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ABSTRACT
A KNIFE HIDDEN IN ROSEDEVELOPMENT AND GENDER VIOLENCE
IN THE DOMINICAN REPUBLIC
SEPTEMBER 2013
CRUZ CARIDAD BUENO, B.A., UNIVERSITY OF FLORIDA
Ph.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST

Directed by: Professor James K. Boyce

On September 30, 2012, Jonathan Torres stabbedifieisMiguelina Martinez,
fifty-two times in a beauty salon in Santiago, Darman Republic. Ms. Martinez, 33
years-old, went to the district attorney’s offiaglgeen times in the two weeks prior to
her murder to report that because of her husbandient threats she left her home. He
killed her because she no longer wanted to be hwiith the knife he used was hidden in a
bouquet of roses.

This dissertation interrogates the state of devekat and gender violence in the
Dominican Republic. The first chapter examinesithplications of racial, gender, and
class stratification on the economic and social oopmities of low-income women,
predominantly of African descent, working in thepewr processing zones and as
domestic workers.

The second chapter explores the correlation betwwemen’s economic,
political, and social characteristics and the iroick domestic violence using data from
the Demographic and Health Survey. Further, | t&kich model—the household

bargaining model (HBM) or the male backlash moddBi)—best explains gender

xii



violence. | find that the HBM better predicts ploadiviolence, while the MBM better
predicts sexual violence. However, when | disagategsset-poor women and asset-rich
women, | find that the HBM is more adept at exglagngender violence for asset-rich
women and the MBM for asset-poor women

The third chapter explores the role of women's amén’s endogenous
preferences on the justifications of gender viokenth both the female and male
specifications, there is a positive correlationAin men making more decisions and the
justification of gender violence. Women that suppgender equity are less likely to
justify gender violence; while husbands that ass Ilgender progressive are more likely
to justify gender violence.

Based on my findings, | conclude that the Dominiggvernment’s economic
policies of the last thirty years are the knifeded in the government’s roses or rhetoric
of human development and women'’s rights. To prenmman development and foster
women’s rights, the Dominican government must eikloara new trajectory focused on

human capital formation and a more equitable digtron of income, wealth, and power.
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CHAPTER 1
STRATIFICATION ECONOMICS, BLACK LATIN AMERICAN FEMI  NIST
THOUGHT, AND GRASSROOTS DEVELOPMENT: THE CASE OF LO W—-

INCOME BLACK WOMEN WORKERS

1.1 Introduction

There is a saying in the Dominican Republger‘blanco es professibor “to be
a white man is a professioh.This euphemism, frequently said in jest but grathah
reality, highlights the common knowledge that labwarkets place a premium on men
with white skin, or lighter skin—regardless of edtion, skill, or experience—and that
light-skinned or white men are at the top of thadgred and racial hierarchy. The truth
of this common knowledge has been verified by thekvof Dominican feminist scholars
(Albert Batista 1993, Safa 1995, Valdez 2005, Gu2@09, Curiel 2007) who have
theorized and documented the fashion in which labarkets consistently segregate
visibly black women workers into low-wage and loveguctivity sectors.

The principal aims of this chapter are threefoldst-| provide an analysis of how
Dominican ideology supports and reproduces a sbogahrchy that places dark-skinned
women at the bottom. Second, | demonstrate howr#usl and gendered hierarchy in
turn creates negative externalities that are bosnéow-income black women workers.

Third, | analyze women’s individual and collectivesponses to these negative

1In the Spanish language, adjectives are gendemetthid caselancorefers to a
white manplancarefers to a white women.



externalities, based on fieldwork conducted witackl women working in the export
processing zones (EPZspnd as domestic workers. Despite a rich literatare
Dominican gendered and racial ideology, Black LaBimerican feminist thought
(BLAFT), and the unequal burden neoliberal restrting has placed on women workers,
there is little discussion in the literature ongisely how the intersection of gender and
race—rooted in the experience of colonialism aravesty—continues to stratify black
women workers into the most precarious sectorfi®feconomy, the negative outcomes
they experience as a result, and how they resppreddnomic and social challenges at
the grassroots level in the Dominican RepublicsTdhapter addresses this lacuna.
Neoclassical economic theory predicts that markeed economies will erode
labor market discrimination, because employerseatass of the market that display a
“taste for discrimination” will be driven out of biness as discriminatory practices put
firms at a disadvantage for obtaining the best lamghtest workers, lowering levels of
productivity (Becker 1957). In this study, | fingdidence that contradicts this prediction.
My ethnographic data shows that black women workerse as a means for wealth,
capital, and human capital accumulation for oth@rsns and the private homes that
employ them), but are limited in their ability tocamulate wealth and human capital for
themselves, because employers take advantageial gender, and class discrimination

to devalue their work contributions.

2 Export processing zones are distinct geographégabns, typically near airports
and seaports that facilitate the operation of déimesd transnational corporations in
developing countries. The Dominican governmentrefi@many incentives for firms to
locate in these regions: minimal foreign exchangetrols, free repatriation of profits,
rapid investment licensing procedures, income naemtives, access to cheap credit, duty
free import of raw materials and capital goods, eradacilities, and most importantly a
large supply of low-wage labor.



In contrast to the neoclassical position, stratimn economics advances the
theory that market economies are constituted byextwmal and structural factors that can
severely limit the opportunities and well-being sefbaltern groups (Darity et al. 2010,
Darity 2005, Saunders and Darity 2003). This stfidgs support for stratification
economics in the case of black women workers irDiminican Republic.

BLAFT provides a rich body of on individual and leaitive responses to sexism,
racism, and classism—that is, the structural, tustinal, and contextual factors serving
as mechanisms of exclusion—by women of African desn Latin America.

Black Latin American feminists, such as Ochy Curigkergia Galvan, Sueli
Carneiro, Matilde Ribiero, Wendy Mateo, Lélia Goesa Luiza Bairros, and Epsy
Campbell Barr, have provided a critique of earltim@merican feminism’s failure to
incorporate race, class, and sexuality into therimnat women’s subordination in Latin
America. BLAFT also pushed Latin American feminishought forward by
contextualizing women’s current oppression in Latmerica in the history of
colonialism, slavery, white femininity, racial hagchy, power structures and heterosexist
normative practices.

In the women'’s leadership development classeshgwiomen’s organization
meetings, and in their homes, visibly Black Domamcwomen voiced the challenges
they experienced as workers, mothers, and commuoretybers in the context of gender
and racial hierarchy and the country’s neolibe@n®mic trajectory. As | listened and
learned, women'’s stories coalesced into reoccuttiegnes and challenges: inability to
pursue or complete their education, rising costddodstuffs and transportation, limited

access to information about their rights as worlerd women, physical and emotional



abuse, degrading working situations, and lack suke time, as well as low wages. In
the language of neoclassical economics these dgakecan be characterized as negative
externalities, or social costs of inequality, estotun and segregation, that fell onto the
women themselves as they entered in labor markstareships of exchange.

