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Executive Summary 
 
 
 

Promotion of gender equality among men as a strategy to end violence against women 

would require engagement of both men and women. The important question however is, 

will a positive shift in men’s gender attitudes and behaviors be better achieved by working 

with them alone through ‘men only’ programs or should there essentially be a 

‘combination program’ where both groups of men and women should work together? This 

is precisely what the Center for Health and Social Justice (CHSJ) working with about 200 

men in two communities—100 in each of the two communities Uttar Pradesh and reviewed 

in this report has attempted to answer through a pilot project. Working in one community 

with ‘men only’ approach and in another community working with both men’s and 

women’s group in a ‘combined’ approach, CHSJ’s experience reveals mixed results. While 

inter-spousal communication improved significantly in ‘combined’ community compared to 

‘men only’ community, on decision-making issues ‘men only’ community fared better than 

the ‘combined’ community. The interventions in both the communities were successful in 

bringing down self reported violence against women. On a positive side, the findings on 

reduced violence were endorsed by women from the two communities as well. The 

attitudes towards violence in general and towards wife in particular however did not 

change much in neither community. The preliminary results of this pilot while encouraging 

raise pertinent questions on strategies to combining men and women’s programs that 

should be answered in subsequent analysis and in next generation expanded and scaled 

up programs. 
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Introduction 
 

The engagement of men and boys in ending violence against women has in recent years 

gained momentum1. A recent WHO review has however called for greater evidence on 

what it means to work with men and boys2. Documented experience on what it means to 

bring men and women together within a program structure with clear purpose to promote 

equality are far and few in between. Some argue that working with men and boys requires 

strategies and approaches that are very different from what it takes to empower women 

and girls and therefore combining the two programs would need careful review and 

preparation. The question is, would the deconstruction of masculinity which means 

questioning the sense of entitlement and power hierarchy among men and helping them 

to see the value of power sharing be better achieved by working with men alone or would 

this be better achieved by working with both men and women? The present report based 

on the evaluation of a community based pilot program implemented by the Center for 

Health and Social Justice (CHSJ) working with men to prevent violence against women is 

an attempt to answer this question. 

 

For the purposes of answering the above question and to provide first set of evidence on 

this issue, CHSJ which has legacy on working with men and boys through MASVAW 

network (Please see Appendix I for a brief note on MASVAW) replicated a pilot 

intervention on a small scale in two new UP districts—where it had not worked earlier and 

collaborated with Azad Sikhsa Kendra in Jaunpur, Tarun Chetna Manch in Pratapgarh while 

in Ghazipur which was a comparison group, it collaborated with Purti Sansthan.  

                                                 
1 Program H; Stepping Stones; Yari-Dosti; Coaching Boys into Men (CBIM); Parivartan including many others are some of the well   
   known program engaging men and boys in ending violence against women in the past decade or so.  
2 Barker, G., Ricardo, C. and Nascimento, M. 2007. Engaging men and boys in changing gender-based inequity in health: Evidence from  
   programme interventions. WHO and Promundo, 2007 
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Objectives 
 
The primary objective of the study is to determine if gender transformative approaches of 

CHSJ to engaging men in preventing violence against women are effective in changing 

men’s attitudes related to Gender Based Violence (GBV) and self-reported use of violence.      

 

More specifically, the study aims to determine if there are differential outcomes with and 

without the involvement of a women’s empowerment group in planning and implementing 

community campaign activities as part of the intervention.  

 

In addition, the study also aims to assess if the intervention has a diffusion effect on the 

community in terms of changing men’s and women’s attitudes and experiences related to 

gender norms and intimate partner violence. 
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Methods and Study Population 

 
Study locations: 
 
The quasi experimental study was set up in three districts of Uttar Pradesh. In Jaunpur 
coordination was sought with a local women’s group—Mahila Samakhya-- in planning and 
implementation of intervention. Jaunpur community for this reason will be referred to as 
‘combined’ community in this report; In Pratapgarh no women’s group existed and 
therefore the intervention in this district with men and boys was implemented without 
women’s group support. This community will be referred to as ‘men only’ community and 
Ghazipur was included as a comparison community. 

These districts belong to the social and economically backward regions of Eastern Uttar 
Pradesh and are characterized by caste guided political in-fighting; lack of civic 
infrastructure, and inadequate rural education and employment. All three districts are very 
similar with respect to their social and economic development and caste composition. 
Bleak Law and Order is a major area of concern. The economic development of all the 
three districts is mainly dependent on agriculture.  Recently, there has been an increasing 
trend among youth in all the three districts to migrate to larger urban areas such as 
Mumbai, Delhi etc. for better employment and educational opportunities.  

 
Study Design and Sample sizes 
 
MASVAW interventions as pilots were implemented in 20 villages—ten from the poorer 
areas of each of the two districts—Jaunpur and Pratapgarh in Uttar Pradesh.  In addition 
10 villages in Ghazipur were selected as comparison sites. While selecting the intervention 
and comparison sites CHSJ ensured that villages had similar social and economic profile 
with respect to the village size (populations) and caste composition.  
 
Evaluation:   
 
Our model of evaluation involved the use of quantitative pre-intervention and post-
intervention surveys for the beneficiaries of the programs. In addition a few strategic Key 
informant interviews were also carried out among the participants and other key 
stakeholders to gain insights into the process of the implementation. Community surveys 
were also administered among 18-49 years old men and women in the community to 
explore the reach and effectiveness of the program at the community level. The 
quantitative data collection was done using structured questionnaire with handheld 
computers.  
 
