
Each victim of IPV is unique, with their own personality and with specific circumstances (Rhodes & Baranoff, 1998), and as such this heterogeneity makes it difficult to establish a specific profile (McPherson, Delva & Crandford, 2007). According to James, Johnson and Raghavan (2004), the characteristics that have generally been associated with victims of IPV include having witnessed violence in their family of origin, having little social support, living in a marginal community and lacking employment. In particular, economic dependence is one of the most commonly reported risk factors in the scientific literature, since it exerts a major influence on the victim's decision to continue in the violent relationship (Walker, 1999). According to various authors, belonging to socially disadvantaged sectors with limited economic resources (unemployment, economic dependence by the female on the husband, poverty, etc.) could favour the occurrence of IPV (Heise & García-Moreno, 2002; Kalmus & Straus, 1983; Walker, 1999).

Recent studies have found a relationship between poverty and IPV (Andersson et al., 2009; Tokuç, Ekuklu & Avcioglu, 2010). The meta-analysis carried out in various countries by Puente-Martínez, Ubillos-Landa, Echeburúa and Páez-Rovira (2016) confirms that the victim's educational level, a country's low economic development, limited social rights, the lack of democratisation of the State and cultures of honour based on sexist attitudes that tolerate violence are risk factors for IPV. The research done by Zarza & Froján (2005) in the United States, in which Latin American immigrant women participated, showed that the imbalance of power between Latino men and women led women to depend economically on men, which is a factor that is extremely important in the chronification of abuse. Another study conducted by Tokuç et al. (2010) with a sample of women from Turkey found a link between violence and economic dependence, such that the risk of violence was twice as high among those with the least economic resources. Similarly, the study by Ali, Asad, Mogren and Krantz (2011) of Pakistani victims of IPV identified a probability of more than two between IPV and a low socioeconomic level. 

In the opinion of Arriagada (2005), inequality and poverty are phenomena that are increasing in Latin America. The predominant traditional view in Central America is based on the man's role as the main breadwinner and the person responsible for family authority, since traditional fatherhood roles and male hegemony persist in these countries; meanwhile, the role of the female is passive, and she is subordinate to the male. For example, the study carried out in Nicaragua by reported a correlation between IPV and high rates of poverty (Ellsberg, Peña, Herrera, Liljestrand & Winkvist, 1999). Similar results were obtained in Chile for the relationship between a low socioeconomic level and the presence of violence (Cevallo, Ramírez, Castillo, Caballero & Lozoff, 2004). 

According to Heise & García-Moreno (2002) poverty could prevent women from ending a violent relationship. However, some authors argue that abuse is present in all social classes (Carlshamre, 2005), and that its occurrence is more apparent among the most disadvantaged sectors of the population (Alberdi & Matas, 2002). In addition, although there seems to be a relationship between poverty and IPV, a lack of resources is not the most important explanatory factor, since it is linked to other factors associated with poverty, such as substance abuse and a history of violence in the family of origin (Buzawa & Buzawa, 2014; Lemaitre, García-Jaramillo & Ramírez, 2014). 


As for their employment situation, women victims of IPV who work in low-wage occupations are less likely to end the abusive relationship (Gelles, 1976). Ellsberg et al. (2008) found evidence of the relationship between having a job and the absence of abuse in a study of women in ten countries (Bangladesh, Brazil, Ethiopia, Japan, Peru, Namibia, Samoa, Serbia, Thailand and Tanzania). This means that remaining in a violent relationship does not only affect income disparity between the partners, since other variables must be included (the presence of minors, availability of housing, access to economic resources other than income). As a result, it is necessary to make a distinction between economic dependence, based on a lack of resources, and subjective economic dependence, based on perceived vulnerability due to cognitions (Bornstein, 2006; Strube & Barbur, 1983; 1984). 