In the economics literature, a negative externabtydefined as a situation in
which the private costs entering into a transachetween two parties differ from the
total social costs associated with the transaciibe. difference is the external cost, or the
negative externality, borne by third parties. lis tstudy, | document not only the private
costs the working women experienced, but also tleeakcosts they experienced due to
processes much larger than their individual trainsas, arising from neoliberalism, a
gendered and racial hierarchy, and an unequalldisn of income, wealth, and power.
Because these externals costs are borne by the ny@mwloyers will overproduce and
underprice (compared to the social optimum) thelpcod or service the women provide,

which is their labor in this case study.

1.2 BLAFT and Stratification Economics: A Reprise & Dominican Racial

Formations

The literature on Dominican racial formations isemsive and spans the fields of
history, political science, sociology, anthropolpgwce, ethnic/cultural and gender
studies (Sidanius, Pefa, and Sawyer 2001, Gredady,Howard 2001, Valdez 2005,
Candelario 2001, Candelario 2007, Torres-Sallig8f25] Torres-Salliant 200@uany
1998, Albert Batista 1993, Simmons 2012). Many $aisoreport an aversion to

blackness (Sidanius, Pefa, and Sawyer 2001), @ymdoincluding strong negrophobia



and antihaitianism (Howard 2001, Gregory 2007). éghoffer more ‘apologetic’
arguments, such as Torres-Salliant (1995), who taiais that since over 90 percent of
the Dominican population is of mixed African ancgstt is not convincing to speak of
racial discrimination or racial marginalization,dathat social hardships such as erratic
electricity and water supply, high unemploymentderemployment, and below living
wages are common to most Dominicans.

The Dominican Republic has a complex racial ideplitgit many scholars cite as
distinct racial formation from other countries hetAmericas in the sense that the racial
category black does not exist and people of Afridascent do not refer to themselves as
black (Inter-American Dialogue 2003). Moreover, thegemonic elite project is to
promote the country as a white Western Christigionaand insist that “blacks” do not
exist in the DR so as maintain a favorable racimhate under the guise of a racial
democracy. It also is the country in the Americathhe highest levels of racial mixing
(Pefia, Sidanius, Sawyer 2006). However, it is #igocase in Dominican Republic that
the dominant wealthy elites are predominantly ofdpean ancestry, and that people with
dark skin and predominantly African features fadeuctural barriers to obtain
employment and even citizenship recognition (Howaidl, Gregory 2007).

In her prize-winning book,Black Behind the Earsscholar Ginnetta E.B.
Candelario (2007) situates Dominican racial idgniit the context of the Haitian
Revolution and U.S. imperialism. She argues thahiDaan independence from Haiti in
1844 came about under the influence of internatiand imperialist forces that caused
the fledging nation to disassociate from Haiti—finst Black Republic and second free

nation in the Americas—to escape the same fateafia@nic and trade sanctions in the



world arena. She writes that the currently usedalraategory ofindio was adopted by
Dominicans of African descent to mean that theyewmrdigenous to the Spanish-
speaking side of the island, in efforts to avoidngetaken to the Creole and French-
speaking side, which had much harsher and moralbmatrking conditions for enslaved
people. The erasure of the terms “black” and “ntafafirom the Dominican Census and
government-issued identity cards, and use of thagéndio, indio oscuro, and indio
claro (indian, dark-skinned indian, and light-skinnediarn) happened much later, during
the Trujillo dictatorship, which lasted from 193019613 Candelario describes this as an
elite political maneuver to construct the Dominidaepublic as Catholic, Western, and
white or at least more white than Haiti.

In addition to documenting the historicity of Donman racial terms and
formations, Candelario conducted fieldwork in Domm@am beauty salons, where she
asked participants to aesthetically rank men, wgnaed children from different races
and with a range of hairstyles. In her study shddithat the women consistently ranked
most beautiful are olive-complexioned women withdowavy hair, women who look
Mediterranean or of Spanish descent. Hence, shsaittpat Dominican racial preference
is not for whiteness—blond and blue-eyed women weteranked the most beautiful—

but for that which is Hispanic or Iberian. This far@nce is still, in the Dominican racial

3 Although overt legal mechanisms to socially exel#dro-descendents in Latin
America do not exist presently, state governmemtge hpromotecemblanquecimiento
immigration policies and incentives offered to vehEuropeans in order to “whiten” the
population. In the Dominican Republic, the Trujilectatorship, which lasted from 1930
to 1961, was the first administration to overtlyomote emblanqucimientoand
antihaitianismso Antihaitianismso is state-sponsored rhetoric thetlares Haitians as
black and inferior, “the strategic Other.” The mestlent and vicious act of Trujillo
administration was the massacre of twenty thous#aitian men, women, and children
living and working along the disputed Haitian-Doman border in 1937.
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imaginary, a rejection of the African cultural, eomic, and social elements of
Dominican culture. Participants consistently rankesibly dark-skinned black women,
especially those with “black hairstyles”, as thasleattractive when ranking women.
Black men and black children, especially those tiidt not have “black hairstyles”,
however, did not receive the same penalties anddokings given to black women.

Candelario’s findings on beauty rankings corrob®@her academic research on
racial and gender discrimination in the DominicaapRblic. In her bookMujer Y
Esclavitud Professor Celsa Albert Batiste (1993) recoungsstiory of two black women
who were hired as news anchors on a prominentisgdev channel to illustrate the
intersection of racial and gender discriminationhia Dominican Republic. The day after
the anchors presented for the first time, the telem channel was flooded with viewer
complaints that the anchors were “too black andy/"ugd be on television. A rival
television station began to call the station wita two black female anchorsl“canal de
los feos’ or the channel of ugly peopte.The two black female anchors were
subsequently fired (Albert Batista 1993).

In her study,Género, discriminacion racial y ciudadania: Un eafitu en la
escuela dominicandominican feminist scholar Claudina Valdez (208Sked children,
ages 9 to 13, to place Dominican women and mergysstures—ranging from white in
the Dominican context, mulattas and mulattos withight or straightened hair, to dark-
skinned women and men wiftelo crespo,or natural hair—into the jobs or tasks that
they are most suited for. Thirty-eight percent lodé thildren assigned white women to

executive positions, while only 4.8 percent assigbkack women with straightened hair,

+ Both of these channels had at least one blaakadk-skinned, male anchor.
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and only 2.8 percent assigned black women withrabhairstyles to executive positions.
Sixty-four percent of the children assigned blaakmven to the street sweeper position,
whereas only 2.8 percent assigned white womendg@dsition of street sweeper. More
children consistently assigned black women to pmsstsuch as office cleaners, domestic
workers, street sweepers, informal vendors, faitwrera (a woman who sells fried food
from a street cart). Moreover, girls assigned blacknen to low-level positions in higher
percentages than boys. Based on her findings, Yadgues that children are socialized
by official discourse and society to assume thaclhlwomen lack the intellect and
responsibility to have well remunerated jobs wiitphhsocial standing, based solely what
Alcoff (2006) calls theirvisible identities or the markers of race, class, and gender.
Valdez (2005, p.256) concludes:

Black people in the Dominican Republic are borised, multiply, and die

in spaces where being afro-descendent is not amtepthere everything

associated with being black is negatively charged, where the dominant

model is opposed to their characteristics, pheretygocial and cultural

being (my translation).

