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Abstract

Background: Intimate partner violence (IPV) may have been exacerbated during the
COVID-19 pandemic. Middle-aged and older adults, ages 45 years or older, are at higher
risk of COVID-19 mortality and social isolation. However, most studies on IPV during the
pandemic do not focus on this important subpopulation. Informed by the social-ecological
theory, this study examines individual, household, community, and country-level correlates
of IPV among middle-aged and older adults in multiple countries using a cross-sectional

online survey.

Methods: Data from 2867 participants aged over 45 in the International Sexual Health and
Reproductive Health (I-SHARE) survey from July 2020 to February 2021 were described
using univariate analysis. IPV was defined using four validated WHO measures. Individual
characteristics included self-isolation and food security. At the country-level, we examined
social distancing stringency. Logistic regression models with a random intercept for country
were conducted to explore IPV correlates among 1730 eligible individuals from 20 countries

with complete data.
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Results: Most participants were heterosexual (2469/2867), cisgender (2531/2867) females
(1589/2867) between the ages of 45-54 (1539/2867). 12.1% (346/2867) of participants
experienced IPV during social distancing measures. After adjustment, participants who self-
isolated experienced 1.4 (95% CI 1.0, 2.0, p=0.04) times the odds of IPV compared to those
who had not isolated. Those who reported an increase in food insecurity compared to pre-
pandemic experienced 2.2 times the odds (95% CI 1.6, 3.0, p<0.0001) of IPV compared to
those who did not report increased food insecurity. People in countries with more stringent
social distancing policies were less likely to experience IPV compared to people in countries

with lower levels of stringency (aOR=0.6, 95% CI 0.4, 0.9, p=0.04).

Conclusions: IPV was common among middle-aged and older adults during the COVID-19
pandemic. Our data suggest the need for further crisis management and social protection
measures for middle-aged and older adults who have intersecting vulnerabilities to IPV to

mitigate COVID-19 impact.
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85 Background

86 Intimate partner violence (IPV) is defined by the World Health Organization (WHO) as “any
87  behaviour within an intimate relationship that causes physical, psychological, or sexual harm
88 to those in the relationship” by current or former partners(1,2). IPV is a pervasive public

89 health issue with an estimated global lifetime prevalence of 30% among women and 10%
90 among men (3,4). IPV is also a growing problem that intersects with population aging (5).

91  Middle-aged and older people are at higher risk of disability, social isolation, chronic illness,
92  and cognitive impairment, which make them more vulnerable to new or worsening forms of
93 violence (6). But previous literature on IPV primarily focuses on younger people (7),

94  neglecting the unique experiences among middle-aged and older adults, such as increasing
95 dependence on partners as caregivers and menopause (8). A nationally representative

96  survey conducted in the United States of over 5,000 older adults (2009) found nearly 10% of
97  older adults faced some form of violence or abuse and that partners and spouses were the
98  perpetrators of more than half of the reported violence (9). This analysis focused on adults

99  aged 45 or older, capturing middle-aged and older people.

100  Previously reported correlates of IPV were operationalised at four levels based on an

101  adapted social-ecological theory (2006) (10). These were individual-level sociodemographic
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102  and behavioral characteristics; relationship/household level factors capturing characteristics
103  of intimate partners, family members, and peers; community contexts such as residential
104  areas; and larger country-level societal factors including socioeconomic conditions, gender
105 inequity, social policies (10). Violence is a complex interplay between each of these levels.
106  This multi-level theory has been used to understand different types of violence, including IPV
107  (11) and elder abuse (12). Understanding factors at each of these levels is important in

108  public health to identify populations at risk and develop interventions and policies that

109  address violence at different levels (10,11).

110  Since the COVID-19 pandemic, there have been concerns that widespread social distancing
111 measures could put more people at risk of IPV (5,13,14). The pandemic may have

112  exacerbated some IPV risk factors such as dependency on others for care (15). While social
113  distancing measures effectively reduced COVID-19 infections, these measures may have
114  unintended consequences that increased IPV risk. There is limited multi-country data on IPV
115  risk during COVID-19. No studies have focused on IPV among middle-aged and older

116  adults during COVID-19. More research is needed to understand the unintended

117  consequences of social distancing policies and their potential ongoing and long-lasting

118 consequences on IPV.