According to Rhodes & Baranoff (1998), a lack of control over the situation, low self-esteem and emotional dependence on the abuser may be more significant than the socioeconomic variables, so that women remaining in a situation of violence could be due to multiple reasons (Edin, Dahlgren, Lalos & Högberg, 2010; Expósito, Herrera, Moya & Glick, 2010; Heise, Ellsberg & Gottemoeller, 1999; Macy & Rizo, 2011; Sagot, 2005; Schuler, Lenzi & Yount, 2011). The risk factors that prevent women from ending their relationship with their abuser could be related to the characteristics of the abuse, i.e. its severity, a history of abuse in the woman's life history, fear of further attacks and the consequences thereof, attitudes to gender roles, the normalisation of violence, non-acceptance of the failure of the relationship, the presence of children, fear of breaking up the family and coping with the children alone, the guilt and the interference that this would entail within family life, the lack of alternatives, pressure from the surrounding people, social shame, family and social isolation, emotional dependence, the importance of the marital commitment and submission to the husband (Heise et al. 1999; Kelly, 2000; McAllister, 2000; Moral & Sirvent, 2009; Strube & Barbour, 1984; Watts & Zimmerman, 2002). 


Some authors theorise that attachment and dependence are reinforced in the upbringing of girls, and the search for love is prioritised due to a fear of remaining single, which facilitates positions of subordination towards others (Martínez-Benlloch, Bonilla, Gomez & Bayot, 2008). For all of the reasons above, the victim's emotional shortcomings and social isolation could lengthen the amount time they remain in a relationship with their abuser (González-Ortega, Echeburúa & Corral, 2008). Based on all of the above, it follows that emotional dependence on the abuser could explain why that a woman persists in a violent relationship. 


In addition, the normalisation of violence in some cultures may prevent the cycle of violence from being broken (Ellsberg, Heise, Peña, Agurto & Winkvist, 2001; Schuler & Islam, 2008; Walker, 1989), as found in the study by Ortiz (2002) with women in Cali (Colombia), in which 47% had suffered abuse and 26.7% did not consider themselves to be abused despite being forced to have sex and having been beaten. The study by Boira, Carbajosa and Méndez (2016) of men and women in Ecuador shows that the social context fosters impunity and limits the victim's opportunities to end the relationship with the abuser. From this, it follows that patriarchal beliefs help to perpetuate IPV and reinforce acceptance of it (Gracia, 2014).


According to the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP, 2013), 15% of Nicaraguan women have suffered some form of abuse, which was perpetrated by their partner in 13% of cases. León, the city where this study was carried out, is the second most populated city in Nicaragua after the capital. More than half of its approximately 185,000 inhabitants live below the poverty line, significant pockets of the population live in extreme poverty (Vázquez, 2013; 2016), and this is to a large extent passed on from generation to generation (Vázquez & Panadero, 2016). In addition, IPV is too common in Nicaragua, although this issue is relatively invisible and rare in scientific literature.


In the opinion of sources of Commissariat for Women (CW) in León (Nicaragua), the use of violence seems to be part of the values ​​and beliefs that govern family dynamics. As shown in Table 1, where the complaints that were registered from 2013 to June 2015 appear, most aggressors have a kinship relationship with the victims.
Table 1. Relationship between aggressors and victims

	
	Total 
	2013
	2014
	2015

	
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n

	Couple
	29.4
	1,691
	33.1
	703
	27.7
	663
	25.8
	325

	Ex couple
	20.0 
	1,155
	19.7
	418
	21.0
	492
	19.3 
	245

	Father
	13.9 
	800
	8.8 
	187
	15.1 
	364
	19.7 
	249

	Sons
	5.0
	291
	4.6 
	97
	5.2 
	124
	5.6
	70

	Grandparents
	0.7
	34
	1.1
	23
	0.5 
	11
	0.0
	0

	Uncles
	2.5
	136
	1.7 
	36
	3.0
	71
	2.3
	29

	Brothers
	5.8
	335
	7.0
	149
	5.3 
	128
	4.6 
	58

	Cousins
	2.4
	132 
	1.6
	35
	3.0
	71
	2.0
	26

	Brothers in law
	1.8
	100
	1.8 
	39
	1.8  
	45
	1.3 
	16

	Boyfriends
	2.0
	115
	1.8
	38
	2.2 
	53
	1.9
	24

	Friends
	0.8
	43
	0.5
	11
	0.7 
	17
	1.2 
	15

	Neighbors
	3.9
	227
	4.0
	86
	3.5 
	83
	4.6
	58

	Unknown
	0.6
	29
	0.7 
	14
	0.6
	14
	0.1
	1

	Step parents
	1.7
	92 
	1.4
	30
	1.6 
	40
	1.8
	22

	Others
	10.5
	594
	12.2
	258
	8.9
	213
	9.8
	123

	Total 
	
	
	100
	2,124
	100
	2,389
	100
	1,261



On the other hand, the same institution has reported that violence occurs to a greater extent towards women over the age of 18, however, more than 25% of the complaints were filed for violence against children under 18 years of age (Table 2). 
Table 2. Age range of victims of violence
	
	n 
	< 13
	13-14
	15-17
	18-25
	26-45
	> 45

	
	