Both Albert Batiste’'s (1993) and Valdez's (2005) rwosuggest that black
women’s visible identities adversely affect theasjtion in labor markets, regardless of
their skills and qualifications for high social sting positions. In turn, the social
devaluation of black women in labor markets affeéotsr material well-being as they are
segmented into the low-paying and low-status pmsstithat, according to the racial and
gender ideology, they are adept for. Both schotansate the current devaluation of

visibly black women within the Dominican Republidisstorical context of slavery and

colonialism (Albert Batiste 1993, Valdez 2005).



Slavery and colonialism in the Dominican RepubBetsewhere in the Caribbean
and Latin America, created conditions that exptbitae reproductive capabilities of
African women and their productive capabilitiesnagrket vendors and artisans. From
their arrival to Santo Domingo, enslaved Africanmmen became not only caretakers of
their own families, also of their slave-owner faymias well as working as producers and
sellers of agricultural and artisanal goods in mtskEnslaved African women and their
female descents hence were alwaysinasa y en la callan the house and in the street.
That is to say that the private/public (or repradwezproductive) divide never applied to
them as it did to white women (Curiel 2009, AlbBetiste 1993). Their role in making
and selling goods for sale in markets, as wellakling human capital by providing care
services to both families, distinguishes ensladadkowomen in the Caribbean from their
counterparts in the United States (Curiel 2009 e#liBatiste 1993). Although enslaved
black women were able to generate small amounitscome for themselves and fund to
maroons, independent settlements of escaped edgt@oples, by secretly selling goods
in the market, they were unable to generate samti wealth or acquire property, and
hence unable to transfer wealth or land to thescdedants.

The inability of enslaved Africans to transfer wbal property, or land is
important for understanding the current conditi@misAfro descendents—patrticularly
black women—in the Caribbean and Latin Americaat8ication economics proposes
the lateral mobility hypothesiso understand the current social status and rahtegll-
being of an immigrant population or ethnic group,a society. The lateral mobility
hypothesis holds that “the highest social statuairegd by the adult generation that

constitutes the bulk of migrants will play a créiaole in the social status achieved by



their children and grandchildren in the receivirgitry” (Darity, Dietrich, and Guilkey
2001, pp.439-440). If so, the low relative soctahsling of Afro descendents currently in
Latin America can be traced, at least in part, He tnability of their ancestors to
accumulate wealth, property, and land when theyerin the Americas as an enslaved
population and to restrictions that existed eveéerdhe abolition of slavery.
Intergenerational transmission effeetsincluding the ability to transfer wealth
and property across generations—on the relativalsstanding of different immigrant
groups has been widely observed. For example glhéve success of Jewish-Americans,
Japanese-Americans, Chinese-Americans, and Koreariéans in the United States
rests on many factors, such as advanced degreenata by immigrants and above-
average levels of wealth when compared to the hpopailation (Suzuki 2002, Suzuki
1995). Darity et al. (2001) report that during frexiod from1899 to 1914, 75 percent of
Jewish immigrants were professionals or businessecsy whereas 80 to 90 percent of
Italian and Polish immigrants were farmers, labgreand domestic servants, and
conclude that this contributed to the material ssscof future Jewish-Americans. In
sharp contrast, Afro descendents in the Americase waable to acquire wealth and
property for themselves not only during slavery laléo afterwards due to legal
restrictions. The counterpart of Jim Crow lawsha tUnited States wds Cddigo Negro
Carolina in the case of the Dominican Republic, which dedifsegregation, placed

restrictions on slaves’ and free blacks’ propenynership and market activity The

5 The compilation of laws, which governed slavesrduthe colonial period, was
El Codigo Negro Carolino, translated here as tha¢B Caroline Codes”. The Black
Caroline Codes was in response to the insurregtslage revolts, maroon societies, and
the increasing number of free blacks (Albert Batis®93, Liriano 1992). Although most
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importance of wealth and land to marginalized pespkemains evident in popular land
struggles in Latin America, such as black wometrsggles for land rights in Brazil and
in Colombia (Perry 2013, Vergara-Figueroa 2013).

In addition to examining intergenerational transiua effects on the relative
social standing of Afro descendents today, howeavés,equally important to address the
discriminatory practices that dominant groups seplace to maintain their power and
privilege today (Darity et al. 2010, Darity 2005aufiders and Darity 2003). In the case
of the Dominican Republic, it is protocol to subraitcolor photo with a resume. Job
advertisements specifyingufi mujer de buena aparentigwhich is code for white
women or white-looking mulatta, despite meaningrétly “a good-looking woman”) are
stil commonplace in the classifieds section of Dadoan newspapers. These
discriminatory labor market practices illustratee threference for whiteness amongst
Dominicans, Latin Americans, and Latinos that haerbdocumented elsewhere in the

literature (Darity et al. 2008). The structural aswhtextual practices that the State and

laws generally applied to all blacks, certain oapplied only to enslaved black women.
Chapter 26, Laws 2 and 3, specifically detail th@ppr nourishment, treatment, and work
conditions for enslaved black women to promoteilfigrtand healthy pregnancies. This
law served many functions. First, it sought to @ase slave labor supply to ensure the
economic success of the island. Second, it accshmali this by placing enslaved black
women under the complete control and, ironicalbrecof white men and women whom
ultimately gained from their loss of freedom andntaunity.

The Black Caroline Codes served the economic anglsimterests of the ruling
white elite. They also sought to enforce segregatexonomic inequalities, and white
supremacy. By promoting white supremacy, they faeerthe social devaluation of
blacks in society, creating preferences for whissrend the ability for blacks to “whiten”
by intermarrying with whites, creoles, and mestizéhis decreased the agency and
ability of blacks to form coalitions built on grougentity. In other words, the rising
importance of national identity, the constructidrHaiti as the Black Other, the ability to
whiten, the inherent costs of being black, and tlmions of a mythical “racial
democracy” where class was more important than @o®ided strong disincentives for
socially-identified blacks to even self-identify stsch much less form coalitions.
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elite use to subordinate visibly black people atemrsive and insidious, permeating the
educational system, institutions, and societal ®oritdence, even when individuals
manage to accumulate wealth and high levels of &dug they face discrimination as
the case of the black female television anchorsotstnates. As Valdez (2005) argues,
all that is associated with blackness is degradlacexample of this is that the Dominican
State and the Catholic Church officially decreet thfto-descendent religious practices
such as Gaga, Palos, and Dominican Voodoo are demon