119  This secondary analysis seeks to address the gap in literature by analysing correlates of IPV
120  during COVID-19 in middle-aged and older adults using the International Sexual Health and

121 Reproductive Health in the times of COVID-19 (I-SHARE 2020-21) survey data. The I-

122  SHARE 2020-21 survey is a multi-country online survey that harmonises sexual and

123  reproductive health instruments for global comparison using an open science approach (16).
124  This analysis was used to research multi-country and multi-level correlates of IPV among

125 middle-aged and older adults.

126
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127 Methods

128  The overall aim of this analysis was to investigate IPV in middle-aged and older adults using
129  a subset of data from the International Sexual Health and Reproductive Health (I-SHARE)
130  conducted during COVID-19. Cross-sectional, country-level data using website data verified

131 by academic or international health organizations were collected along with the survey.

132  We adapted a social-ecological theory to reflect the factors captured at the individual,

133  relationship/household, community, and country levels (10) (S1 Table).

134  Study Design (I-SHARE)

135 The I-SHARE survey was a cross-sectional online survey administered in 30 low-, middle-,
136  and high-income countries between July 2020 and February 2021 (17). I-SHARE partnered
137  with national family planning, academic, and non-profit groups in each country as well as
138  global partners like the United Nation Family Planning Association, to support the survey
139 implementation and establish trust in the research (16). Participants of the I-SHARE survey
140 were at least 18 years old, a current resident of the country where they completed the

141  survey, and able to provide online informed consent (16). Participants could stop

142  participating or skip any questions they wished. No identifiable data was collected.*® Country

143 studies linked survivors to local IPV resources.

144  Each in-country lead researcher organised translation to local languages, field testing, and
145  ethical review (16). Surveys were piloted for translation on sensitive topics. The I-SHARE
146  survey was distributed in each country through local partner organisations, sexual and

147  productive health networks, email listservs, and social media groups determined by the in-
148  country research lead (16). Due to varying COVID-19 restriction measures, different

149  countries adopted sampling methods that were most contextually feasible at the time being.
150  Twenty-three countries used convenience sampling by distributing the survey through social
151 media, email listservs, sexual and reproductive health networks, and other non-profit and

152  academic partners identified by in-country researchers. Six countries used online panel
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153  sampling based on key sociodemographic characteristics identified by in-country
154  researchers and had varying degrees of population representativeness (16). Two countries
155  used population-representative samples with frames identified by in-country researchers (S2

156  Table). All surveys were conducted online on personal devices.

157  The survey captured information on sociodemographic, relationships, sexual health and

158  behaviour, intimate partner violence, and mental health during COVID-19 social distancing
159  measures. Survey questions used a mix of existing validated and newly developed scales
160  (16). To define the time period of interest for survey items which ask participants about their
161  experiences “during social distancing measures,” I-SHARE researchers determined the start
162  date of social distancing measures in each country based on local policies. Less than 1% of
163  people had been socially distancing for 3 months or less at the time of completing the

164  survey. About 20% had been socially distancing for 3 to 6 months, over 56% for 6 to 9

165  months, about 15% for 9 months to 12 months, and 10% for over 12 months. Each country

166  survey underwent one to three rounds of testing (16).

167

168  Variables selection and management
169  Variables were selected from each level of the social-ecological theory for analysis.
170  Associated variables and confounders identified in the literature (S1 Table) were considered

171 potential correlates in this study.

172  Outcome: Intimate partner violence

173  The I-SHARE survey measured physical, sexual, psychological, and financial IPV during

174  COVID-19 social distancing measures using six questions. Of the six questions, five were
175  operationalised in this study to construct psychological, sexual, and physical violence

176  experienced during the COVID-19 social distancing measures, in congruence with the WHO
177  validated Violence Against Women (VAW) Instrument (18) (S3 Table). Physical violence was

178  captured from the question, ‘Has a partner slapped, pushed, hit, kicked or choked you or
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179  thrown something at you that could hurt you?’ Sexual violence was a composite of

180 responses to two questions which captured forced sexual intercourse and sexual coercion:
181 ‘Has a partner physically forced you to have sexual intercourse when you did not want to?’
182  and ‘Has a partner made you have sexual intercourse when you did not want to because you
183  were afraid of what your partner might do?’ Psychological violence was a composite of

184  responses to two questions which captured controlling behaviours and emotional abuse:

185  ‘Has a partner tried to restrict (online or phone) contact with your family?’ and ‘Has a partner
186 insulted you or made you feel bad about yourself?’ Financial violence was excluded because
187 it was not part of the validated WHO instrument (19). Participants could choose between the

188 responses “No,” “Yes, once,” or “Yes, multiple times” for all the violence questions.