In the first phase of data collection (pre-intervention), the researchers conducted 20 FGDs 
(10 in each of the 2 intervention districts, one in each village) with married men aged 18-
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49 years of age. These men were identified by community peer leaders and mobilizers3 in 
each village affiliated with our local partners, the Center for Health and Social Justice 
(CHSJ) and Men affiliated to MASVAW. These data were used to inform the intervention, 
the development of the evaluation instruments, and the refining of sampling and 
recruitment procedures. This research also provided a more in-depth exploration of the 
cultural, social, psychological, and health constructs of men and women living in the study 
communities from men’s perspectives.   
 
Table 1: Research Design 
Community   Baseline  Intervention  Midline  Endline 

 
 

 

I  
 
Jaunpur 
 
(10 
Villages) 

Social 
Mapping 

O1  
 
(n=90 men  
direct 
beneficiaries) 
 
KIs n= 20  
 
419 men and 
238 women 
for 
community 
survey 

Campaign 
+ 
Group 
Education 
(In 
coordination 
with Mahila 
Samakhya 
and Men 
group) 

O2 
 
(n=98 men  
direct 
beneficiaries) 
 
KIs n= 20  
 
 

O3 
 
(n=90 men  
direct 
beneficiaries) 
 
KIs n= 20  
 
531 men and 
333 women 
for 
community 
survey 

 

II  
 
Pratapgarh 
 
(10 
Villages) 

O4  
(n=120 men  
direct 
beneficiaries) 
 
KIs n= 20  
 
485 men and 
298 women 
for 
community 
survey 

Campaign 
+ 
Group 
Education 
 (Through 
Men group 
only) 

O5  
(n=100 men  
direct 
beneficiaries) 
 
KIs n= 20  
 

O6  
(n=93 men  
direct 
beneficiaries) 
 
KIs n= 20  
 
436 men and 
266 women 
for 
community 
survey 

 

III  
 
Ghazipur  
(10 
Villages) 
 
(Control) 

O7  
(n=106 men) 
 
249 men and 
405 women 
for 
community 
survey 

 O8  
(n=69 men) 
 

O9  
(n=75 men) 
 
379 men and 
211 women 
for 
community 
survey 

Unrelated 
Delayed 
intervention 

NOTE: “O”s indicates data collection points. 

 

                                                 
3 Mobilizers are the volunteers/members of MASVAW who reach out to people in the villages for the recruitment 
purposes. 
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The surveys were administered to cohorts of male intervention participants in the 2 
intervention districts pre-intervention, during the mid term of the intervention (Mid line), 
and post-intervention to explore impact over time.  
 
As part of the evaluation design the researchers also conducted interviews at pre-
intervention, midline and post-intervention with the sample of stakeholders as key 
informants who were selected from the 2 intervention districts.   
 
Community Survey 
 
A community survey was also administered with 500 men and 500 women from each 
district to explore the changes at the community level. A structured survey schedule was 
administered based on the key indicators for the community survey. The community 
survey was administered at the baseline and at the end line. 
 
Depending upon the availability and eligibility criteria we interviewed 30-50 men and 
women from each village where interventions were implemented. All the study villages had 
about 100-175 households. A complete house listing was done in each of the villages 
enquiring about the members’ age, marital status and sex and participation in the 
intervention. From this list, the households that had male members participating in the 
CHSJ/MASVAW intervention were eliminated.  From the remaining list, the required 
number of households was selected using systematic random sampling. Only one 
household member (either a married women or a married man) was interviewed per 
household. The men and women selected were between the ages of 18 and 49 years. If 
there were more than one eligible household member, one was randomly selected using a 
Kish table.  Due to the refusal and/or no availability of the respondents we could not 
interview 500 men and women from each district. Table 4 gives the detail about the 
sample size in each community separately for men and women.  
 
 
Table 2: Sample Size for Community Survey 
 Male Female 
Community Baseline Endline Baseline Endline 

‘combined’ community (Jaunpur) 419 436 238 266 
‘men only’ community 
(Pratapgarh) 

485 531 298 333 

‘comparison’ community 
(Ghazipur) 

249 379 405 211 

Total 1153 1346 941 810 
 
The inclusion criteria for the community survey involved men and women: 

• Living in the same Village 
• Ages between 18 and 49 
• Agreeing to participate in the survey 
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Qualitative Data Collection 
 
In addition, an independent team of researchers collected qualitative data through Key 
Informant Interviews with participants and in some cases their partners, to assess the 
qualitative aspects of attitudinal and behavioral changes and correlates. The same 
questions were asked both for men and women so that a comparison could be made 
between their responses. 
 
Analysis of the qualitative data consisted of an initial reading of all the interview 
transcripts, by multiple researchers. They then determined a series of key themes and 
codes, paying particular attention to insights into the process and amount of gender-
related and other change. Spontaneous recall of activities such as their behavior, 
advocating gender equity at different forum and meetings by the young men who were 
exposed to intervention as well as having discussed the program activities with friends and 
family members, were other methods used to measure impact. The qualitative data was 
analyzed using Atlas ti.  
 