The concerted effort on the part of the State ditel, énternalized and reproduced
by the people, to cosign black women to a relagivelv social standing serves as a
mechanism to extract higher economic gains fronaskol@omen in labor markets. Curiel
(2007) argues that both the EPZs, which generatggio exchange and improve trade
relations for the State and create wealth for doimesd foreign factory owners, and
domestic work, which contributes to the high livisgandards and human capital
formation of upper middle class and wealthy farsiliare modern versions of the work
relations that black women experienced during tbergal period. The human rights
abuses that women experience in both sectors iedluded AIDS/HIV testing; sexual,
physical, and psychological abuse and harassmeséf@ working conditions; pay below
legal minimum wage; forced overtime; and refusap&y legally mandated maternity,
worker, healthcare and social security benefitsee(@u2004, Safa 1995, Mollmann 2004,
McClenaghan 1997, Pantaleon 2003, Dunn 1991). Beshbé documentation (Sagas
2000, Albert Batista 1993, Valdez 2005, Gregory 208loward 2001) of racial
discrimination in labor markets, the last Dominicamsus to collect data on skin color or

race is the census of 1960, which leads to missiatystical data on skin color or race
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and employment outcomes. In the 1960 census, th@mpedministering the survey
identified the respondent as white, black, mulattoyellow referring to Dominicans of
Asian descent. Although the recent census, ENHO@AEY, collects data on whether
the respondent has a national identity card, thmsuse survey does not collect data on
skin color, race, or ethnicity. Currently, there atudies that discuss the importance and
need for data on skin color, race, and ethnicitgdoument racial discrimination in labor
markets and other institutions in the Dominican g (Oficina Nacional de
Estadistica 2013, Estevez 2013).

In my study, | found cases of legal and human sigitbuses. My participants
spoke of employers treating them with contemptuaitg them of theft, of being stupid
and lazy, whilst they worked twelve hours or moex gay in factories and in private
homes, usually six days a week, and earning a weagekept them and their families
firmly in poverty. These strenuous, tedious, demameénd sometimes abusive working
conditions illustrate Sueli Carneiro’s (2005, p.) 2@sight that black womerinunca
fueron tratadadas como fragiles...Ayer, al service fdagiles sefioritas y de nobles
sefores tarados. Hoy, empleadas de las Mujeresalilas” (“Black women were never
treated as if they were fragile...yesterday at theice of fragile ladies and noble men.
Today the workers of liberated womenAlthough the women were not afforded the
luxury of fragility their precarious employment abtions and the larger socioeconomic

context often placed them in delicate and diffidi#t situations.
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1.3 Leadership Program and Participants Description

1.3.1 Program Description

When | arrived in Santo Domingo, | became involvasl,a participant-observer,
in two distinct but simultaneously run workshops f@omen on leadership training,
human rights and women'’s rights, gender discrinmmatand labor law for domestic
workers and export processing zones employees. eTweskshops run by the Centro de
Estudios de Genero at INTEC (which served as miiagibn in Santo Domingo),
CUDEM (a grassroots umbrella organization for woimegroups), and Dominican
Ministry of Labor’s program Cumple y Gand3oth of these sectors—export processing
zones and domestic service—provide low-incomingegatng activities for women, but
are vital to the Dominican economy, by producingop@xs and generating foreign
exchange, and by providing care services and Imgiléhuman capital, respectively. A
large percentage of women of visible African deseaork in these sectors.

The leadership workshops took place on Sundayecal bublic schools in the
area where the women lived, and ran from 1pm to.5pme women were not paid for
their participation, but lunch, snacks, and chitdcavere provided for each session. In
addition at the end of each class the facilitatdfled off various food items, such as a

loaf of sweetbread, salami stick, cheese blockjioe.

6 Proyecto Cumple y Gane is a project of the Domimicabor Department, which is a result of
the Dominican Republic-Central America Free Tradgre@ment (DR-CAFTA). Proyecto Cumple y
Gane’s purpose to provide training to workers iretarious” sectors of the labor market in lieu aifal
labor market regulation®R-CAFTA, implemented on August 5, 2004, is a fresle agreement between
the United States and the Dominican Republic, arnide fCentral American countries.
(http://lwww.ustr.gov/trade-agreements/free-tradeeaments/cafta-dr-dominican-republic-central-angeric
fta accessed 7/7/2013.
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The workshops were structured around certain thesuels as neoliberalism, the
sexual division of labor, the specific labor lawstt applied to the women, and the
history/current state of human and women’s rigBisth of the instructors were both
feminists (one from the academy and the other ssgpats activist), and they constantly
stressed the importance of women’s rights in thesbbold and in the workplace, the
right to live free from violence and exploitatiohall times, the need to voice opinions,
and feelings, and the importance of one’s own Wwelirg and not just the well-being of
employers, children, partners, or other dependef$s.a participant-observer in the
workshops, | began to see that many of the womelersitood, in their own words, how
the social construction of gender, class, and somest race was at the root of the
common exploitation they experienced in the wor&pJaat home, and in the polity. In
both workshops, which lasted 4 months, the womeyaged in what Alvarez et al.
(2003) termdynamic projectsthey performed skits, did poster board presematiand
made individual and group presentations based erknlowledge they learned in class,
from their course materials, and from their livegeriences. The main objectives were
the application of workshop information to the waniselives, and the creation for a
space for women to talk about experiences, feeliagd frustrations they experienced in

the home, workplace, and their communities.

1.3.2 Participants

One group that | observed was a workshop for damesirkers, which was in
Los Alcarrizos—a low-income and high-crime district the capital city of Santo

Domingo. The majority of the women in the group\Wreach other not only as neighbors
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or kin, but also as members @fgrupo Mama Tingothe local women’s organization in
their neighborhood. The members bfama Tingo held regular meetings, and the
organization served as a contact point for NGOs @hér organizations that gave the
women presentations on topics such as micro-loaasdle-making and flower

arrangement and connected the women to other wenmganizations and feminist
issues and struggles in Santo Domingo.

The domestic workers’ workshop had about twentyigpants each week. The
women ranged in age from 18 to their 60s. The oafpiirement was that the participant
must have worked at some point as a domestic wokesurvey conducted in class
revealed that most of the women were receivinglégal minimum wage for domestic
workers, which was 4,900 pesos per month (equivatel)S $144.12 per month). One
woman, Fermina was being paid below the minimumen@g000 pesos per month); the
highest paid domestic worker receiving 6,500 pgswvsnonth. Many of the women were
living on $2 or less per person per day when tependants (such as elderly parents or
children) were taken into account. All of the wonveorked 12 to 15 hour days, Monday
to Friday, and Saturdays until noon, performingemstious household labor for their
employers. Assuming that they worked 176 hours mpenth (a low estimate), they
typically received 27 pesos (88 US cents) per hour.

The other workshop was for EPZ workers. There va&x@ut ten to twelve women
participants on average. It was held in San Lurseoa rural sugar-producing town. The
requirement to join this group was that women lmtave worked in an EPZ factory at
one point in their lives. The women, ranged in figen 17 to their 50s. San Luis did not

have a local women’s organization, and the pasditip were in the midst of creating one
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to address their specific needs in the communibe dverage daily pay in the EPZ was
about 200 pesos a day (US $5.88), but if they rdissday of work their paychecks were

debited 300 pesos (US $8.82).