189 A composite IPV variable was created for people who answered all five questions regarding
190  physical, sexual, or psychological violence during the COVID-19 social distancing measures,
191  from July 2020 to February 2021. If people answered ‘yes’ to any of the questions, they were

192  coded as having experienced IPV during the COVID-19 social distancing measures.

193  Correlates at each social-ecological level

194  Several variables were recoded for analysis to reduce data sparsity issues. Details on the |-

195 SHARE 2020-21 survey are available in S5 Table.

196 Individual level

197  Age was collected in the data as a continuous variable but was recoded into age groups,
198  capturing people who are 45-54, 55-64, and 65 or more years old. Sex assigned at birth was
199 collected as ‘male’, ‘female’, or ‘other’. Gender was captured as ‘cisgender,” ‘non-cisgender,’
200 and ‘other.’ Those who selected ‘other’ (<1%) were regrouped with ‘non-cisgender.” Sexual
201  orientation was collected as a categorical variable of ‘heterosexual’, ‘bisexual’, ‘gay’,

202  ‘lesbian’, ‘questioning or unsure’, ‘asexual’, ‘pansexual’, and ‘other’. Very few respondents

203 identified as a sexual minority, so it was recoded as ‘heterosexual’ and ‘other sexual
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204  orientation.” Education level was collected as a categorical variable and recoded based on
205 the UNESCO International Standard Classification of Education (ISCED) categories.*®

206  Employment status was recoded as ‘unemployed’, ‘employed’ which included those who
207  were self-employed or informal workers, ‘retired’, and ‘other’ which included those who were
208  students (<1%). Isolation due to COVID-19 was captured as a binary ‘yes’ or ‘no’ response.
209  Ethnic minority status was recoded as a binary outcome by the I-SHARE team based on the

210  in-country demographics of the participant.

211 Household and community level

212  Cohabitation was captured as part of the responses to a question regarding cohabitation and
213  relationship status and recoded to a binary response to only reflect the responses regarding
214  cohabitation. Food insecurity during COVID-19 was recoded to be a binary response: ‘Yes,
215  more than before’ or ‘No or less than before’. At the community level, residential area was

216  captured as a binary ‘urban’ or ‘rural’ response.

217  Country level

218 At the country level, social distancing stringency was created by categorising the Oxford
219  COVID-19 Government Response Tracker (Ox-CGRT) score of each country as ‘low’ if the
220  score was less than 50 and ‘high’ if the score was greater than 50 (20). The cut off was
221  determined based on the median stringency score. The measure of COVID-19 social

222  distancing stringency used in this analysis is the mean stringency that the country

223  experienced in the duration of time from when the country's social distancing measures
224  began to when the surveys were administered. The start of country social distancing

225 measures was determined by I-SHARE in-country researchers.

226  Gender Inequality Index (Gll) scores were recoded as a binary outcome with scores less
227  than or equal to 0.25 as high gender equality and scores from 0.25-0.5 as low gender

228  equality. All countries had Gll scores within 0-0.5. The cut off was selected based on the
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229 median. The most recent Gll scores from 2019 represent the gender inequality of each

230  country in the data.

231  The 2020 Social Progress Index (SPI) was chosen to represent social and environmental
232  protection progress for each country in the study. The range of SPI scores was between
233  about 50-100, so social progress was recoded as a binary with scores less than or equal to
234 75 as ‘low progress’ and scores higher than 75 as ‘high progress.” The cut off was selected

235 based on the median.

