners by an average 1 According to the report, assault
that is sever is very likely to be female perpettlain Scotland (552% of male rate),
Singapore (457%), and New Zealand (296%) (Quotddutton & Nicholls, 2005). The

review indicate that men in intimate relationships equally victimized by their partners.
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METHODOLOGY
This study was conducted among ever and currerdlyied men and women age 20-51
years and 15-49years, respectively, in Akungba-Ak&outh-Western Nigeria.

The study-design was a mix of qualitative and qitetnte techniques. For the
gualitative aspect of the study, ten (10) Focusu@r®iscussions (FGDs) - 5 each -
consisting of 8-10 participants per session wenedaoted among married men and
women. To aid the discussions, an FGD guide wagmied to contain questions relating
to the acts of victimization men may experiencel, dne implications of DV on men. On
the other hand, quantitative data were collecteduih the administration of a carefully
designed and validated questionnaire in a facede-interaction with the respondents.
The questionnaire contained respondents’ demogragtaracteristics, types of violence
against men by their partners, and the likely measing-factors to DV.

A total of 258 respondents (men, 146; and womer2) ldere systematically
selected from a cluster of houses in Akungba. Tbesés were numbered serially to
provide a sample frame for the study. The Nth mgthvas used to select each of the
sample units in which every®house was selected. Caution was taken to ensate th
none of the men respondents or the women respaeed married to each other. In
other words, in all the houses selected, only @spandent was picked at a time. The
justification for this is to guide against lop-siiéndings. Previous studies have shown
that when partners who experience family violence iaterviewed together, responses
may be hampered for fear of subsequent victiminabip either of the parties.

Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPS3ad to analyse quantitative data.
Data analysed are presented in descriptive stajssimple percentage and frequency
distribution. The correlation test is used to melatariables. The FGDs are sorted,
transcribed and analyzed using content analysidhatien quotations of the respondents
are made from the responses and presented irsitalithe text. In addition, attempt is

made to quantify some of the FGDs’ results, wheassjble.
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Findings

Two hundred and fifty eight respondents, consistihgne hundred and forty-six
men and one hundred and twelve women were inteedeMen between the ages of 20-
51years and women between the ages of 15-49 yeses iwolved in the study. The
mean age recorded for men is 39.14 years whilevéonen it is 33.00 yeargsee Table
)

Respondents’ educational status showed that mare 85.3% respondents are
literate. Men are however more likely to have ahbiglevel of education than women.
About 87% men respondents are literate as comparéf.8% women. However, when
specific educational level was taken into consitlena more women than men had
primary education, but more men reported to hawedemondary and tertiary education
compared to the women. This variance is not sungrigiven that the Nigerian society is
patriarchal, where preference to formal educatiengiven to men than women.
Analysis of the respondents’ religious orientatgrows that Christianity constitutes the
single largest group of the respondents. This adsolor 69.8% of the total number of
respondents. They are followed by Muslim resporglerto make up 30.2%.

Ninety-four per cent of the all respondents ardl stiarried; 1.9 per cent is
divorced; and 4.3 per cent have lost their partroere to death (widows/widower)
reported to be divorced and widowed respectivelyndst 59% of the respondents are in
monogamous unions. Men who reported monogamousisim@ke up the largest group
among the respondents. Interestingly, a large ptimmoof the respondents, above 40%,
indicated that they are in polygynous unions. Immte of respondents’ occupational
status, 82.2% of the total respondents reporteldet@mployed while 17.8% indicated
they are unemployed. However, more men (25.3%) rtegobeing unemployed

compared to the women (8.0%).

12



Table |

Demographic Characteristic of Respondents

Educational Attainment Total
Sex . . %
No formal| primary secondary Tertiary
education
Men 19(13%) 40(27.4%) 51(34.9%) 36(24.7% 146(100)
Women 19 (17%) 24(21.4%) 46(41.1%) 23(20.5% 11D)1
Total 38(14.7) 64(24.8) 97(37.6) 59(22.9) 258(100)
Religion Total
—— %
Sex Christainity Islam
Men 99(67.8%) 47(32.2%) 146(100)
Women 81(72.3%) 31(27.7%) 112(100)
Total 180(69.8) 78(30.2%) 258(100)
Marital Status Total
Married Separated Widow/widower
Sex
Men 139(95.2%) 5(3.4%) 2(1.4%) 146(100)
Women 103(92.0%) 9(8.0%) 112(100)
Total 242 (93.8) 5(1.9) 11(14.3%) 258(100)
Marriage Type Total
%
Sex Monogamy Polygyny
Men 91(62.3%) 55(37.7%) 146(100)
Women 61(54.5%) 51(45.5%) 112(100)
Total 152(58.9) 106(41.1%) 258(100)
Occupational Status Total
%
Sex Unemployed Employed
Men 37(25.3%) 109(74.4%) 146(100)
Women 9(8.0%) 103(92.0%) 112(100)
Total 46(17.8%) 212(82.2%) 258(100)