1.4 Women’s Responses to Private Costs & NegativatErnalities

1.4.1 Precarious Employment Conditions

One module of the leadership training classes fedws labor law. The course
instructor provided each participant with a labaw Ibooklet and reviewed the specific
laws that applied to the women. Throughout the tilumaof the course, the women
identified, and denounced, many labor violatioreytaxperienced personally. In the case
of domestic workers, many of the participants wenaware that is was within their
rights to request a work contract, review the cttat the Ministry of Labor, and file it
there for future grievances. Additionally, many evemaware that domestic workers did
have a legal minimum wage, and that by law theyewastitled to breaks including an
hour for lunch and rest. They were also entitleds¢hedule their work around any
academic schedules and healthcare appointmentser Afiving taken the labor law
module, the workers came back to class with stadgeshare about how their employers
responded when they demanded their rights.

Dofa Susana was a bright and lively woman in hdy éarties. Even though she
had been working at her current job for more thaeéd years, her employers refused to

provide her with two weeks paid vacation which v@sg overdue (according to law,
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domestic workers are entitled to two weeks paidatian after one year of service).
Doia Susana said that whenever she would spdalatoade casglady of the housep
request her vacatipia amade casawould direct her tcel jefe de la casgdhead of
household, usually referring to the man of the lBgudn response to Dofa Susana’s
request for her legal rigidl jeferesponded, “I don’'t even get two weeks paid vacatio
Why should I give you that, when | don't get it?”

The dialogue between Dofia Susana and her emplidlysteates two facets of the
intersectional discrimination that black women ex@ece in the Dominican Republic.
First, her female employer completely dismisseddiaim to a worker benefit she had
earned and to which she was entitled by law. Thimdicative of the class divide that
places wealthier women in positions where they rdoue to the oppression of other
woman (Alvarez 2000, Curiel 2007, Curiel 2009, @mm 2005). Second, the male
employer’s response highlights how Dominicans us@ke social standing, based on
race, gender, and class position, and not meeten the law, to determine what people
deserve. By his racist, sexist, and classist log&flecting that of society—Dofia Susana
was not entitled to her right to two weeks paidatem. Because it was a benefit that
wealthier man did not have, neither should shesTéxample is also indicative of
theoretical argument underpinnings of stratificateconomics and the mechanism by
which racial prejudice or discrimination is contgatized by group positioning. Blumer
(1958) argues that the dominant racial group (is tdase the employers belong to the

dominant racial group and Dofa Susana to the sutadedracial group) feels a sense of

7 In the Dominican Labor Code, Law 103-99, article 2fates “domestic workers have the right
to two weeks paid vacation each time they completee year of service” (my translation)
(www.comisionadodejusticia.gob.do/phocadownloadiBibca_Virtual/Trabajo/Ley%20103-
99,%20s0bre%20Trabajo%20Domestico%20en%20RepukiidB¥minicana.pdf accessed 7/7/2013).
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proprietary claim to “exclusive or prior rights many important areas of life”. By
initially ignoring and dismissing her claim, her gloyers were reserving the right of paid
vacation for others but not her based on her spasitioning.

With sparkling eyes, Dofia Susana, announced tol#ss,a mi jefe yo le di un
clase de derechos laborales, cuando el vio mithbde derechos laborales se les
abrieron los ojos, y por fin el mes que viene vagreer mis vacaciones!(*l gave my
boss a class on labor rights, when he saw my laber law book his eyes got really big,
and finally next month | am going to have my vamali). Upon hearing Dofla Susana’s
story, the women engaged in high fives and livelscdssion. Magda, in her early
twenties, summed up the sentiments of the conversathen she saidya yo quiero
reclamar mis derechds(“now | also want to reclaim my rights”). Hencegetlelasses
served not only as a vehicle for information, empomng the women to act individually,
but also as spaces of mutual reinforcement andostipp

On other occasions, the workers preformed skitsitatin@ir experiences working
in private homes. Four women—Magalis, Jessicaté&aand Rossy—provided a telling
and entertaining performance. Magalis played thaektic worker, Jessica wés ama
de casaand Sarita and Rossy were friends visiting Jaslsi@amade casaMagalis put a
baby—from the classroom—on her hip, and with hee fhand began to wash windows
(using the chalkboard as the windows). JessicataSand Rossy were sitting in the
skit’s living room (constructed with desks and c¢hpat the front of the classroom. Their
whole demeanors changed to embody wealthy womeay Bhat rather stiffly, chests
puffed out, chins high, flipping their (imaginarygng hair, and laughing shallowly.

Jessica directing herself to Magalis bedaoy Dios Magalis, es que tu no sabes hacer
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nada” (*for God’'s sake Magalis, don't you know how to doything”) Then turning to
her friends she complained‘ella llego aqui y no sabia nada...yo le tuve gqusefiar
todo!” (“when she got here she didn’'t know how to do thmg...I had to teach her
everything!”). To that Rossy respondgtsi, las trabajadoras ahora no saben trabajar ni
limpiar, quieren que tu le page sin hacer ngtiges, domestic workers nowadays don’t
know how to work or clean, they want you to paynthér not doing anything”).
Meanwhile, as Magalis continued to clean the winglodessica began to bellow out
commands;Magalis el telefono esta sonado recojelo! Asegaratie la comida este lista
para las doce! La planta esta dafada, calienta agusube las escaleras para que mi
esposo tenga agua tibia para bafarse despues dsiesta! Y todavia es la hora que no
sacas la basurgd‘Magalis, the phone is ringing, pick it up! Makars that the food is
ready by noon! The generator isn’t working, heatugper and carry it up the stairs so my
husband has warm water to shower after his nap! yod still haven’t taken out the
trash”). Magalis, baby on hip, phone nestled indterulder, and holding a washing rag—
a domestic worker acting as a domestic worker—sblaanfrantically to accomplish all
these tasks. But then abruptly she stopped.

She dropped the washrag, put down the phone, apdtke baby on her hip.
Turning to Jessica she sai@dfia Jessica, ya basta de sus insultos, yo se hacer
trabajo, y no es posible hacer todas estas codasr@sma vez y atender el nifio...y ya es
hora de yo tomar mi descanso que me toca por (#6na Jessica, | have had enough of
your insults, | know how to do my job, and it's nmissible to do everything at the same

time and take care of the baby...and now it’s timenfiy break that | am entitled to by
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law”). With that statement, Magalis turned around, anlkedhout of the classroom with
her head high. The classroom erupted into cheers.