236  Country income was based on World Bank 2019-20 criteria. Low- (<$1,085) or lower-middle
237  income ($1,086-4,255) economies were Nigeria, Lebanon, and Mozambique. Upper-middle

238 income ($4,256-13,205) economies were Argentina, Botswana, Colombia, Mexico, Moldova,
239  and Malaysia. High-income (>$13,205) economies were Australia, Canada, Czech Republic,
240 Denmark, France, Germany, ltaly, Latvia, Luxembourg, Panama, Portugal, Singapore,

241 Spain, Uruguay, and the United States.

242

243  Data inclusion and analysis

244  All data management and analysis were performed using STATA/SE 17.0. All individual,
245  household, community, and country-level variables described above were tabulated. The
246  prevalence of overall IPV and subtypes of IPV was tabulated. Country social distancing
247  stringency, gender inequality, social progress, and country income level were tabulated to
248  describe country level characteristics. We compared the characteristics of those missing
249  data on any of the IPV variables to that of the whole sample and found them to be broadly

250  similar (S6 Table A).

251
252  Of the 23067 participants in the I-SHARE survey, 4454 people were >= 45 years old.

253  Participants who had missing data for key variables—age, sex at birth, sexual orientation,

10
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254  relationship status, education level, and geographic area, and any of the five questions used

255  to construct IPV outcome (S3 Table) were excluded from this analysis.

256  Twenty-four countries were represented in this study—Argentina, Australia, Botswana,
257  Canada, Colombia, Czech Republic, Denmark, France, Germany, Italy, Latvia, Lebanon,
258 Luxembourg, Malaysia, Mexico, Moldova, Mozambique, Nigeria, Panama, Portugal,

259  Singapore, Spain, Uruguay, and United States. The final sub-population included in the
260  descriptive analysis (N=2867) were middle-aged and older adults who had completed the

261  key sociodemographic items and all five IPV variables (S4 Fig).

262  We conducted descriptive analysis of these data to understand prevalence of IPV among
263  this sub-population and relevant characteristics. Unadjusted odds ratios of IPV among all
264  potential correlates were explored using logistic regression models with a random intercept

265  for country to account for within-country clustering.

266  To run a fully adjusted model, people with missing data on gender, social isolation, or food
267  insecurity were dropped by STATA due to modelling requirements. 1730 individuals from 20
268  countries were included for regression modelling (S2 Table). The multivariable logistic

269 regression model included age, sex at birth, gender, sexual orientation, education level,
270 employment status, social isolation, residential area, cohabitation status, food insecurity,
271  country social distancing stringency level, gender inequality, social progress, and country
272 income level were all identified as potential correlates (S4 Fig). All potential correlates were
273  included in the final model to avoid over-fitting.#° The randome-intercept logistic regression
274  model was fitted with Gauss-Hermite quadrature approximation. Collinearity was checked
275 using a backward-deletion strategy by removing correlates individually and assessing

276  whether the confidence intervals of the remaining correlates narrowed in the model (21).
277  Correlates were only removed from the model if there was evidence of collinearity. No

278  collinearity was found so all correlates were included in the final model. Likelihood ratio tests

279  were performed to obtain a global p-value for each correlate.

11
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280  Two sensitivity analyses were conducted, first to test if the model produced similar results in
281  middle-aged and older adults in low- and middle-income countries (LMIC), and second with

282 IPV defined by only physical and sexual violence (17).

283  Ethical Approval

284  The I-SHARE survey received local ethical approval and institutional review board approval
285 in each country. A data sharing agreement was signed by all collaborating institutions.

286  Participants provided informed consent and no identifying data was collected. This study

287  was approved by the London School of Hygiene & Tropical Medicine Ethics Committee.

288

289 Results

290 Sample characteristics

291 Data from 2867 middle-aged and older adults in 24 countries were analysed. The majority of
292  participants were college or university educated (63.7%), heterosexual (86.1%), cisgender
293  (88.6%), females (55.4%), and between the ages of 45-54 (53.7%). Three-quarters were
294  employed and two-thirds lived in an urban area. During COVID-19, most people lived with a
295  partner (77.2%), did not isolate due to COVID-19 (84.7%), and did not experience increased

296 food insecurity (82.9%) (Table 1).
297
298
299
300
301

302
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unless otherwise specified).