Data Collection  
 
The quantitative data was collected by independent researchers, using handheld devices. 
The research team was intensively trained on the use of handheld devices (Perseus 
Software) through class room structured training sessions and practical training in the 
field. Systems were developed to download data from independent handhelds to the 
mainframe computer on a daily basis to ensure that the data was not lost.   
 
The research team worked very closely with the implementing partners to access 
participants for the interviews. Participants were informed about the study objectives, 
study design, and the need for follow up interviews. Informed consent was obtained from 
each participant prior to participation.  
 
Measurement of key indicators 
 
The key indicators identified to asses the program impact and analyzed in this report 
include gender attitudes (measured with an Indian adaptation of the GEM Scale), self 
reports of perpetration of violence against women, inters-spousal communication and 
perceived justification for violence against women and wife beating.  
 
Gender attitudes:   
 
To measure gender attitudes, we adapted the Gender Equitable Men Scale (GEM Scale) 
that has been used in various studies in India with men and women. The GEM Scale was 
developed by the Horizons Program, Instituto PROMUNDO, and partners in Brazil with 
young men aged 15 to 24 years4. The original scale consists of 17 attitudinal statements 

                                                 
4 Pulerwitz and Barker 2007  
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regarding gender roles in areas of domestic work and child care, sexuality and sexual 
relationships, reproductive health and disease prevention, intimate partner violence, and 
attitudes toward homosexuality and close relationships with other men. Through formative 
research findings and a review of the Indian literature on women’s status in India, the 
GEM scale was suitably adapted for this study. For the adaptation, 33 items, including 17 
original GEM Scale items, were used to finally select 10 items for the intervention group 
(Chronbach alpha .76). The items on the adapted GEM Scale are related to (a) 
reproductive health and disease prevention, (b) sexuality, (c) violence, (d) domestic life 
and child care and , (e) Decision making 
 
Each item on the GEM Scale has three response categories: agree, somewhat agree, and 
do not agree. Each item was scored with one point for the least equitable response, two 
for the moderately equitable response, and three for the most equitable response. Given 
this scoring system, a participant giving the least equitable response to all items receives a 
total score of 10 and a participant giving the most equitable response to all items would 
receive a score of 30. In order to make the results easier to interpret, these scores were 
categorized as “least equitable” (scores of 10-16), “moderately equitable” (scores of 17-
23), and “most equitable” (scores of 24-30). 
 
Self-reported violence against women:  
 
In this study, the definition of violence given by the WHO was adopted. It is defined as 
"the intentional use of physical force or power, threatened or actual, against oneself, 
another person, or against a group or community that either results in or has a high 
likelihood of resulting in injury, death, psychological harm, mal development, or 
deprivation". Each respondent was asked if he had committed any form of violence against 
a woman in the past three months prior to the survey?  
 
Inter-spousal communication: 
To explore the level of spousal communication, men were asked a battery of questions 
such as; When was the last time you talked to your partner about problems you are facing 
in your life, When was the last time that your partner came to explain her (or his) 
problems to you and When was the last time that you talked with your partner about her 
sexual pleasure (about what gives her sexual pleasure) The responses were recorded as 
‘Within this week’, ‘One to two weeks’, ‘4 weeks ago’, More than 4 weeks ago but less 
than 6 months’, ‘Longer ago or never’.  

 
Attitude towards violence: 
For attitude towards violence, men and women were asked 8 questions to asses their 
perceptions towards violence against women.  ‘Totally agree and agree’ responses were 
clubbed together to create a response ‘% agree’.  Men were asked a battery of questions 
related to attitude towards violence such as; Its ok to call a women stupid/ugly or useless, 
If a women cheats on a man Its ok to hit her, I would be ashamed if turn away from a 
fight, Violence against a gay person is always justified, Ok to instill fear in your partner, 
Insulting or calling some one name is a type of violence and I have to join if my friends 
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involved in fight. The response were recorded as ‘agree’ ‘somewhat agree’ and ‘do not 
agree’. 
 
Justifications for wife beating 
 
Men were given a set of reasons and asked if they agreed with any one or more reasons 
for which they think it is justified to beat wife. The responses were recorded as ‘yes’ or 
‘no’. 
 
 
Characteristics of the Study Population 
 
Participants in all the arms of intervention were almost similar with respect to age and 
marital status. Participants from Ghazipur which is a comparison group, on an average had 
28 years as mean age and around 62 percent had education of high school and above and 
more than three fourth were working for money. Only 11 percent of men from 
‘comparison’ community reported to have perpetrated violence towards women during the 
last three months, which is quite low compared to ‘combined’ community and ‘men only’ 
community (22%) (Table 3).   
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Table 3: Baseline characteristics of study population 

 
Key 

Background 
Characteristics 

Intervention Group (Men) 
 

Community 

Combined 
community 

‘men 
only’ 

communi
ty 

comparison 
community 

Combined 
community 

‘men only’ 
community 

comparison 
community 

 
Men Wom

en 
Men Wome

n 
Men Women 

N= 90 N= 120 N= 106 N= 
419 

N= 
238 

N= 
485 

N= 
298 

N= 
249 N= 405 

 
Mean age (yrs) 25 24 28 28 29 28 30 27 31 

Married (%) 45.9 45.8 61.6 64 92 64 92 64 92 
 

Education(High 
school and 
above) 