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n

	2013
	2,124
	10.7
	227
	7.1
	151
	9.8
	208
	21.0
	446
	40.4
	858
	11.0
	234

	2014
	2,389
	12.8
	306
	3.4
	81
	7.5
	179
	23.9
	571
	37.3
	891
	15.1
	361

	2015
	1,261
	15.3
	194
	5.5
	69
	8.1
	102
	27.3
	345
	26.2
	330
	17.5
	221



In Nicaragua there seems to be acceptance of the use of violence against women and minors, a problem that is aggravated by the situation of extreme poverty that is transmitted generationally (Vázquez & Panadero 2016). To this problem is added the closure of the CW, an institution that had provided support to victims of violence in Nicaragua until the year 2016.

The aim of this study is to examine the influence exerted by the precarious economic situation on remaining in violent relationships, and to identify other reasons why the victims of IPV in the context of extreme poverty in León do not end the cycle of violence that persists in their lives.

Method
Participants


The participants in the research were 136 women living in extreme poverty, who were victims of IPV in León (Nicaragua). This group is difficult to access, and lives subject to a particularly severe range of stressful situations (Vázquez, Panadero & Rivas, 2015). The criterion for inclusion in the sample was being a woman over 18 years of age, a victim of IPV and being in a situation of poverty. 


The interviewees, whose mean age was 32 years old, had on average two children. Just over half were married or in a stable union (56%). The most common level of education is basic. The primary breadwinner in the household, in which four people lived on average, was the spouse or partner, in 43% of cases. About 36% of the participants had no income of their own.


As regards the situation of abuse, the interviewees began to live with their abuser at an average age of 20 years old, and had been living with him - or had lived with him - for an average of 9 years. 42% were living with their abuser when the interview took place. In addition, all the interviewees were victims of psychological and physical violence, and 67% had suffered from sexual violence. The abuse occurred on a daily basis for one in four interviewees, and several times a week in 45% of cases.
Table 3. Sociodemographic characteristics of the sample. Cohabitation, abuse and of complaint procedures among poor women victims of IPV in León (Nicaragua)

	
	%
	n
	Mean (SD)

	Mean Age (SD)
	
	
	31.67 years (8.921)

	Number of children (DT)
	
	
	2.23 (1.655)

	Marital status
	
	
	

	   Single
	24.3
	33
	

	   Married
	22.8
	31
	

	   De facto union 
	33.8
	46
	

	   Separated 
	16.2
	22
	

	   Divorced 
	2.9
	4
	

	Level of education
	
	
	

	   No education
	2.9
	4
	

	   Primary education
	68.4
	93
	

	   Medium level of education
	17.7
	24
	

	   Higher education
	11.1
	15
	

	Employment status
	
	
	

	Student 
	0.7
	1
	

	Unemployed  
	11.8
	16
	

	Housewife
	27.9
	38
	

	Casual employment
	29.4
	40
	

	Dependent stable employment
	19.9
	27
	

	Independent stable employment
	10.3
	14
	

	People living in the home
	
	
	4.48 (2.488)

	Interviewees without independent income
	35.8
	48
	

	Primary breadwinner
	
	
	

	   Interviewee
	24.8
	33
	

	   Spouse
	42.9
	57
	

	   Other
	27.8
	37
	

	Approximate level of household income
	
	
	

	    Less than 20 dollars a week
	20.7
	25
	

	    Between 20 and 40 dollars a week
	30.6
	37
	

	    Between 40 and 80 dollars a week
	24.8
	30
	

	    More than 80 dollars a week
	24.0
	29
	

	Interviewee's income level
	
	
	

	    No independent income
	35.8
	48
	

	    Less than 10 dollars a week
	7.5
	10
	

	    Between 10 and 20 dollars a week
	24.6
	33
	

	    Between 20 and 40 dollars a week
	22.4
	30
	

	    More than 40 dollars a week
	9.7
	13
	

	At some time in her life
	
	
	