Table 1: Description of study sample characteristics from I-SHARE 2020-21 (N=2867
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N’ % % of IPV
(Column %) (Row %)
Age group in years 45-54 1539 53.7 14.6
55-64 824 28.7 11.5
>65 504 17.6 5.6
Sex at birth Male 1278 44.6 11.3
Female 1589 55.4 12.8
Other’ 0.0 0.0 0.0
Gender Cisgender 2531 88.6 11.7
(N=2857) Non-cisgender 326 114 15.6
Sexual orientation Heterosexual 2469 86.1 12.0
Other sexual 398 13.9 13.1
orientation?
Ethnic minority status? Minority 197 13.1 24 .4
(N=1509) Not ethnic minority 1312 86.9 101
Education level No formal and primary 70 24 10.0
Secondary 755 26.3 8.0
College/University 1826 63.7 13.5
Other’ 216 7.5 16.2
Employment status Employed 2154 75.1 12.9
Unemployed 83 2.9 14.5
Retired 526 18.4 6.1
Other’ 104 3.6 25.0
Residential area Rural 944 32.9 8.7
Urban 1923 67.1 13.8
Cohabitation status Not living with partner 653 22.8 14.6
Living with partner 2214 77.2 11.4
Ever isolated due to No 2422 84.7 114
COVID-19 (N=2859) Yes 437 15.3 16.5
Food insecurity during  No or less than before 1444 82.9 13.5
the pandemic (N=1741)  veg more than before 297 17.1 26.9
Country social Low stringency 897 31.3 12.7
distancing stringency High stringency 1970 68.7 11.9

13
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Gender inequity index Low equality 913 31.9 18.8
(Gh)y> High equality 1954 68.2 9.0
Social progress index Low progress 570 19.9 22.1
(SP1)° High progress 2297 80.1 9.7
World Bank country High 2118 73.9 94
income level” Upper-middle 735 25.6 19.7

Low or lower-middle 14 0.5 21.4

" Numbers may differ from the total sample size of 2867 due to missing values.

1”Other” was a survey response option. Participants were unable to specify further.

2“Other sexual orientation” includes people who responded as bisexual, gay, lesbian, questioning or unsure,
asexual, pansexual, and other.

3 Individual’s ethnic minority status was identified based on their country demographics.

4 Country social distancing stringency levels were based on the Ox-CGRT score. Countries with < 50 had low
stringency and countries with >50 had high stringency.

5 GIl measures gender inequalities within a society. Scores < 0.25 had the most gender equality and scores
from 0.25-0.5 had low equality.

6 SPI measures the social and environmental progress of a country. Scores < 75 were considered low

and >75 was high.

7 Countries were grouped based on World Bank 2019-20 criteria.

310

311 Half of the participants resided in a country with a high social distancing policy stringency
312  level (68.7%) and the majority were from countries with higher gender equality (68.2%) and
313  greater social progress (80.1%). More participants were in high-income countries compared

314  to low and middle-income countries (Fig 1).

315  Fig 1: Countries with middle-aged and older adults from the I-SHARE 2020-21 survey

316  included in this study (N=2867).

317

318 Prevalence of overall and subtypes of IPV

319  Among the 2867 participants in the study 12.1% (346/2867) of people experienced some
320 form of IPV during COVID-19 social distancing measures (Table 2). Ethnic minorities

321 (368/1509) reported more than twice the prevalence of IPV compared to people who were
322  not ethnic minorities (152/1509). People who experienced more food insecurity during the
323  pandemic experienced almost twice the amount of IPV (468/1741) compared to those who
324  did not (235/1741). IPV was also lower in countries with high gender equality (258/2867),

325  social progress (278/2867), and income (269/2867). The frequency of IPV appeared to be
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326  almost equal between countries with high (341/2867) and low (364/2867) social distancing

327  stringency levels (Table 1).

328 The prevalence of overall and subtypes of IPV was lower in people aged 55 or older

329 compared to those aged 45-54 years (Table 2). Psychological violence was experienced by
330  10.9% (312/2867) of participants. It was more prevalent than physical violence (1.8%,

331  52/2867) and sexual violence (2.1%, 60/2867). Participants in the oldest group ( = 55)

332  reported 6 times more psychological violence was 6 times than sexual violence and 9 times
333  more than physical violence. Among people 45-54 years, psychological violence was

334  experienced 5 times more than physical and sexual violence. (Table 2).

335 Table 2: The prevalence of overall IPV and subtypes of IPV, including physical, sexual,
336 psychological violence across the age groups from the I-SHARE 2020-21 survey

337  (N=2867).