Source:from author’s survey
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Are men victimized by their spouses or not? A lapgeportion (84.2%) of the
men respondents affirmed to have experienced oma & DV from their partners.
Interestingly, 71.4% of the women respondents eteid having perpetrated at least one
form of DV against their partners. This suggestat tboth genders are potential
perpetrators of DV(see table Il & 1lI)

Asked the types and frequency of DV experiencechby aged 20-51years in the
last 12 months before the survey? The findingstlaa¢ verbal/psychological violence
(76%) and sexual violence (58.9%) constitute twojomdaypes of DV the men
respondents experienced from their partners. thtiad, 37.7% and 30.1% of the men
respondents reported to have experienced both storamd Physical DV, respectively.
In an attempt to guide against a lop-sided residt,women respondents were asked to
indicate the nature of DV their partners. More tl6&% of the women reported to have
perpetrated verbal/psychological violence agaihsirtpartners. This is followed by
sexual violence (68.8%), economic violence (27.&d physical violence (25%lsee
table IV &V)

Table II. Percentage distribution of men responderg according to if they experience
DV in the last 12months

Have you experience DYFrequency Percentage

from your partner in the last

12months

Yes 123 84.2
No 23 15.8
Total 146 100

Source:from author’s survey
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Table Il. Percentage distribution of women respondets according to if they have

perpetrated DV against their partner in the last 2 months

Have you experience DYVFrequency Percentage

from your partner in the last

12months

Yes 123 84.2
No 23 15.8
Total 146 100

Source:from author’s survey

Table IV. Percentage distribution of men responderst and their experience of DV
from their partners in the last 12months

Frequency Percentage
Verbal/Psychological
(N=146) 111 76.0
Sexual (N=146) 86 58.9
Economic (N=146) 55 37.7
Physical (N=146) 44 30.1

Source:from author’s survey
* These arenultiple responses

Table V. Percentage distribution of women respondes according to perpetration
of DV against their partners in the last 12months

Frequency Percentage
Verbal/Psychological
Violence (N=112)| 68 60.7
Sexual Violence (N=112)| 77 68.8
Economic (N=112)| 31 27.7
Physical (N=112)] 28 25.0

Source:from author’s survey
* These are multiple responses
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Findings from the FGDs conducted with the men redpats show that some of
the frequent acts of verbal/physical violence eigmered by men are; being cursed/
making demeaning remarks about them (38), chalendheir authority (29), not
receiving adequate attention (21), and public hatnin and making jokes at their
expense (17). From the women FGDs, constant nadg@®g retorting and grumbling at
their partners (22) and neglect of partners’ fedin{18) constitute constant acts of
verbal/psychological violence perpetrated agairesht.m

In regard to acts of sexual violence the men erpead, FGDs conducted with
men reveal the following; not being allowed to haexual intercourse by their partners
(31), being compelled to have sex when tired o¢18), withdrawing when the man is
about ejaculating (07), making jest about the maeisis size (14), and unpleasant jokes
of men’s sexual performance (22).

The FGDs also show men's experience of physicdena® to include; being
grabbed (28), hit with the fist, (13), and bitté&®). In terms of economic violence, more
than half of the men respondents in the FGDs regdtrat the single most prevalent act
of economic violence they experienced is when a amotakes control of the family’s
finances and excludes her partner from particigatirfinancial decision making.

The implications of DV on men are numerous as fepoby respondents in the
FGDs. According to reports from the FGDs, men wRkpeeience DV in the hands of
their partners manifest low social and psycholddiealth that impact adversely on their
well-being; engage in extra-marital affairs, thaadering them susceptible to contraction
of Sexually Transmitted Infections (STIs) and HIVDS; and making men have low self-
esteem, i.e, regretting ones’ existence given ofadisre in marriage. The following are
some excerpts from the FGDs:
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Implications of DV on Men

Man, aged 46 years

| use to have a sweet social life with people atbme, particularly, with my fatgi
and relatives. However, since my wife started shgume, things have chang&gdm
worse to worst. | hardly have friends or relativsiting me at home any more and t
have continuously left me in perpetual misery.

Man, aged 50yrs

| have been expemcing domestic violence for the past 11 yearsthrglhas affecte
my health drastically. | seldom sleep well in thghh because of the tension in
system especially my head. You will not believé tHzave been having conste
headache and this make it difficult for me to bkedb organize myselRdded to this,
| have even developed high blood pressure.