The skit spoke to the class divide among womeittiu#itrated how wealthier and
less black women treated their poorer and blackenestic workers with contempt,
placed unreasonable demands on them, and charactehiem as lazy and stupid—
cultural tropes associated with blackness in thenib@an Republic. These cultural
tropes also provide a concrete example of Blumg858) characterization of group
positioning and racial prejudice. The dominant grassigns characteristics, based on
definitions constructed in the public arena, toghbaltern group in abstract and precedes
to assign these characteristics to individualshi& group to place them in the social
hierarchy. My participant observation suggests thatefining the women workers as
lazy and incompetent, employers devalued their veor#t the women themselves. This
brilliant skit also spoke to the invisibility andienation domestic workers experience
working in private homes, and to the role of agenky discussion afterwards, a
participant named Mayra sdiga no me dejo pisiotar por mi esposo, nifios, feg (“I
don’t let my husband, kids, or employers walk aleome anymorg, which perfectly
described Magalis’s dramatic finale, which put @psto the abusive work situation and
unfair treatment.

The women in the class related their own expererafepsychological abuse,
insults, and the accusations that “they wantedetopgid for doing nothing.” The latter
phrase defined the strenuous and demanding work the wopeeformed as “nothing”,

was tied to the personal and social devaluaticdh@fvomen themselves.
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Although the workshops for the domestic workersvigted the women with
information, which they used in efforts to empoweemselves, many of the younger
women in the class spoke about the need to fintelb@ibs and better opportunities
through investing in their education, a form of lamcapital. The experience of the EPZ
workers, however, demonstrated that even when blamken attain higher levels of

education, economic and social advancement isasfiilimidable challenge.

1.4.2 Human Capital Formation

In the group of women who worked in the EPZs, alll Ihigh school degrees, and
four of the twelve were in the midst of obtaininglege degrees. Jeanie, a bright twenty-
year old, was a medical student at La UniversidadoAoma de Santo Domingo
(UASD). Jeanie had previously worked in the EPZ,duit because, as she explained to
me, it was impossible to work the six days and werage sixty hours required of EPZ
workers and go to school. Jeanie was able to guijdb because she had a cousin living
and working in Sweden who was supporting her edumtailt pursuits. Remittances from
abroad are the largest generator of foreign exahanghe Dominican Republic, and
contribute to a higher standard of living for mabpminicans. However, the vast
majority of remittances accrue to families in thp forty percent of the country’s income
distribution (Dominican Republic Poverty Assessm2f06)8 Of all the participants,

Jeanie was the only one who received support fimmoaal to pursue her education.

8 According to theDominican Republic Poverty Assessm20d®6, compiled by the World Bank,
the Inter-American Development Bank, and the Gowenmt of the Dominican Republic 80 % of
remittances go to urban areas and 40 % to thestidhmilies, hence remittances have a direct budasbd
effect on poverty reduction and have not affectedepty trends.The report states despite impressive
economic growth from the period of 1997-2002, ineoand poverty levels the poor “saw virtually no
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Gabriela, a twenty-four year old mother of two s#t$wins, currently worked in
the local EPZ. Gabriela had been studying accograimd only had two semesters left to
finish her degree. She explained to me that shettatop studying when she had her
second set of twins, boys, because she had to gumpgrofour-year old daughters whom
she left with her mother in the countryside. Hesllband, Yuniol, also worked full-time in
the EPZ, but two full-time incomes from the EPZ wdyarely enough to cover the
family’s expenses, including her daughters. In comversations, | learned that Gabriela
had previously worked as a bookkeeper while purstier studies. Transactions costs
played a role in decision to quit. San Luis, on@igar-producing town, was a rural part
of Santo Domingo Este, far from her job and theversity. Increases in the cost of oil,
following an IMF agreement, and subsequently indbst public transportation made it
impossible for her to travel to Santo Domingo farkvand pay tuition at the university.
The EPZ firm, on the other hand, provided transpmand from work.

Gabriela frequently said to meay Cruz, yo tengo que salir de aqui...aqui no
hay nada para m{*Oh Cruz, | have to get out of here...there is noghhere for me”).
Her environment—disconnected from educational andrkw opportunities—was
thwarting her progress. Gabriela’s case speakshéo spatial as well as economic
marginalization that predominantly Afro descendenimmunities experience in the
Dominican Republic. Her example, unable to secup®sition as a book keeper at the
local EPZ and being far from educational work opaities highlights the way that de

facto segregation (as it also exists in the Uniates) limits the ability of people in

improvement”. The economics crisis of 2003-2004ultes in a deterioration of real income and incecias
poverty levels, where 16 % of the population becgooer and 7 % fell into extreme poverty. Despite
economic growth, the Gini coefficient of 0.52, lrasnained the same in the Dominican Republic and in
2004, 42 % of Dominicans were poor.
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subaltern groups to attain employment, or bettepleyment, and pursue other
opportunities. Maroons andngenios sugar-producing towns, like San Luis are
predominantly populated by Afro descendents asgacke of slavery and colonialism.

During the macroeconomic structural adjustmenhef1980s, the country’s development
trajectory shifted towards labor-intensive manufaolg and tourism for production for

external markets to generate foreign exchange,sagdr production lost importance as
an economic activity. The once vibrant sugar nwhere many women had worked as
bookkeepers, closed in the 1980’s, leaving mangeess unemployed as a result of both
direct and multiplier effects. The government’ddee to invest in public education and
to subsidize public transportation was coupled witiberate policies prioritizing needs
of capital in the form of “cheap labor”. More geally, low-income women workers

stand to benefit from activist government policthat invest in education, healthcare,
transportation and food subsidies. As a resultedfliberalism these public goods, once
provided by the state, increasingly became privpgteds to be sold in markets. This
provides an example of how Afro descendants, lackinvate wealth and property, are
blocked from avenues to attain social mobility. hslaigh they may be willing, in

principle, to pay for goods and services that Willld human capital, they are unable to
do so in practice by virtue of their private ecomomtanding and lack of socially-

provisioned opportunities.

1.4.3 Racialized Gendered Expectations

When | asked Dofia Inez, forty years old and the GRIp’s designated leader,

what was the most abundant or lucrative job inatesa, she replied without skipping a
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beat, “drogas...muchacha ven pa’ca una noche pa que tu teeslas las jipetas y
Mercedes que vienen aqui pa’ comprar drogé®rugs...qgirl, come here at night so you
can see all the SUVs and Mercedes-Benz lined iquyodrugs.”) Dofa Inez had been a
psychology student, but she too was currently wikstt. As single mother with three
children—a son in college, a pregnant fifteen-yelt daughter, and a nine-year old
daughter—Dofia Inez explained that she had to méieutt choices, and ultimately she
had to think of her children first. Dofla Inez whae bnly member of the group working in
her field of study, though she had worked previpugbrked in an EPZ factory. She was
a social worker for COPRESIDA (the national goveemtal organization to treat and
combat aids in the DR), distributing medication andnitoring patient adherence to
prescriptions. That job was not enough to covendj\expenses for her family of four, so
Dofa Inez also ran the local pre-K for a small feerved as the loan collector for a
microcredit program operating in the community, avas the organizer of the women'’s
san(informal savings and loans program). In additisime was the unofficial godmother
of all the children in the community, which meartat many families in the
neighborhood came to her for guidance and help thifr problems.