67.7 88.3 81.1 41 21 47 23 45 17 

Employed (%) 73.3 60.9 76.4 84 14 73 20 80 38 

Perpetrated 
Violence towards 
any woman 
during last 3 
months (%) 

22.2 21.7 11.3 36 - 36 - 37 - 

Victim of 
Violence By 
intimate male 
partner during 
last 3 months 
(%)  

- - - - 
32(23

4) 
 

- 
25(n=
287) 

 
- 

26(n=382
) 
 

 
Similarly for men and women from the community who were not part of the focused 
intervention the mean age was almost similar to the men from intervention and 
comparison communities and ranged from 27 to 31 years. There were however important 
differences between the men who participated in the program versus the community men 
surveyed. A much higher proportion of men in both the intervention and comparison 
communities had much higher level of education than the community men surveyed but 
fewer of them were employed. More than a third of the men from the community reported 
to have perpetrated violence against women during last three months prior to the survey. 
The level of reported violence against women was low among men who participated in the 
program.  
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Intervention 
 
 
The MASVAW Intervention 
 
The aim of the intervention was to endorse the awareness on gender based non-
discrimination behavior and non-violence against women. In each district, 10 villages were 
selected conveniently which covered at least 5 Gramsabha (Blocks). From each village, it 
was planned to recruit 10 men, so in total the plan was to recruit 100 men from each 
district. Group Education Session and Campaign was carried out in the selected villages. 
There were two intervention arms, in one district (Jaunpur) the women empowerment 
group (mahila samakhya) was involved along with men groups. In another district 
(Pratapgarh), the intervention was carried only by the men groups. 200 men from 20 
villages from Jaunpur and Pratapgarh were recruited (100 in each district). Ghazipur was a 
comparison district, and received no activities during the study.  
 
The participants were recruited with the help of community immobilizers following number 
of meetings. However, following criteria was put forward while recruiting men for the 
intervention.   
 

• Living in the same Village 
• Ages 18 and 49 
• Should belong to selected villages 
• Representation from different caste and religion 
• Should be willing to be part of process of change 
• Should be able to provide time  

 
 
The intervention was implemented CHSJ in collaboration with two Community based 
organizations; Tarun Chetna in Pratapgarh and Azad Shiksha Kendra in Jaunpur.  While in 
Ghazipur, Purti Sansthan, was involved for the recruitment of men for the follow up 
surveys and delayed intervention. 

 
Group educational sessions 
 
The gender-focused group education activities were administered by CHSJ using a set of 
structured curriculum drawing largely from existing and tested training tools5; they were 
adapted according to the program objectives. A total of 23 interactive group education 
activities were thus developed and implemented. The first week of group education 

                                                 
5
 Some of the well known tools that have been developed in recent years include the following:  

Promundo/ICRW Programme H/Yari Dosti; CEDPA: Better Option; Engender Health: MAP; Oxfam: Project on VAW in Uganda; Action 
Aid: Stepping Stone; Sahyog/ Sahaj/Tathapi- Manual on working with men; MRI ( Men’s Resource International); FVPF ( Family Violence 
Prevention Fund); Sonke Gender Justice: Materials and manuals ; MAVA- Materials and manuals; Vishakha-  Materials and manuals 
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activities were intensive, with meetings every day, and then the groups met for activities 
every 3 Months for approximately 2 weeks. Trained community mobilisers lead the 
educational activities. They formed about 5 groups consisting of about 20-25 men in each 
of the two districts that received the activities. The group education activities included 
following topics: Social relationships and power; Gender; Violence; Sexuality (male and 
female); Masculinities; Health and MEN in role of- Caring- Sharing & Nurturing. The group 
educational activities followed participatory methods of learning and established a link with 
MASVAW District Forum and State level network. 
 
The sessions were led by community mobilisers and extensively used role playing, games, 
and exercises that engaged men in discussions, debates, and critical thinking processes. 
The sessions led to intense discussions and debates. Participants often drew examples 
from their own life experiences.  
  
Facilitators and field supervisors, together with gender experts, met regularly to discuss 
and share their experiences.  
 
The community-based campaign 
 
A community-based campaign was also carried out by CHSJ for greater impact and it was 
intended to reinforce the gender-equitable messages from the group education, as well as 
around violence prevention. The campaign was lead by the community youth and peer 
leaders and included youth group meetings, community meetings with stake holders and 
meeting with self help group members. 
 
The Campaign was carried out in the intervention villages of both ‘combined’ community 
and ‘men only’ communities. The major objective of the campaign was to reinforce the 
issues covered during the group educational activities through a community based 
campaign approach.  
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Results 
 
In this section, matched or cohort data of men who were interviewed during both baseline 
and endline (n=213) are presented6. Ideally we should have interviewed a matched cohort 
of 300 plus men–100 men in each community. Overall there was an attrition7 of about 
29% men from the surveys in all the three communities. We had expected about 30% 
attrition going by the previous experience of Yari-Dosti8 and therefore we think the 
attrition is within reasonable limit and would not impact the outcome substantially. 
Significantly, in the intervention communities the drop out was much lower (27%) 
compared to the comparison community where the drop out was about 33%.  
 
In the following sections we present preliminary impact analysis of the program on some 
of the select variables that include; gender attitudes (GEMS), self reported violence 
against women; inter-spousal communication; attitude towards violence and justification 
for wife-beating.  The results are presented for the participants of both the interventions–
‘men only’ and ‘combined’ and also for women and men from the larger community in 
general who may or may not have participated in the program.  
 