Percentage of all participants in each age group
Age groups N Any Physical Sexual Psychological
(years) violence violence violence violence
45-54 1539 14.6 25 2.7 13.0
> 55 1328 9.3 0.9 1.4 8.4
Overall 2867 12.1 1.8 21 10.9

338
339  Among the 348 people who reported experiencing IPV during the COVID-19 pandemic,

340 16.4% (57/348) experienced two or more forms of violence and 5.5% (19/348) experienced
341  all three subtypes of IPV (Fig. 2). 14.7% (51/348) experienced physical violence and 2.9%
342  (10/348) experienced physical violence as their only form of IPV. 17.5% (61/348) reported
343  experiencing sexual violence and 7.1% (25/348) experienced only sexual violence. 89.6%
344  (312/348) experienced psychological violence by their partners and 73.5% (256/348)

345  experienced only psychological violence (Fig. 2). Psychological violence was not only the
346  most prevalent subtype of IPV, but also the most frequently co-occurring subtype with the

347  others among middle-aged and older adults who experienced violence during the pandemic.
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348  Of the 16.4% (57/348) who experienced multiple forms of violence, 98.2% of them (56/57)
349  experienced psychological violence. 10.4% (36/348) experienced sexual violence and 11.8%

350  (41/348) experienced physical violence.

351  Physical and sexual violence are often conceptualised as commonly co-occurring with one
352  another. Of those experiencing physical violence, 40% also experienced sexual violence
353  (20/51). Of those experiencing sexual violence, a third also experienced physical violence

354 (20/61).

355
356  Fig 2: Proportion of each subtype and overlapping subtypes of IPV experienced

357 among middle-aged and older adults during the pandemic in the I-SHARE 2020-21
358 survey (N=348). Areas are not proportional to the values. Adapted from Yoshihama and
359  Sorenson (1994).52

360

361 ldentifying individual, household, community, and country level

362 correlates

363  Age group, sex at birth, sexual orientation, and education level did not appear to be

364  associated with IPV in bivariate analyses accounting for clustering by country. At the

365 individual level, people who ever isolated due to COVID-19 were more likely to have

366  experienced IPV compared to those who did not after accounting for clustering by country
367  (clustered OR (cOR)=1.5, 95% CI 1.1, 2.0). At the household level, those who experienced
368  more food insecurity were more likely to have experienced IPV compared to those who did
369 not have increased food insecurity (cCOR=2.4, 95% CI 1.8, 3.3). At the country level, people
370  who lived in high social distancing stringency countries (cOR=0.5, 95% CI 0.3, 0.8) or highly
371  socially progressive countries (cCOR=0.6, 95% CI 0.4, 0.9) were less likely to have

372  experienced IPV compared to their counterparts.
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373  The final model, which adjusted for all other correlates and accounted for clustering by
374  country, showed that some of the above associations remained significant. Ever being
375 isolated (aOR=1.4, 95% CI 1.0, 2.0), increased food insecurity during the pandemic
376 (aOR=2.2, 95% CI 1.6, 3.0), and living in countries with a high level of social distancing
377  stringency (aOR=0.6, 95% CI 0.4, 0.9) remained significant associated factors. But social
378  progressiveness, gender inequality and country income level were not found to be
379  associated with IPV in the final model (Table 3).
380 Table 3: Unadjusted and adjusted association between correlates and IPV during
381  COVID-19 social distancing among middle-aged and older adults in the I-SHARE 2020-
382 21 survey (N=1730)".
Unadjusted OR Final model: Global P-
(95% ClI)? aOR3 (95% CI)  value*
Age group in years 45-54 1 1
55-64 0.8 (0.6, 1.1) 0.9 (0.6, 1.2) 0.54
>65 0.7(0.4,1.1) 0.7 (0.4, 1.4)
Sex at birth Male 1 1
Female 1.0(0.8, 1.3) 0.9 (0.7, 1.2) 0.40
Gender Cisgender 1 1 018
Non-cisgender 1.2 (0.8, 1.9) 1.3 (0.9, 2.0) '
E Sexual orientation Heterosexual 1 1 0.97
o Other sexual orientation 1.0 (0.7, 1.4) 1.0 (0.7, 1.5) '
= Education level No formal and primary 1 1
_-E Secondary 0.8 (0.3, 2.2) 1.0 (0.4, 2.6)
-§ College/University 0.9 (0.3, 2.3) 1.1 (0.4, 2.5) 0.89
- Other 1.0 (0.3, 2.9) 1.2 (0.4, 3.3)
Employment status Employed 1 1
Unemployed 1.3 (0.7, 2.5) 1.2 (0.6, 2.4)
Retired 0.8 (0.5, 1.4) 1.1 (0.6, 2.0) 0.03
Other 2.3 (1.4, 3.8) 2.2(1.3,3.7)
Ever isolated due to No 1 1
CoVID-19 Yes 15(1.1,20)  14(1.0,2.0) 0.04
- Cohabitation status Not living with partner 1 1
(]
o3 E Living with partner 1.0 (0.7, 1.4) 1.1(0.8, 1.4) 0.81
©
E 2 Food insecurity No or less than before 1 1
o S during the <0.0001
5 £ pandemic Yes more than before 2.4 (1.8, 3.3) 2.2 (1.6, 3.0)
I g Residential area Rural 1 1
© Urban 1.2 (0.8, 1.7) 1.0 (0.7, 1.5) 0.80
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Country social Low stringency 1 1
S{f’lt:‘;::g High stringency 0.5 (0.3, 0.8) 0.6 (0.4, 0.9) 0.04
Gender inequality Low equality 1 1
index (GI) High equality 0.7 (0.5, 1.1) 0.8 (0.5, 1.3) 0.41
Social progress Low progress 1 1
index (SP1) High progress 0.6 (0.4, 0.9) 0.4 (0.1, 1.4) 0.14
World Bank country High 1 1
income level Upper-middle 1.4 (0.8, 2.3) 0.5(0.2,1.7) 0.49
Low or Lower-middle 1.7 (0.4, 6.7) 0.7 (0.1,4.2)

