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One in Three Women Experience
Violence at Hands of a Partner

Lifetime prevalence of intimate partner violence
among women aged 15-49, by region

Source: U.N. Womenré“

SJO1C statista %a



n e POLICY FORUM

POLICY SOCIETY

Women’s economic
empowerment in

Papua New Guinea

Addressing violence to enable women's
economic empowerment

RICHARD EVES

@UN 52

Empower Women,
Says McKee

U @ S. Ambassador to Papua New Guinea, Solomon Islands, and Vanuatu, Erin E. McKee in a statement on
marking her departure on her next assignment highlighted the significance of empowering women in the

CCCCC rv.

\.-f
WOMEN E Asia and the Pacific
e e e e R

Home News & events Stories

UN Women equips female market vendors in Papua New
Guinea with financial literacy skills




DOES FEMALE ECONOMIC EMPOWERMENT LOWER THE

PREVELANCE OF SPOUSAL VIOLENCE?

Theory | — 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.




DOES FEMALE ECONOMIC EMPOWERMENT LOWER THE

PREVELANCE OF SPOUSAL VIOLENCE?

Theory | — 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.

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

etie L.



ATTITUDES

Female respondents

Male respondents

Of which, have partners that:

Do not report

Report
experience of
spousal violence
in lifetime



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):

spvLTM; = By + fistatus.variable; + X; + €;

= Estimating effect of breaking norms (gender norms theory):

spvLTM; = By + Bibreak.norm; + X; + ¢;



DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS
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Employed

By employment status

Not employed
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DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

By level of education By wealth quintile
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RESULTS




HOUSEHOLD BARGAINING —

NOT EVIDENT

Marginal effect of improvement in status
on experience of spousal physical violence

Becoming cash employed -

Becoming formally employed -

Becoming employed -

Additional year of school -

Move up a household wealth quintile -
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GENDER NORMS — DOMINANT IN PNG

Marginal effect of breaking norm
on experience of spousal phyical violence

Cash employed when partner is not -

Formal sector employed when partner is not 1 -—1

Employed when partner is not -

Have more years of school -

Earn more cash -

10 -5 0 5 10 15 20 25 30
Percentage point change




EFFECT OF OTHER DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS
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ALTERNATIVE EXPLANATIONS




DO VIOLENT MEN HAVE LOW EARNINGS POTENTIAL?

Share of group formally employed
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COULD REPORTING EFFECTS BE BIASED TOWARDS HIGHER-STATUS

WOMEN!

= No consensus in literature on magnitude or direction.

Experience of spousal viclence in LTM, by age
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AND THERE ARE PLENTY OF OTHER EXAMPLES OF REPORTING BIAS
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COULD HIGHER STATUS HOUSEHOLDS BE MORE VIOLENT IN

GENERAL!?

Baseline — violence
experienced by women

Alternative — violence
experienced by men

Household bargaining models

Becoming cash employed -

Becoming formally employed q

Becoming employed q

Additional year of school §

[Move up a household wealth quintile q

Marginal effect of improvement in status
on experience of spousal physical violence

Gender norms models
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THREATS TO IDENTIFICATION

= GOAL: Improvements in status » | Prevalence of violence




THREATS TO IDENTIFICATION
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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

Char etic Pearcentage who have experienced  Percentage who have experienced Number of women
physicel viclence since the age of 15 physical violence in the last 12 maonths
Age group
15-19 65.0 65.0 107
20-24 617 55.1 631
25-29 50.4 52.9 &40
30-34 566 509 632
35-39 57.8 48.3 57
40-44 49.9 41.3 464
45-49 419 29.7 314
Residence
Urban 632 57.3 73
Fural 55.6 47.8 2,990
Province
Western 500 448 9
Gulf 50.6 434 58
Central 52.5 448 136
NCD 56.3 450 85
Milne Esy 516 436 184
Northern 45.7 40.1 112
5. Highlands 499 417 226
Eng= 56.0 458.0 101
W. Highlands 54.9 454 157
Chimbu 56.3 491 167
E. Highlands 554 495 307
Morabe 68.0 646 370
Madang 50.1 450 237
E. Sepik 55.1 48.1 188
W. Sepik 52.5 38.8 126
Marmz 629 55.5 33
New Ireland 68.7 46.3 88
E. New Britzin 52.8 45.0 123
W. New Britain 51.5 41.2 118
AF. Bougainville 50.5 48.1 103
Hela 75.6 679 189
Jikawa 58.8 475 159
Employvment
Not employed 56.0 487 2,301
Employed 57.4 49.1 1.064
Education
Nil 519 43.8 a70
Primary 559 48.3 1,362
Becondary 51.2 54.0 T2
Higher 59.0 62.5 161
Wealth guintile
Lowest 53.9 45.8 G644
Second 519 454 668
Third 571 482 673
Fourth 57.0 48.3 636
Highest 51.8 55.6 744
Total 56.5 45.8 3,364