Man, aged 39yrs

..... experience has taught me that it is better tarbearried than marry a woman
who never allows you have peace of mind. Well as& | cool my nerves with a gir
friend of mine before going home. She is incomparabmy wife because she careg
for me and gives me attention when needed.

Woman Aged 36yrs

In many of the cases that | have abused my husbaoedobserve that his reaction is
not always pleasant. Through out that day, he kéepsmself or come back home
very late.

Woman, Aged 43yrs
During meetings organized by my husbands’ familsetitie conflicts between us, my
husband has consistently blamed me to be resperfsibhis extramarital affairs and
relationships. He complains that my attitude tovgahnim has been unaccommodatir
Hence, he finds succour else where with anotheramom

Men, Aged 29yrs

I no fit lie for you because | get girlfriend wegédy go meet after | close from work.
The thing wey | dey take do so na because my witkey gree me do for night. Now
don dey spend money to treat myself because latoh scratch scratch’plenty
times...[translated ad:am engaged in extramarital affairs because mg wsually

turns down my sexual advances. To this effectyel@ught STIs a couple of times].

Source:from authors FGDs
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Hypothesis Testing

There is no correlation between respondents’ deapbge characteristic and domestic
violence.

Table VI. Correlation showing relation between respndents’ demographic
characteristics and DV.

Type of marrriage -181*
Religion -298**
Educational -007
Attainment
Occupational Status 252**
Extra marital affairs 330**
Children’s Gender -269**

» *Significant at 0.05 level

» **gjgnificant at 0.01 level
The correlation test was limited to the men respaoitsl since they constitute the focus of
the study. The Pearson correlation result indictitasDV is significantly related to type
of marriage (r = -0.181 at P< 0.05), religion (¥Gs298 at P < 0.01), occupational status
(r = 0.252 at P < 0.01), extra marital affairs (0330 at P < 0.01), and gender of the
child (r = - 0.269 at P < 0.01). Though, there wassignificant correlation between DV
and men’s educational attainment (r = - 0.007 &t@05), the result showed a negative
trend.

Interpretatively, the correlation suggests that nvémo are in monogamous
marriages are more likely to experience DV than imeoolygynous marriages. A likely
reason for this is that women in monogamous maggdtave no rivals to compete with
hence; there position is less threatened in thamds. This differs from when the man is
married to more than one woman. The wives in tbigards will be concerned with
pleasing the men in order to find favour before .h®me of the men in the FGDs report
thus: one good way to handle women is to marry them mbers because you would
have succeeded in playing the ball into their coddl of them will be engrossed in
giving you the best to remain relevant.

Men who practice the same religion with their pargn are less likely to
experience DV compared to those with differentgiels. This is linked to the tenets and
beliefs of different religions. In line with thigpartners who are of the same faith are

bound to view things in similar way. Another resgent complemented this result during
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one of the FGDs. .Because my close friend is a Moslem and his wigedsristain, he
always have misunderstanding with her because mswas children to be worshipping
in the mosque. However, his wife has been ableakenthe children see well in the
church. All his efforts to put the children in amBic school proved abortive because his
efforts were thwarted by his wife. This keeps hgrtiim to this day.

Unemployed men are more exposed to DV from thartngrs than employed
men. Similarly, employed men whose income are lothan that of their partners
experience higher incidence of DV from their parsneompared to men whose incomes
are at par or higher than those of their partidenn who engage in extra marital affairs
are more likely to experience DV from their parsv@ompared to men who are not
involved in any extra-marital affair. Men who have male children are most likely to
experience DV from their partners than men who haaée children. In the FGDs, some
of the men respondents reported tg; wife connives with her daughters to victimize
me. If | had a son now, | am very sure he woulameny sideAnother excerpt reads:
Few months ago, | and my partner had a misundedstgnand she started abusing me.
Before | new what was happening my two daughtenggbher in abusing me. It did not
stop there; they mutually agreed not to preparelféar me for a long time necessitating

me to begin to buy food to eat outside the home.
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CONCLUSION

The increasing need to socially understand the myecsof DV has stimulated several
studies, in attempt to demystify the prevailing ogptual fog. Most study on the one
hand; have treated DV as purely a gender speaifiblem; that is women are always the
victims while men are always the perpetrators. €ogtto this general assumption, this
study showed that men are equally victimized véybaexually, economically and
physically by their partners in different; and thatarriage type, religion, occupational
status, extramarital affairs, and child’'s gendex ldgely factors that predispose men to
DV.

Hence, more attention be given to DV experiencedby; seminars on family issues be
organized to orientate partners; parenting-skiisutd be improved upon to effectively
socialize the child; more researches be conductéde area of violence against men by
women; socio-cultural beliefs that men cannot basad be modified through public
awareness campaigns and government should enadlatemns that sanctions

perpetrators alike- men and women — for DV innaie partner relationships.
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