I. Results at the Participants level 
 
Twenty five group education sessions were organized over a year long intervention. It was 
seen that more than 90 percent of the participants in the intervention groups participated 
in at least one group education session. Around half of them participated in all the 
sessions and around 60 percent of men participated in more than 21 sessions. Only nine 
percent of men did not participate in the sessions at all.  

 Intervention participants reported less support for inequitable gender norms after the 
intervention  
 
The GEM Scale survey was administered to all participants pre- and post-intervention. The 
pre and post-intervention results from each site are presented in table 4.  Also indicated in 
the table are significant shifts in gender norms toward either more or less equitable 
attitude post-intervention as compared to pre-intervention.  
 

                                                 
6 Those who participated in both baseline and the endline does not necessarily mean that they attended all the 21 
sessions. Monitoring data shows that while 60% attended all the 21 sessions, about 40% of all who were recruited 
dropped out of the programs at different stages.  
7 Those who dropped out from the end line surveys were similar in terms of age and educational status to those who 
continued with the program. However the fact that many who dropped out may have had certain propensities to 
attitudinal and knowledge change which may eventually impact the outcome of the program cannot be ruled out. There 
was no way for the valuation team to track those who dropped out due to heavy migration in the areas of intervention. 
The results will have to be interpreted within this caveat. 
8 Horizons (2008): Promoting Gender Equality as a Strategy to End Violence Against Women”; Population Council 
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In ‘‘combined’ community, a total of 5 of 10 GEM Scale items changed significantly in the 
positive direction, that is, toward more support for equitable attitudes. In ‘men only’ 
community on the other hand a total of 6 of 10 items changed significantly in the positive 
direction. In comparison arm, of 10 items, only 3 items changed in the positive direction 
and 2 items changed in the negative direction. This demonstrates that while there was 
substantial positive change in both of the intervention arms, this positive change was not 
observed in the comparison community. A close examination of the changes in the 
individual GEM items however shows interesting patterns. Both ‘combined’ and ‘‘men only’’ 
groups seem to have hardened their attitudes towards son-preference as a marker of 
masculinity with increased number at the endline endorsing the statement that ‘real men 
produce male children’. On most other issues of gender equality, ‘‘men only’’ group has 
moved in the positive direction whereas participants from ‘combined’ community shows 
greater ambivalence with a mix of both positive and negative changes.  
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Table 4: Pre and post-intervention changes in GEM Scale items among intervention 
participants compared to men from comparison community with no intervention 
Items and domains ‘combined’ 

community 
(Jaunpur) 

N= 66 
 

‘Men only’ 
community 

(Pratapgarh) 
N= 80 

 

Comparison 
community 
(Ghazipur) 

N= 67 
 

% yes % yes % yes 
Reproductive Health and 
Disease Prevention 

   

It is a woman’s responsibility to 
avoid  getting pregnant 

52.0* 46.2‡ 61.9 

I would be outraged if my wife 
asked me to use a condom. 

42.0‡ 24.6 47.6‡ 

Sexuality    
It makes me uncomfortable when 
I see my wife/partner talking to 
other men 

52.0 47.7‡ 42.9* 

Men are always ready to have sex 54.0* 47.7 59.5 
It is the man who decides when 
and how to have sex. 

64.0‡ 55.4‡ 59.5‡ 

A real man produces a male child 42.0* 26.2* 59.5* 
Violence    
A woman should tolerate violence 
in order to keep her family 
together 

58.0‡ 36.9 64.3‡ 

Domestic life and child care    
A woman’s most important role is 
to take care of her home and 
cook for her family. 

76.0‡ 67.7‡ 76.2 

Changing diapers giving kids a 
bath and feeding the kids are the 
mother’s responsibility. 

66.0‡ 73.8‡ 78.6 

Decision making      
A man should have the final word 
about decisions in his home 

56.0 56.9‡ 69.0‡ 

‡Indicates a significant (chi square test, p<0.05) positive change, that is, toward more support for equitable gender norm attitudes and 
behaviors when comparing pre- and post-test results. 
*indicates a significant (chi square test, p<0.05) negative change, that is, toward less support for equitable gender norms and attitudes 
and behaviors when comparing pre- and post-test results.  

 
In order to more easily interpret changes in overall gender equity, GEM Scores were 
trichotomized as “Least equitable”, “Moderately Equitable”, or “Most Equitable.” The 
analysis presented in figure 1 indicates a significant positive shift (p<0.05, Chi Square 
test) from the low to moderate or high equitable in both the intervention areas. For 
example in ‘combined’ group, at baseline there were 23 percent of men who had less 
equitable attitude but during the endline it declined to 15 percent. Similarly, for ‘‘men 
only’’ group, it was 15 percent during baseline which further declined to 8 percent during 
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the endline evaluation. In comparison site, the situations remained same and were not 
significant. 
 
Figure 1 : Significant change toward greater support for gender equity in GEM Scale responses 

in all intervention sites (p<0.05) but not in control sites 
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Communication between partners related to problems in life and sexual pleasure 
significantly improved in ‘combined’ community but didn’t change in ‘men only’ community 
 
There was a significant improvement among the intervention participants in ‘combined’ 
community on spousal communication discussing issues related to problems in life and 
sexual pleasure with a female partner (Figure 2). After the intervention, participants from 
the ‘combined’ community were more likely to have talked to their partners about these 
issues (65% at end line vs 48% at base line, p<0.05). In ‘men only’ community, the 
change was insignificant.    