OCCUPATIONS

Value Label Formal sector occupation Share of sample
0 notworking and didn’t work inlast 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 11
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 11
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

Deperdent variahie:

spvlTH
(1) (2] (] [4] 5] (6] ] (8] )] Qo (11}
bn.rearn 0.185™" 01597 0172 0161 0180 oirr 0.153"" 0,156 0144 0143 0143
[0.048) [0.04E] [0.04%) [0.04%] [0.050] [0.051) [0.051) [0.051) [0.051] [0.051) [0.051]
AgE =0uoag™ =0uoag™ =0u0a9™ =0ang™ =009 ~0.00%""" -0u009 =009 ~0008™" -0.008™"
[0.001] 0001 [0.001) {0.001) [0.001) {0.001) [0.001) {0.001) [0.001] [0.001]
rural -0.1a3™ -0a7eT -0.078™ -0 -0.078™" -0a7r -00a1 -0uaso -0.0sLm
[0.021) [0.023) [0.023) [0.024) [0.024) [0.024) [0.024] [0.024] [0.024]
wealthq 0.015™ n.013" 0.014° 0.013" oo 0013 0012 D01z
{0.007) [0.007) [0.008) {0.008) (0.00E) (0.00E] (0.008) 0,008
schaoal 0001 0.0003 -0.0002 -0.000z -0.001 -0u001 0,001
[0.002] [0.003) 0,003) [0.003) [0,003) [0.003) [0,003]
mschool -0.001 -0.001 -0,001 -0.0004 -0.001 0,001
[0.002) {0.002) [0.002) [0.002] [0.002) [0.002]
emp Doz7e 0,043 0044 0045 004"
[0.018) [0.01%) [0.01%] [0.019) [0.01%9]
memp -0.014 -0.018 -0.018 -0.018
[0.01%) [0.01%] [0.018) [0.019)
fmbeat 0.116™" 0118 0.118™
[0.017] [0.017) {0,017
nchild -0.010° -0.009°
[0.005) [0,005)
drought 0015
{0,030
Constant Du2E™™ [¥E T e 0.8915™ 0758 0.7 0.7e3™ 0.7e1™ 0.7e4™" 0.7 0rFa4™ g™
[0.008) [0.034] (0.03E) [0.047) (0.04E) [0.049) [0.049) [0,050] {0,050] [0.050) [0.050]
Observations 3635 3.635 3.535 3.535 3,627 3531 3,531 3531 3511 3,511 3511
R ) 0.004 nozz n.0z8 0.030 0030 0,030 0.031 0031 0045 D045 0048
Adjusted R? 0.003 noz1 n.0z8 0.029 0029 0,023 0.0z% n.oz9 0043 0u043 0.043
Residual 0438 0.493 0492 0.492 0492 0431 0.491 0491 0433 D488 0.488
Sed. Error [df = 3633) [df = 3632) [df = 3631) [df = 3630] [df = 3621) [df = 3524) (df =3523) (df =3522) [df = 3501) (df = 3500) [df =3499)
F Staristic 13.624™ 40,3214+ 354604+ 27.7TTees 22,2984+ 1B.081+++ 16,1004+« 1418144+ 18.316+++ 16.848++= 15,3344+«
{df = 1; 3633) (df =12; 3632) {df =13; 3631) [df = 4; 36307 [df =5; 3621) [df =6; 3524) [df=7; 3523) [df = 8; 3522 {df =9; 3501) [df = 10; 3500} [df=11; 3499
Mae:

‘p<ll.1; *p=0.05; “*p=0.01
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