Doia Inez was a vital part of the women’s commuyratthough her many roles
and hard choices meant that many of her own deamdsdreams would go unfulfilled.
Doifa Inez’s situation symbolized to me a distinatnf of gendered expectations, or
racialized gendered expectatignslating to thaunfragile state of black women vis-a-vis
the fragility of white women (Carneiro 2005). Dolieez sacrificed her own dreams and
work literally around the clock to provide for Hamily and help her neighbors. Lacking

income and material resources, she had to provedéirhe and labor to make ends meet.
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However, the participants in both workshops spokke hardships, sacrifices,
disappointments, and others’ unrealistic expeatatidhat were shaped by their
intersectional identities.

Milagros, a woman in her late thirties, with befully toned arms from the
heaving lifting required of her as a domestic woylstood up in class one day and said
“ya se acabaron los dias que yo trabajo trece hocaglando los nifios de otra gente,
concinarle a otra gente, limpiar la casa de otrantge para llegar a mi casa a limpiar,
planchar, cocinar, y acostarme con mi esposo siyestuy cansada...y las cosas no son
asi’( “The days are done when | would come home fromwelve hour work day,
cooking, cleaning, and watching other people’sdtkih, to my own home to carry water,
cook, clean, iron for my husband, and also be presdsinto having relations with him
husband if I am too tired”). She followed that witie statement that her children and
husband needed to help her in the house. Her aessehad been changed by the
workshops; realizing that the demands placed oneee unrealistic and harmful to her
well-being, she stopped feeling bad about herseH aorker, mother, and partner when
she could not meet them. The demands and expewasioe faced resulting from her
social position as a low-income black worker, motlad wife were qualitatively and
guantitatively different from the expectations ateinands place on wealthier and whiter
women. Precisely because wealthier and whiter woooeild afford to hire and displace
unrealistic expectations onto domestic workers,mh#@t this awareness was even more
important for her to safeguard her well-being.

The role of group positioning and stratification ¢entral to the racialized

gendered expectations the participants experienBkeaner (1958) contends that the
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dominant group promotes its own self-interest tal@dsh or extend the group privileges
they enjoy and wish to maintain. In this study, éyers’ the expectations and demands
of the women workers, served to accumulate wealttiaictory owners and higher living
standards in private homes to maintain or imprénegr trelative positions, by exerting the
participants meet unrealistic work demands. In toenestic workers’ group, some
women discussed how they would stay in the emplsy®me past the required time in
order to “finish all their work”, despite not getty paid overtime because they were
expected to finish certain tasks everyday. Howenagroductive work or caring labor—
the tasks of cleaning, cooking, and providing fthrens in a domestic capacity—are never
truly finished. Some of the women said they wer@en feel, by employers, that these
tasks must be done and internalized these unieatispectations to the benefit of the
employers. By placing unrealistic demands on thegigi@ants employers were able to

extract more services from the women workers feirtbwn benefit.

1.5 “Aqui No Hay Desarollo”

When | asked the women whadgsarolloor development meant for them or their
communities, the most frequent response | recemed ‘ay Cruz...aqui no hay
desarollo...aqui no ahi progresq®Oh Cruz...there is no development here...there is no
progress”).Beyond the leadership training program, the wonmehath classes attended
women’s organization meetings with hopes of persdagelopment and progress. When
| asked the women why a women’s organization wgsomant, and why they attended
the leadership class, | elicited a variety of amswthat spoke to the women’s

development goals. Miosotis, a 23-year-old motmer BPZ worker with one child, said
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she liked going to the class and meetings becdusasi important for her to get out of
the house, be away from her husband, and talk thghother women. In her study of
women’s groups in “popular”, or low-income, neighihoods, Dominican anthropologist
Tahira Vargas (2005) finds that women from the paipclasses frequently give the same
response, that it is important to leave the honeehausework, and be in a women-only
space to discuss personal and community affairdkitéa a young woman in the EPZ
group, said that the women’s group was importantibse the women in the community
needed access to information and opportunities;saitk that she knew that there were
government and international programs to help wagniern that they needed to be
organized to participate in programs. Yamel, a@eaitending high school at night and
working in the EPZ during the day, said that thestrimportant reason for a women’s
group was to address issues that were importambitoen in the community, and that the
neighborhood association—dominated by men—did ac¢ ebout women'’s issues. The
women'’s leadership program and organizations thuoged as spaces for women to share
their lived experiences, determine their own agermtad work together to access
information and better opportunities. The impetos & women'’s organization and the
women'’s answers also symbolized the need for thigcjpants to define themselves and
their aspirations independent of the way in whiokirt employers (a dominant group in
relation to the women), their partners, dependemtd, community defined them. Hence,
the women’s group served as a mechanism for thecipants to define themselves and
challenge what Blumer (1958) refers to as “coliextimage” assigned to subaltern

groups by the dominant, elite, and public discourse
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Both groups held a graduation ceremony. For sommemo especially those in
the domestic workers’ group, this was their firsadpation. In the domestic workers’
group, Amanda, a svelte and elegant woman in hdy esenties, was the graduation
speaker. Amanda first addressed the need to placegmtls on the State, the local
government, and the neighborhood association teigegovomen with opportunities and
resources to promote development in their commemitiShe also encouraged her
compaferado continue challenging discrimination in theirnmes and at work, and to
demand that the State to protect their rights askeve and women. Amanda told her
compaferas‘nuestro bienestar y el bienestar de nuestros nifiossa venir trabajando
en casas de familia...tenemos que buscar otros esp@eira trabajar con dignidad”
(“Our well-being and our children’s well-being isrgoing to come from us working in
private homes...we need to find other spaces to wotk dignity”). Lastly, Amanda
thanked the course teachers, CEG, CUDEM, and Ryr&@yemple y Gana for funding the
leadership course and hesmpafierador participating, sayingéste curso ha sido mas
important que cualquiere curso de hacer velas, erad, o programa de microcredito
porque este programa nos hay abierto las mentesrdormacion y nueva posibilidades
para nosotras{*This course has been more important than anyschkashad on purse or
candle-making, or microcredit program, because tlass has opened our minds with
information and new possibilities for us”). Amanslaspeech was indicative of the
transformative power of knowledge and role of ageimcpromoting one’s own well-
being at the grassroots level. Indeed what is mgs$iom some micro development
programs is the information—on topics such as beddilism, labor laws, human rights,

women'’s rights and an antiracist feminist critiqufethe sexual division of labor—that

29



women can use to empower themselves in additidratang income and accumulating
wealth. Her statements suggest that grassrootslogenent strategies should include
women’s stories, experiences, and aspirations ditiad to providing opportunities for

financial advancement. Lastly, Amanda’s speech sptk the myriad ways that

discrimination and the group position of the papaats limited their opportunities.