Combined 
community  

N=66 

Men only 
community=80 

Comparison 
Community  

n= 67 
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Figure 2: Percentage men reporting to communicate with their female partners on 
issues of daily and sexual life at baseline and endline (*P<0.05) 
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   Jaunpur  N=66,  Women and men community N= 80, ‘comparison’ community N=67 

 
In the comparison group, there was significant decrease in partner’s communication 
during the endline survey. During the baseline, 63 percent of the participants said that 
they communicated with their partners but it decreased significantly to 55 percent during 
the endline survey.  
 
Violence against any women declined significantly in ‘men only’ community 
 
The self report of violence against any women partner did not decline significantly in the 
‘combined’ community although there appeared to be a trend in positive direction. In ‘men 
only’ community, however, the decline was two fold and statistically significant (21% to 
11%; p<0.05).  Reported partner violence remained unchanged in the comparison group 
(Figure 3). 

 
Figure 3: Self-reported violence# against any women in past 3 months during pre and 

post intervention 
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Majority of participants in both the intervention sites continued to justify wife beating 
despite decline in reported violence  
 
In order to asses men’s attitude towards wife beating, we asked whether men thought 
that husband is justified in beating his wife for the each of the following reasons; if she 
goes out without telling him, If she neglects children, If she argues with him, If she refuse 
to have sex  with him or If she neglects children.  In ‘combined’ community almost half 
(49%) the men justified at least one reason for wife beating which did not change much 
after the intervention (42%). Similarly, in ‘men only’ community close to half of the 
respondents justified wife beating for at least one reason which also did not change 
significantly after the intervention. Interestingly, the situation significantly improved in the 
comparison group from 76 percent in baseline to 63 percent during endline (Figure 4).  

 
Figure 4:  Percentage of men who justified wife-beating at least on one ground 
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More specifically, when men were asked if it was justified beating wife if she goes out 
without telling him, in both the intervention arms the responses remained stable from 
baseline to endline, however there was marked increase in the control site (45% during 
baseline and 37% during endline).  

Men’s attitude towards violence by and large remained unchanged  
 
The data presented in table 5 shows that men’s attitude in both the intervention arms did 
not change substantially as measured by GEMS items. In ‘men only’ community some of 
the attitude towards violence however improved significantly; for example, for the 
statement ‘it is okay to instill fear in your partner’ , the percentage agreeing declined from 
41 percent in baseline to 21 percent after the intervention. Men’s attitude towards violence 
against a gay men improved significantly in ‘‘combined’ community (67% to 53%) but it 
worsened significantly in ‘men only’ community where around a three fifth of men during 
the endline agreed that violence against a gay man is justified against 38 percent during 
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baseline. Increased number of men in all the three communities agreed with the 
statement that ‘I have to join my friends involved in fight’. 
 
Table  5: Men’s attitude towards violence under different situations 

  

‘combined’ 
community 

N=66 

 men only 
community 

N= 80 
‘comparison’ 

community N=67 
BL EL BL EL BL EL 
% 

Agree 
% 

Agree 
% 

Agree 
% 

Agree 
% 

Agree % Agree 

Its ok to call a women stupid/ugly  or 
useless 

42 39 46 44 48 58* 

If a women cheats on a man Its ok to hit 
her  

71 70 54 59 75 82 

I would be ashamed if turn away from a 
fight  

67 59 62 55* 82 61* 

Violence against a gay person is always 
justified 

67 53* 38 61* 74 77 

Ok to instill fear in your partner 52 46 41 21* 46 52 

Insulting or calling some one name is a 
type of violence 

76 82 90 82 82 92 

I have to join if my friends involved in 
fight 

68 53* 62 52 67* 48* 

I would  Intervene when saw a male friend 
use violence against women 83 82 79 76 76 85 

I Would Intervene if Violence been carried 
out by stranger 

79 94* 79 93* 73 85* 

Talked with son or boy in the family or in 
the neighborhood about violence against 
women 

32 38 30 34 8 13 

 
The findings also suggest that men were reluctant in stopping or intervening with their 
friends when he perpetrated violence towards a female; this has remained unchanged in 
both the intervention arms. Contrary to that, men’s attitude improved significantly in all 
the three arms when the perpetrator was not his friend. Men across all the arms were also 
reluctant to speak about violence against women to his son or other boys in the family or 
in neighborhood.  

 
II. Results at the community level 
 
Gender attitude of men and women at the community levels remained mostly unchanged 
during the intervention period.  
 

At the community levels, no significant shift was observed in the attitudes of men and 
women from all the three communites as captured through the GEMS items (Table 6).  
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There were five items across all the domains which were common for men and women 
and the analysis presents an interesting picture. It was seen that women across all sites 
had more inequitable attitude then men for items such as ‘A woman most important role is 
to take care of family and cook food’ or ‘Men are always ready to have sex’ or ‘A Man 
should decide when and how to have sex’ etc. 
 