	She has had significant financial problems
	72.8
	99
	

	She has had major unemployment problems
	52.2
	71
	

	Age at which she began to live with the abuser 
	
	
	19.91 years (4.929)

	Length of time spent living with the abuser 
	
	
	9.16 years (6.789)

	Lives with her abuser
	41.9
	57
	

	Duration of the abuse
	
	
	6.25 years (5.481)

	Type of abuse
	
	
	

	   Psychological
	100
	136
	

	   Physical
	100
	136
	

	   Sexual
	66.9
	91
	

	Frequency of the abuse
	
	
	

	   Daily 
	24.2
	32
	

	   2-3 times/week
	44.7
	59
	

	   Fortnightly
	22.7
	30
	

	   Once a month
	8.3
	11
	


Instrument 


The information was obtained by means of a structured interview that lasted between 45 and 80 minutes. In the interview, in addition to the interviewee's economic and employment situation, variables related to the reasons that led some of the participants to not separate from their abuser were considered, including risk factors reported in the scientific literature (Edin et al. 2010; Heise et al. 1999; Macy & Rizo 2011; Sagot 2005), consisting of 13 items with a dichotomous response.
Procedure 

Access to the interviewees was possible thanks to the support provided by various associations and institutions working with women living in poverty in León, including the Commissariat for Women (CW) of the Nicaraguan National Police. They were accessed by means of two strategies. First, the CW contacted women who had contacted their units to file a complaint concerning IPV during the year before the study. Associations that collaborate with the CW contacted victims of IPV who had not filed a complaint about abuse. After locating each participant, the interviews began by explaining the objectives of the research, and informed consent was requested to carry them out. The associations and the CW took the necessary measures to guarantee the safety of the victims. 51.6% of the women were interviewed in their homes, 38.9% in the offices of the CW in León, and 9.5% in the offices of various associations that actively collaborate with the CW. 

Data analysis

The database was developed and processed with SPSS (version 22.0 for Windows, IBM, Armonk, NY). The Chi-square statistic was used for the nominal variables, to examine statistically significant differences between interviewees living with their abuser and those with economic difficulties who stated that various reasons prevented them from ending the violent relationship. In order for a result to be considered statistically significant, a probability of committing a type I error of p ≤ .05 was adopted. Cramer's V statistic was applied to analyse the effect of the association between the variables (.10 ≤ V ≤ .29, weak ratio; .30 ≤ V ≤ .49, moderate ratio), and the risk was examined using the odds ratio (OR) with 95% confidence intervals (CI). Likewise, a binary logistic regression analysis was performed in order to identify which variables predict continuing to live with the abuser. The dependent variable was defined as "currently living with the abuser", and had two values: 0, "did not live with" and 1, "lived with the abuser". The independent variables were those for which statistically significant differences were found between the two groups in the previous univariate analysis. 


The minimum sample size required for the main analyses was calculated using the G*Power software package (version 3.0 for Windows). For a size with effect .5, a significance of .005 and a power of .95, the sample size required for the analyses would be 80 participants. The sample therefore exceeded the necessary size.

Results

As shown in Table 4, around eight out of ten interviewees did not end the violent relationship because they felt it would affect their children. Two out of three interviewees chose to remain married to their abuser despite everything. Furthermore, around three out of five continued to live with him because they loved him and for fear of his reaction. Half of the participants did not separate because of a lack of economic resources, as well as thinking it is not right for a woman to leave the home. To a lesser extent, they were influenced by the lack of social support and/or their family being upset.
Table 4. Main reasons for continuing to live with the abuser among women living in poverty and victims of IPV in León (Nicaragua)

	
	%
	n

	Reasons why they decided not to stop living with their abuser 
	
	

	Thinking that it was best for the children
	78.7
	107

	Preferring to remain married despite everything 
	64.7
	88

	Because she loved him
	62.5
	85

	Fear of his reaction
	62.5
	85

	What people would say
	56.6
	77

	Lack of financial resources
	51.5
	70

	Thinking it is not right for a woman to leave the home
	50.7
	69

	Fear of being alone
	48.5
	66

	Not knowing where to go
	37.9
	54

	Fear of losing him
	36.8
	50

	Thinking that no one would support her decision
	33.1
	45

	Think that her family would be upset
	22.1
	30

	Her religion
	8.8
	12



As can be seen in Table 5, there are statistically significant differences between the interviewees who broke up with and those who continued to live with their abuser. In the group of victims of IPV who were living with their abuser at the time of the interview, a higher percentage reported that someone else (other than the interviewee) was the main income earner in the household. The odd ratio analysis indicates that the risk of continuing to live with the abuser is higher among the interviewees who were not the main breadwinner. There was also a moderate effect relationship between the two variables. Meanwhile, a higher percentage of the interviewees who ended the violent relationship had a household income level not exceeding 20 dollars a week. There were no statistically significant differences due to the lack of income, the failure of the interviewee to reach an income level of 20 dollars per week, or having had major financial problems at some point in her life. 


