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DOES FEMALE ECONOMIC EMPOWERMENT LOWER THE 

PREVELANCE OF SPOUSAL VIOLENCE?

Theory 1 – Household bargaining

Improved status leads to greater partnership 
prospects outside the union, reducing violence.

Aizer (2010) – US → reductions in wage gap 
reduced prevalence of violence.

Hidrobo (2016) – Ecuador → cash transfers to 
women reduced violence.
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Aizer (2010) – US → reductions in wage gap 
reduced prevalence of violence.

Hidrobo (2016) – Ecuador → cash transfers to 
women reduced violence.

Theory 2 – Gender norms

Men respond to threats to their position with 
violence.

Bruenig (2021) – Australia → women earning 
more than male partner experience increased 
violence.

Erten and Keskin (2018) – Turkey → increase in 
women’s schooling led to an increase in 
emotional violence.



THE CASE IN PNG? GENDER NORMS ARE DOMINANT

Do improvements in status decrease women’s experience of spousal violence?

 The case in PNG? This research finds gender norms are dominant.

 Women who earn more cash than their partner experience 17pp more physical violence.

 smaller effects for employment and education.

 Finding supports existing qualitative evidence.

 Policies and programs that seek to reduce violence solely via economic empowerment risk having the opposite 
effect.
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METHOD

 Data: 2016-18 PNG Demographic and Health Survey. 

 3,648 partnered women interviewed for DV module.

 2,423 male partners of women who completed the DV module interviewed.

 How to measure status? Household wealth, earnings, education and employment.

 Estimating effect of improvements in status (household bargaining theory):

𝑠𝑝𝑣𝐿𝑇𝑀𝑖 = 𝛽0 + 𝛽1𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑢𝑠. 𝑣𝑎𝑟𝑖𝑎𝑏𝑙𝑒𝑖 + 𝑋𝑖 + 𝜖𝑖

 Estimating effect of breaking norms (gender norms theory):

𝑠𝑝𝑣𝐿𝑇𝑀𝑖 = 𝛽0 + 𝛽1𝑏𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑘. 𝑛𝑜𝑟𝑚𝑖 + 𝑋𝑖 + 𝜖𝑖
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RESULTS



HOUSEHOLD BARGAINING – NOT EVIDENT



GENDER NORMS – DOMINANT IN PNG



EFFECT OF OTHER DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS



ALTERNATIVE EXPLANATIONS



DO VIOLENT MEN HAVE LOW EARNINGS POTENTIAL?



 Endogeneity – estimates provide a lower bound.

 Risk of reverse causation? Low, as partners of norm-breakers are better educated and more employed than 

average.

COULD REPORTING EFFECTS BE BIASED TOWARDS HIGHER-STATUS 

WOMEN?

 No consensus in literature on magnitude or direction.



AND THERE ARE PLENTY OF OTHER EXAMPLES OF REPORTING BIAS



COULD HIGHER STATUS HOUSEHOLDS BE MORE  VIOLENT IN 

GENERAL?

Baseline – violence 

experienced by women

Alternative – violence 

experienced by men

Household bargaining models Gender norms models



THREATS TO IDENTIFICATION

Improvements in status
 GOAL: Prevalence of violence
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DISCUSSION



CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS

 Findings support the gender norms theory, and not the household bargaining theory.

 Improvements in status (particularly financial resources) linked to higher rates of violence.

 Finding challenges basic assumptions about female empowerment and domestic violence.

 Policies and programs that seek to reduce violence via economic empowerment risk having the opposite effect.

 Future study? Comparison of costs of separation across countries.



DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS



OCCUPATIONS

Value Label Formal sector occupation Share of sample 
0 not working and didn’t work in last 12 months N 65.4 
11 legislators and senior officials Y 0.1 
12 company and corporate managers Y 0.0 
13 general managers (small businesses) Y 0.3 
21 physical, mathematical, and engineering science professionals Y 0.0 
22 life science and health professionals Y 0.3 
23 teaching professionals Y 2.6 
24 other professionals Y 0.3 
31 physical science and engineering associate professionals Y 0.1 
32 life science and health associate professionals Y 0.3 
33 teaching associate professionals Y 0.2 
34 other associate professionals Y 0.5 
41 office clerks Y 0.6 
42 customer service clerks Y 1.1 
51 personal and protective services workers Y 0.4 
52 sales-workers, demonstrators and models Y 4.0 
61 market - oriented skilled agricultural, animal and fishery workers Y 1.1 
62 subsistence agricultural and fishery workers N 14.4 
71 extraction and building trades workers Y 0.0 
72 metal and machinery trades workers Y 0.0 
73 precision, handicraft, printing and related workers Y 0.0 
74 other craft and related trades workers Y 0.1 
81 stationary-plant and related operators Y 0.0 
82 machine operators and assemblers Y 0.1 
83 drivers and mobile machinery operators Y 0.0 
91 sales and services elementary occupations Y 6.6 
92 agricultural, fishery and related labourers Y 0.5 
93 labourers in mining construction, manufacturing and transport Y 0.3 
96 other Y 1.5 
99998 don’t know N 0.0 

 



SATURATED RESULTS
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