"Total N is lower due to missing data.

2 Accounts for clustering by country.

3 Adjusted for all other covariates. Accounts for clustering by country. The final model includes data from 20 countries—
Australia, Canada, Colombia, France Germany, Italy, Latvia, Lebanon, Luxembourg, Malaysia, Mexico, Moldova,
Mozambique, Nigeria, Panama, Portugal, Singapore, Spain, Uruguay, and USA.

3 This is the p-value for the final model. Global p-values were determined by likelihood ratio tests.

Note: Ethnic minority status was excluded in regression models due to missing values.

Sensitivity Analyses

A sensitivity analysis among the 749 participants from LMIC resulted in the same overall
associations between social isolation (aOR 1.8, 95%CI 0.6, 1.7, p=0.02), food insecurity
(aOR 3.4, 95% CI1 1.5, 3.8, p=0.0004), and country social distancing stringency level (aOR
0.5, 95% CI 0.3, 0.8, p=0.02) (S7 Table A). A sensitivity analysis among 2867 participants to
operationalise IPV with another standard definition which only includes physical and sexual
violence resulted in similar directions and effect sizes for social isolation (aOR 1.6, 95% CI
0.9, 2.8, p=0.13), food insecurity (aOR 2.0, 95% CI 1.2, 3.5, p=0.02), and country social
distancing stringency level (aOR 0.5, 95% CI 0.3, 1.0, p=0.06) compared to the final model

(S7 Table B). However, fewer correlates appeared to be associated with this IPV outcome.

Discussion

12.1% of middle-aged and older adults reported experiencing IPV in the period between their
local social distancing measures and the I-SHARE survey. The prevalence of IPV was the
same between males and females and decreased as age group increased. Psychological

violence was the most common subtype of violence. Increased isolation, increased food
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400 insecurity and lower social distancing stringency were associated with greater IPV among
401 middle-aged and older adults. This secondary analysis of I-SHARE 2020-21 extends the

402 literature by focusing on middle-aged and older adults using multi-country data.

403  The overall prevalence of IPV during COVID-19 among middle-aged and older adults

404  estimated by this study was found to be higher than the 7.0% (1,070/15,336) of participants
405 from the whole I-SHARE sample who reported experiencing IPV. The most common form of
406 IPV across all middle and older age groups was psychological violence. This is consistent
407  with the existing literature on IPV during COVID-19 (22-26) and broader patterns seen in
408 IPV (27-29). Psychological violence was found to overlap with physical and sexual subtypes
409 of IPV. Previous studies suggest that psychological violence is an important risk factor for

410  other types of violence (27,28).

411 Several studies have highlighted the extreme toll that psychological violence has on mental
412  distress (30,31), self-esteem, feeling worthless, loss of identity, as well as a higher

413  prevalence of post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD) and complex-PTSD (29,32-34).