As for their employment situation, a larger percentage of the interviewees who did not live with their abuser were employed and had independent stable employment. No statistically significant differences were found for working as a housewife, working occasionally, having dependent stable employment and/or having had major unemployment problems at some point in her life. 
Table 5. Relationship between living with the abuser and the economic and employment situation among poor women victims of IPV in León (Nicaragua)

	
	Does she live with her abuser?
	
	
	
	

	
	No (n=79 )
	Yes (n=57 )
	(2
	OR
	CI 95%
	Vc

	
	%
	n
	%
	n
	
	
	
	

	Economic situation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No income level
	58.2
	46
	63.2
	36
	.562
	---
	---
	---

	The interviewee was not the primary breadwinner in the household
	62.0
	49
	89.5
	51
	12.817***
	5.204
	1.992 - 13.594
	.307

	Household income level (up to 20 dollars/week)
	27.5
	19
	11.5
	6
	4.630*
	2.913
	1.070 - 7.930
	.196

	Interviewee's income level (up to 20 dollars/week)
	56.3
	27
	42.1
	16
	1.697
	---
	---
	---

	Has had major financial problems at some point in her life
	75.9
	60
	68.4
	39
	.948
	---
	---
	---

	Employment status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Unemployed  
	16.5
	13
	5.3
	3
	3.996*
	.282
	.075 - 1.041
	.171

	Housewife
	26.6
	21
	29.8
	17
	.173
	---
	---
	---

	Casual worker
	26.3
	20
	35.1
	20
	1.523
	---
	---
	---

	Dependent stable employment
	17.7
	14
	22.8
	13
	.538
	---
	---
	---

	Independent stable employment
	15.2
	12
	3.5
	2
	4.892*
	.203
	.044 - .948
	.190

	Has had major unemployment problems at some point in her life
	57.0
	45
	45.6
	26
	1.709
	---
	---
	---


N.B: *p ( .05; **p ( .01; ***p ( .001     

Table 6 shows that a larger percentage of the participants who lived with their abuser were influenced by various reasons related to emotional dependence (loving him, fear of losing him, what people would say and/or preferring to remain married to him). A moderate effect relationship was found for this last variable. The odds ratio indicates that the fear of losing him and/or what people would say presents a greater risk for continuing to live with the abuser. The risk for continuing to live with the abuser is greater in reasons including what people would say and loving him.

Table 6. Relationship between living with the abuser and the reasons that influenced the decision not to leave the abuser among poor women victims of IPV in León (Nicaragua)

	
	     Does she live with her 
                 abuser?
	
	
	

	
	No (n=79)
	Yes (n=57)
	
	
	
	

	
	%
	n
	%
	n
	(2
	OR
	CI 95%
	Vc

	Reasons that influenced continuing cohabitation 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Thinking that it was best for the children
	77.2
	61
	80.7
	46
	.624
	---
	---
	---

	Preferring to remain married despite everything 
	51.9
	41
	82.5
	47
	13.538***
	4.356
	1.932 - 9.820
	.316

	Because she loved him
	69.0
	40
	91.8
	45
	8.506**
	5.063
	1.580 - 16.216
	.282

	Fear of his reaction
	62.0
	49
	63.2
	36
	.018
	---
	---
	---

	What people would say
	46.8
	37
	70.2
	40
	7.343**
	2.671
	1.301 - 5.483
	.232

	Lack of financial resources
	51.9
	41
	50.9
	29
	.906
	---
	---
	---

	Thinking it is not right for a woman to leave the home
	44.3
	35
	59.6
	34
	3.119
	---
	---
	---