Table 6: Gender Equitable Men Scale for men and women 
 GEMS items 
  
  

‘combined’ community ‘men only’ community Ghazipur (Comparison) 
Male Female Male Female Male Female 

 BL EL  BL EL  BL EL  BL EL  BL EL  BL EL 

Violence 
% 
Yes 

% 
Yes 

% 
Yes 

% 
Yes 

% 
Yes 

% 
Yes 

% 
Yes 

% Yes % 
Yes 

% Yes % 
Yes 

% 
Yes 

There are 
times when 
women 
deserves to 
be slapped 67.1 67.7 - - 64.9 65.1 - - 70.7 66.7 - - 
A woman 
should 
tolerate 
violence to 
keep her 
family 
together 68.9 70.4 - - 64.3 68.9 - - 69.5 66.4 - - 

Gender role             
A man should 
have final 
words in 
decisions at 
home 78.0 83.7 - - 70.5 82.8* - - 80.6 84.4 - - 
A woman 
most 
important role 
is to take care 
of family and 
cook food 82.8 84.4 95.8 93.6 79.0 84.2 96.3 

81.1*
* 90.0 83.9 98.3 94.3 

Changing 
diapers/giving 
kids a bath 
and feeding 
the kids are 
mothers 
responsibility 83.5 89.2 - - 75.9 86.6 - - 83.5 89.2 - - 

Masculinity              
A Man should 
decide when 
and how to 
have sex 73.0 75.2 72.2 86.1* 70.5 72.5 75.2 73.6 82.9 

73.5*
* 76.2 84.4 

A man needs 
other women 
even if things 
with his wife 
are fine 42.5 48.9 - - 43.3 49.6 - - 42.2 48.0 - - 
Men are 
always ready 61.8 64.9 77.4 81.2 55.7 61.3 84.9 

72.4*
* 65.9 64.4 83.1 82.0 
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to have sex 

A real man 
produce a 
male child - - 37.0 36.1 - - 35.5 29.8   34.1 37.4 
A Man need 
more sex than 
a woman  68.5 68.6 95.8 93.6 79.0 84.2 96.3 

81.1*
* 90.0 83.9 98.3 94.3 

Sexuality             
Women who 
carry 
condoms on 
them are easy 73.1 75.0 - - 74.0 77.9 - - 83.1 79.6 - - 
Reproductiv
e Health             
Its women 
responsibility 
to avoid 
getting 
pregnant 58.9 59.9 - - 48.7 61.7 - - 58.9 60.9 - - 
You don’t talk 
about sex you 
just do it 62.2 76.6* 68.8 74.1* 61.6 75.8 69.1 61.6 69.2* 77.2 68.5 70.1 
A couple 
should decide 
together if 
they want to 
have children - - 98.3 100.0 - - 99.0 99.1 - - 99.3 98.6 
If a guy gets 
a woman 
pregnant the 
child is the 
responsibility 
of the both - - 97.1 98.1 - - 97.7 99.1 - - 98.5 99.1 
A man should 
ask his 
partner what 
she likes 
during sex - - 87.2 83.8 - - 85.6 88.0 - - 84.9 83.4 
A man and a 
woman 
should decide 
together what 
type of 
contraceptive 
to use - - 98.3 98.1 - - 98.7 98.5 - - 99.0 97.6 
*Significant Negative change 
** Significant Positive change, BL=baselin, EL= endline  
-The blank boxes indicates that these items were not used for final construction of Gem Scale 

‘combined’ community ‘women and men’ community Ghazipur (Comparison) 

Male Female Male Female Male Female 

 BL (n=419) EL (n=436)  BL (n=238) EL (n=236)   BL (n=485) EL (n=481)  BL(n=298) EL (n=333)  BL (n=249) EL (n=379)  BL (n=941) EL (n=810) 

 
 
Physical violence against any women reduced during the survye  
 
Physical violence against any women during last 3 months reduced in all the study sites. 
In ‘combined’ community it reduced from 19 percent in baseline to 9 percent in the enline. 
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Likewise in ‘Men only’ community the percentage reporting violence agianst any women 
declined from 18 percent at baseline to 10 percent at the endline. The perpetration of 
physical violence also declined in ‘comparison’ community, where it was reported by 22 
percent in baseline which reduced to 10 percent during endline (Figure 12) 
 
Figure 5 : Pepetration of physical violence by men towards any women during 

last 3 months 
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                                     P<0.05, chi-sqaure test 
 
                                P<0.05, chi-sqaure test 

 
Women reported less physical violence from their husband during endline 
 
Conforming the responses from men, women participating in the survey in all the three 
sites also reported a significant decrease in physical violence from their husbands 
(p<0.05). 
 
Figure 6 : Women reporting physical violence by husband during last 3 months 
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Despite reduction in violence, men continued to justify wife beating 
 
As presented in the figure 7, majority of men in all the study sites continued to justfy 
wife beating under certain situations despite reduction in reported physical violence. 
There was no significant improvement in the justifications for violence against women 
among men during the endline.  

 
Figure 7: Men and women from the community justifying wife beating for one 

or the reasons: changes from base line to endline 
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Close to three fourth of men in all the survey sites justified wife beating. However, 
women in all the sites showed significant improvement in thier attitudes during endline 
and did not justify violence as much as they did during the baseline. 