414  Unfortunately, middle-aged and older people experiencing IPV during the pandemic also had
415  reduced access to IPV support services (35) and general mental health resources (36). Low
416  digital connectivity among this age group has also made many remote service replacements

417  inaccessible, leaving them without access to necessary support (37).

418  There was strong evidence that having isolated due to COVID-19 was associated with

419 increased odds of IPV compared to those who did not isolate among middle-aged and older
420  adults. This finding coincides with a broader base of literature that identifies social isolation
421  as arisk factor for IPV (38-40) and conversely that social support is protective (41). During
422  the pandemic, many people self-isolated (42). There are several possible explanations for
423  the observed association between social isolation and experiences of IPV. Isolation leads to
424  weakened social networks, decreasing help-seeking opportunities while increasing a

425  perpetrator’s ability to control and coerce survivors (38). Additionally, perpetrators could

19


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.09.26.23296197
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.09.26.23296197; this version posted September 27, 2023. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in
perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

426  blame survivors who are isolating due to symptoms or exposure to COVID-19 for putting
427  them at risk of infection, triggering heightened stress, anxiety, and poor mental health in both

428  survivors and perpetrators, which could lead to new or escalating forms of IPV (22,26,43).

429  Higher odds of IPV were observed in people who experienced increased food insecurity
430  during the COVID-19 pandemic compared to those who did not. The association between
431 food insecurity and IPV has been well established in many countries (44-46). Food

432  insecurity is often discussed in the context of a general lack of material security, such as
433  housing or economic insecurity (44—46). Stress theory suggests that insufficient or limited
434  resources at the individual and household level is a source of tension that can increase risk
435  of IPV (45-47). It posits that stress associated with too much demand over too little

436  resources leads to IPV (47).

437  We found lower odds of IPV in countries with higher social distancing stringency. Current
438 literature on the effect of social distancing policies on IPV has produced mixed evidence on
439 its relationship with IPV (13), and in many previous studies, social distancing was found to
440  be associated with an increased prevalence of IPV while simultaneously keeping IPV hidden
441  (5,48,49). Our study findings among middle-aged and older adults were inconsistent with
442  most of these previous findings. One potential explanation may be that these countries with
443  more stringent social distancing policies might also be more likely to implement stronger
444  social protections (50). Literature on social protection during COVID-19 shows that cash
445  transfers were the most commonly implemented social protections, as well as food vouchers
446  and wage subsidies (51). These protections were primarily implemented by high-income
447  countries alongside social distancing policies (51). Without indexes that capture the impact
448  of concurrent COVID-19 policy responses, the relationship between social distancing

449  stringency, social protections, and IPV cannot be disaggregated.

450  Our study has several limitations. We used a cross-sectional online survey, which is unable

451 to determine the direction of association between correlates and outcomes. As a result,
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452  causal claims cannot be made for any of the correlates identified in this study. Participants
453  may not be comfortable disclosing experiences of IPV which could lead to an

454  underestimation of the prevalence of IPV.

455  Missing data from this study could impact the generalisability of the findings and is a

456 limitation. About 30% of people had missing IPV outcome data. However, people with

457  missing data for IPV had similar sociodemographic characteristics to those people who were
458 included in the descriptive analysis. Efforts were made to increase the generalisability of
459 these findings by using diverse sampling methods in the I-SHARE survey, such as including
460 population representative sampling frames and using online panels (S2 Table). Sensitivity
461 analysis showed that the model is also sensitive across LMIC subpopulations, with the same

462  directions of associations and larger effect sizes compared to the final model (S7 Table A).

463  Further studies are needed to understand the relationship between country level variables,
464 like social distancing stringency, and the pathways through which they impact IPV in various
465  country settings. Future research to evaluate the impacts of social distancing and social

466  protection policies on IPV during COVID-19 are needed. Until now, research on violence
467  during COVID-19 considers single policy measures. Intimate partner violence and the

468 intersection of aging is a complex phenomenon that needs to be understood in the context of
469  suites of pandemic and crisis policies, which interact in multifaceted ways to shape

470  experiences of violence. Detailed examination of mediation effects and cross-level

471 interactions within the social-ecological theory is needed to continue to expand the

472  understanding of how correlates are associated with IPV.

473
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