	Fear of being alone
	32.9
	26
	22.8
	13
	1.653
	---
	---
	---

	Not knowing where to go
	41.8
	33
	36.8
	21
	.562
	---
	---
	---

	Fear of losing him
	37.9
	22
	57.1
	28
	3.938*
	2.182
	1.005 - 4.738
	.192

	Thinking that no one would support her decision
	31.6
	25
	35.1
	20
	.674
	---
	---
	---

	Think that her family would be upset
	20.3
	16
	24.6
	14
	.550
	---
	---
	---

	Her religion
	8.9
	7
	8.8
	5
	.986
	---
	---
	---


N.B: *p ( .05; **p ( .01; ***p ( .001     

A logistic regression analysis was performed in order to confirm which variables predict maintaining the relationship with the abuser most accurately (Table 7). The analysis included as predictor variables those that were statistically significant, and for which a probability of risk of maintaining the relationship was found. The resulting equation model for predicting that the woman continues to live with the abuser provides a correct estimate in 74.3% of cases ((2 = 27.312; p = .000). Meanwhile, Nagelkerke's R2  statistic estimates an value for the fit of 0.317 and the Hosmer and Lemeshow test ((2 = 3.905; p = .791) indicates that there are no statistically significant differences between the classifications observed and those predicted, which leads to a formal acceptance of the fit of the resulting equation model.
Table 7. Results of the logistic regression analysis for the prediction of continuing in the violent relationship

	
	B
	TE
	Wald
	p
	Exp(B)
	CI 95%

	The interviewee was not the primary breadwinner in the household
	1.907
	.662
	8.297
	.004
	6.731
	1.839 - 24.632

	Household income level (up to 20 dollars/week)
	.619
	.755
	.672
	.412
	1.857
	.423 - 8.153

	What people would say
	-.511
	.568
	.810
	.368
	.600
	.197 - 1.826

	Because she loved him
	1.684
	.797
	4.461
	.035
	5.388
	1.129 - 25.713

	Fear of losing him
	.492
	.505
	.949
	.330
	1.635
	.608 - 4.397

	Preferring to remain married despite everything
	.772
	.595
	1.687
	.194
	2.165
	.675 - 6.944

	Constant
	-6.652
	1.944
	11.708
	.001
	.001
	


N.B: B: coefficient; TE: typical error; p: probability; Exp(B): exponentiated coefficient; CI: 95% confidence interval      
Discussion and conclusions

The results found in the sample of women victims of IPV living in a context of extreme poverty provide relevant data on the correlation between economic precariousness and women continuing in a violent relationship (Expósito et al., 2010; Heise et al., 1999), and add information to the abundant scientific literature, which seems to confirm the influence of dependence on the part for economic reasons in continuing to live with the abuser.


First, the victims of IPV had a low economic level, with about 36% lacking their own income and more than 50% had a household income level of less than 40 dollars per week (the poverty threshold in Nicaragua is established at 290 dollars per month for an average household with four people) (Treminio, 2013). As pointed out by various studies, poverty and IPV could be closely related (Andersson et al., 2009; Tokuç et al., 2010; Ali et al., 2011). As regards their employment situation, around 40% did not have a job and 28% worked occasionally, which seems to suggest an absence of economic resources from sources other than the partner or other people in the family. However, as some authors point out, suffering from abuse could be a consequence of multiple factors as well as poverty, since a traditional view based on male hegemony in the contribution of income to the household persists in Latin America. This may have influenced the IPV suffered, in addition to other variables related to living in a marginal community (Buzawa & Buzawa, 2014; Lemaitre et al., 2014). 

The lack of economic resources as a main reason for not leaving the abuser is an aspect mentioned extensively by various authors, who that establish that economic dependence exerts a major influence on the victim and prevents them from ending the relationship with the abuser (Heise & García-Moreno, 2002; Kalmus & Straus, 1983; Walker, 1999). However, considering that it would be best for the children, preferring to remain married, loving the abuser and fear of his reaction were among the most common reasons that led the victims in the sample to stay in their relationship. Higher percentages were found for these variables compared to the lack of economic resources, which occurred in 51.5% of the participants. Based on the above, it can be seen that in line with Rhodes and Baranoff (1998), there are some circumstances that could be more significant than economic precariousness even in groups in situations of extreme poverty. Fear of harming the family, the importance of the marital commitment, submission to the husband and the fear of breaking with established patterns of child-rearing, socialisation in subordination to others and the pursuit of love (Martínez-Benlloch et al., 2008) could increase emotional dependence on the abuser and account for the barriers that may have prevented them from ending the relationship (González-Ortega et al., 2008).