Men Women 
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Summary and Conclusions 

 

The results are mixed but provide useful insights. They are mixed because while on some 
issues like inter-spousal communication, ‘combined’ community has shown positive shifts, 
on the issue of attitude towards gays or on justifications for wife beating men from the 
‘combined’ community continue to display negative attitudes. Men from ‘men only’ 
community on the other hand have also shown mixed results; while they changed in 
positive direction on 6 out of 10 attitudinal domains, they continued to justify wife beating 
on one or the other grounds. Programs must examine some of these deep-rooted attitudes 
carefully and evolve a more nuanced and institutionalized strategy to address them. Men 
in the intervention groups said that the group education sessions should have been more 
participatory, more frequent and should be supplemented by relevant examples.  

 On the positive side, reported violence against any women by participants of both the 
interventions-‘combined’ and ‘men only’-- as well as men in general from the communities 
has declined during the intervention. Women in both the communities endorsed the 
responses from men and agreed that there was a decline in violence against them. 
Although the overall reported decline in the violence may be difficult to attribute to the 
interventions, what is encouraging is the response of women from the communities that 
has validated the responses from men.  

What is perhaps most relevant from the program point of view is the result that while 
reported violence has declined, the attitude to violence in general and justifications for 
violence against women have not undergone major changes. In both ‘men only’ and 
‘combined’ communities, knowledge about various policies to protect women and prevent 
violence had increased but there was either no change or a negative shift in the attitude of 
men towards these laws. More than three fourths of men in both intervention communities 
felt that these laws make it easy for women to level charges against men and that they 
are good enough to protect women from the violence. The behavior changes may be 
transitory phenomena unless accompanied by a strong shift in the attitudes and norms 
against violence.   

This also raises questions about what actually is implied by the ‘combined’ programs. Is it 
enough for the men’s group to plan and implement the campaign together with the 
women’s group? Are there other levels of visibility and connections that can be established 
between women’s empowerment and men engagement programs? It appears that most 
efforts to combine the two programs are at best at the intellectual level and at the levels 
of leaders. What is important is to realistically operationalize and find entry points of 
combining the programs at the micro level.  

.
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APPENDIX I 
 
 
 
Men’s Action for Stopping Violence Against Women (MASVAW): A Brief Note 
 
Men’s Action for Stopping Violence Against Women (MASVAW) is an unregistered network 
of individuals and organizations that aims at engaging men and boys to prevent and stop 
violence against women in the Indian States of Uttar Pradesh (UP) and Uttaranchal9. The 
network which functions as a member based campaign is positioned as a movement and 
does not have a firm structure which is typically seen in a project10. Starting in 2002, 
MASVAW has built wide network of members that constitute both individuals and 
organizations in more than three-fourths of the districts of Uttar Pradesh and engages with 
hundreds of volunteers, individual memners and organizations. The MASVAW campaign 
brings together boys and men of all ages belonging to various constituencies and 
institutional settings in an effort to raise their voices publicly against violence against 
women and gender inequality. This is done through agitations, campaigns, media 
reactions, public debates, discussions, workshops and seminars.  
 
While hailed as a unique experiment, MASVAW which is expanding both within the states11 
and also internationally and is today part of various National, Regional and Global network 
of organizations, has never been evaluated for its effectiveness and impact.  The need to 
bring together the learning from this experiment in a coherent and systematic manner was 
clearly articulated in a documentation of MASVAW by the Save the Children (2008). Some 
of the questions that are important to understand include; to what extent the individual 
networking process has a diffusion effect on the community of men and boys on complex 
issues like gender equality? In other words how many men and boys are reached out and 
retained in the process and how ‘transforming’ is the process? Do men and boys who join 
the MASVAW process completely endorse the idea of gender equality or are there some 
reservations? What messages of gender equality and violence against women are 
accepted and imbibed in actions as a result of the exposure to MASVAW campaign and 
what messages don’t reach and why? The other sets of questions relate to the broader 
strategy of MASVAW. While MASVAW has from the beginning worked closely with women’s 
groups in UP, it is not yet clear if that strategy has worked to the advantage of women in 
eliminating violence and gender inequality. The underlying assumption that working 

                                                 
9 These North Indian states are well known for some of the worst women’s empowerment indicators in India. These 
states are also known for deep rooted patriarchal values which are embedded in highly stratified class and caste 
structures.. Please refer National Family Health Survey (2002-3) data for various indicators related to women and 
violence against women in these states relative to other Indian states. 
10 Save the Children and MASVAW (2008): Men’s Action for Stopping Violence Against Women (MASVAW); 
Documentation of a Campaign to end Violence against Women and Girls and to Promote Gender Equality in India      
11 MASVAW currently has over 300 members, 200 individual volunteers  and over 100 organization as members of the 
network in the state of UP and Uttranchal. As part of the global MenEngage network, MASVAW builds capacity for 
working with boys and men for different organisations and supports and encourages exchange of tools, good practises 
and approaches to facilitate change at the field.   
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together with the groups of women and girls will produce sustainable impact needs to be 
examined little more closely.  
 
The current study evaluates the intervention approach of MASVAW12 which is being 
coordinated by Center for Health and Social Justice (CHSJ) in New Delhi.   
  

                                                 
12 Men’s Action to Stop Violence Against Women (MASVAW) is an alliance of men and organizations working on gender issues, 
committed to reacting to and reducing incidents of violence against women. Through cultural and advocacy campaigns, MASVAW raises 
awareness and recruits new network members who will work for institutional changes in gender relations. MASVAW is primarily active in 
the state of Uttar Pradesh. 
 