Among the interviewees who lived with their abuser (42%), a higher percentage was not the main breadwinners in the household, and there were statistically significant differences and a greater risk of continuing with the cohabitation. These results are consistent with those reported in other studies, according to which the imbalance of power between men and women leads victims to depend economically on the male and to the chronification of abuse (Ali et al., 2011; Ellsberg et al., 1999; Tokuç et al., 2010; Zarza & Froján, 2005). However, a larger percentage of women who did not live with the abuser when the interview took place had a household income level of no more than 20 dollars a week, and were unemployed. In these cases, ending the relationship could have been the gateway to obtaining another source of income, which is impossible without institutional assistance. This means that seeking support while in a situation of extreme poverty is passed on from generation to generation in Nicaragua (Vázquez & Panadero, 2016). In addition to the above, a possible explanation for the statistically significant differences between cohabitation and the employment situation is that being employed could be a protective factor against abuse, and could favour the end of the relationship with the abuser (Ellsberg et al., 2008; Gelles, 1976), as was the case among the participants who had independent stable employment.


In addition to economic dependence, the women many continue to live the situation of violence due to multiple factors (Edin et al., 2010; Heise et al., 1999; Macy & Rizo, 2011; Sagot, 2005; Schuler et al., 2011) and as shown in the results, another type of dependence on the abuser apart from economic dependence may have some influence. Statistically significant differences were found between continuing with the relationship and reasons such as the fear of losing him, because she loved him and preferring to remain married despite everything. As a result, remaining within the institution of marriage and harbouring feelings of affection towards the abuser increased the risk of remaining with the abuser. It is possible that emotional dependence, reluctance to acknowledge the failure of the relationship and patterns of socialisation that have favoured male hegemony and the subordinate role of women seem to be more significant factors in continuing the relationship (Heise et al., 1999; Kelly, 2000; Strube & Barbour, 1984; Watts & Zimmerman, 2002). Furthermore, in cases where the couple were cohabiting, no statistically significant differences were found for reasons that could be associated with contexts of poverty (e.g. lack of economic resources, not knowing where to go). Meanwhile, the lack of social support does not seem to affect the continuation of the relationship (e.g. thinking that no one would support her decision, thinking that the family would be upset, and thinking it is not right for a woman to leave the home). However, for the reason related to what people would say, we observed statistically significant differences and an increased risk of women staying in the relationship, which could be a consequence of the social context that encourages impunity and normalises violence (Boira et al., 2016; Ellsberg et al., 2001; Gracia, 2014; Schuler & Islam, 2008; Walker, 1989).


Traditionally, the literature has emphasised that the victim's economic and financial situation influences their dependence on their abuser, and that poverty could hinder them from ending the violent relationship (Cevallo et al., 2004; Ellsberg et al., 2008; Ellsberg et al., 1999; Gelles, 1976; Heise & García-Moreno, 2002; Zarza & Froján, 2005). However, in this study, which focused on women living in poverty in a less developed country, the logistic regression analysis seems to indicate that harbouring feelings of affection towards the abuser ("because she loved him") could have hindered the participants from reacting by separating from the abuser (Walker, 1989). In accordance with Rhodes and Baranoff (1998), women may remain in a situation of violence for multiple reasons, which are not only related to socioeconomic variables. However, the main risk factor in continuing to live with the abuser among the women living in poverty in Nicaragua who are victims of IPV is that the interviewee is not the primary breadwinner in the household, since this aspect means that the salary is not sufficient to end the relationship. In short, the combination of the variables "loving the abuser" and "not being the primary breadwinner" seem to have been relevant factors in continuing to live with those who abuse them and continuing in the cycle of violence.

In conclusion, it is necessary to study the dependence on the abuser, since the lack of resources and the high level of insecurity are barriers preventing many women from leaving the situation of abuse that reduce their autonomy. However, variables that could be linked to emotional dependence (loving him, fear of losing him, preferring to remain married despite everything) have a significant influence on continuing with the relationship and living with those who inflict harm on them. This is especially relevant in environments where tolerance of violence and poverty has been normalised and continues to be passed down from generation to generation. This means intervention is necessary by means of policies and support mechanisms that economically and psychologically empower women, to remedy the harm that has reduced the fundamental opportunities to which they are entitled. 
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