1.6 Conclusions

Amanda’s graduation speech reflected the main serwt BLAFT and
stratification economics. As BLAFT proposes, shektavomen’s intersectional identity
as a dynamic and a political point of departurettallenge discrimination and be active
in the struggle to improve the collective well-bgiof all Afro descendants. And as
stratification economics proposes, because domiganips seek to maintain the status
guo, the State must intervene to set policies itionao remedy the private and social
costs that subaltern groups experience (Darity R005

As this study suggests the current status quo—ralssate interventionist policies
and grassroots demands on the state—relegatesitmme black women to the bottom
of the social hierarchy and devalues their work aadtributions to the market. As a
legacy of colonialism, which impeded Afro descertddnom accumulating wealth and
property to bequest to future generations, curwsind descendents are consistently
overrepresented in lowest wealth and income gestiln the case of the Dominican
Republic, Gabino Severino, the director of Cumpl&ana, described the relationship
between poverty and race by saying)€hos negros, menos pobiremdividuals and

families that were less black, tended to be less.po
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The participants in the leadership program wereanpart of thémenos negros,
menos probres’stratum of societyAs a result of their “visible identities” as lowaome
working-class black women, they faced both privedsts and negative externalities.
Despite exerting their agency and using informattondemand their rights in the
workplace and at home, they faced resource constrand an unequal distribution of
power. They absorbed the costs of these negatiternaities—low wages by design
under the neoliberal political and economic prgjedtme of the lowest levels of
government spending in healthcare and educatidatin America, lack of opportunities
for advancement in their communities, and racialdge/class discriminatioh.

Designated tina economista de los probrgs by Dofia Inez during my
fieldwork, | realized that although the leadershqurses did not provide women with
direct material gains, the information they gairexin the course and from each other
contributed to their well-being. However, the cutreacial and gender hierarchy and the
neoliberal development trajectory severely limiteith material well-being and
opportunities. Although the DR is one of the fastgswing economies in the Caribbean,
it has also seen stubbornly high levels of povestgte level corruption, social exclusion,

low levels of state investment in health and edanatand very low returns to

9 See Appendix A for health and education spendingrayst Latin America countries.

10 One day when | was talking to Dofia Inez about ldeication, she asked me what | studied. |
responded,économid’. And Dofia Inez said, “I thought you studied soom}.” And | respondedino, yo
estudio economia And then Dofia Inez asked, “not anthropology®hbok my head no to which she said
aloud to the sky and very curiouslyria economista de los pobres..ah(economist for poor people), and
walked away thinking. | took that to mean that wimgople from the “popular classes” thought about
economists they thought about white men and womerthe television talking about austerity, IMF
agreements, rising prices, economic crisis, anddebkegood rhetoric of progress, economic develagtme
and human development that never seemed to makéhiepobres
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educationt! On my flight back to the USA, a businessman told that the most
important things for getting a good job in the Darmoan Republic were having the right
connections and having light or white skin.

My participants did not have light or white skimdamany of them spoke of not
having the right connections or social circles teess good jobs. The businessman’s
comments and the experience of the women in thdysilustrate that the Dominican
Republic is not promoting human development, bonpting a political and economic
project that maintains a racist, sexist, and céssocial hierarchy!? This hierarchy
benefits capital, markets, and the wealthy at theeese of people’s wellbeing, both
material and personal. My patrticipants’ hopes—wwaikh dignity, fair pay, vacation,
leisure time with friends and family, a dwellingrfehemselves and the children,
healthcare, and education—are the hopes of manyirbdeans. If the Dominican
development rhetoric is to be more than empty wotlds government must begin to
remedy racial and gender bias, promote pro-pooplpegrowth strategies, and prioritize
human development over the demands of capital aackets that thrive on racial,
gender, and class bias.

In the chapters that follow, | address another espewomen’s oppression in the
DR: gender violence. This is a reality that manyhaf participants in the women’s group

experienced, with serious and grave effects on wsneell-being.

11 According to statistical data from the Economic @eission on Latin America and the
Caribbean, in 2007 the Dominican Republic spen®2.@f GDP on public education and 5.7% of GDP on
health expenditures. Also see Appendix A for congoars of spending on health and education among
selected Latin American and Caribbean countries.
(http://estadisticas.cepal.org/cepalstat/ WEB_CEPPAFPortada.asp?idioma=i Accessed 5/5/2013)

12 The Dominican Republic Poverty Assessment 200@st4the Dominican Republic is also an
underperformer in its fiscal policies to the acclation of human and physical capital and providersh
term income support (p. iii).” Furthermore, the essment concludes that social assistance programs a
regressive in absolute terms, “reinforcing pattergrivate distribution” (p. iii).
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CHAPTER 2
THE ECONOMIC, POLITICAL, AND SOCIAL DETERMINANTS O F GENDER

VIOLENCE

2.1 Introduction

Violence against women and girls is one of the npmessistent human rights
violations in the world (Krug et al. 2002, Garciaidno et al. 2005, Engle Merry 20086,
Hindin et al. 2008). An emerging literature in deygnent studies argues that domestic
violence is an obstruction to women’s well-beingman development, and economic
growth (Panda and Agarwal 2005, Agarwal and Pari¥ 2 as well as a violation of
human rights. Although this type of violence hasgdbeen studied as a residue of
persistent strains of traditionalism and/or religiantolerance, it is increasingly viewed
as having roots beyond its cultural determinantshie broader social, political, and
economic contexts in which it occurs.

Much of the emerging literature is bifurcated bedwea focus on advanced
industrialized nations—and on poor, agriculturddpsed nations (Finnoff 2010,
Gonzalez-Brenes 2004, Aizer 2010, Koenig et al.320@acmillian and Gartner 1999).
Systematically examining women’s experience in ated intermediate societies, those
that are neither rich nor poor, may yield insigint® the persistence of violence against
women. On the one hand, such intermediate states hage relatively developed
institutions of civil society, which provide prewen and intervention services for

domestic abuse victims as well as a modicum of @won development. These resources
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may provide women with better exit options in caseégiender violence. On the other
hand, intermediate societies may share charadtsrigith poor countries, such as the
prevalence of low wages for women'’s work, relatywekak institutions of gender equity,
and overt expressions of gender bias.

Among these intermediate states, Caribbean cesntincluding the Dominican
Republic, share characteristics of both richer padrer societiet> As can be seen in
Table 2.1, the Dominican Republic has a faster @ton growth rate than the average of
Latin American countries and middle-income deveigptountries and similar socio-
economic development indicators. The Dominican R&pus of particular interest, since
it has the highest rate of reported feminicide,atin America and the Caribbean, as well
as the sixth highest rate in the entire world (Egpés et. al. 2010%. According to the
Dominican Republic Demographic and Health Survemiadtered in 2007, 20 to 50
percent of Dominican women have experienced phlyseaual, or emotional violence at
the hands of their partner. Table 2.1 shows tha0i7, the absolute number and the rate

of women killed by their partners was highest iribhagAmerica and the Caribbean. The

13 During the years 2006-2011 the Dominican Republeraged a 5.7 %
economic growth rate (Abdullaev and Estevao 20182012, GDP expanded by 4.5 %
(Economic  Commision  for Latin ~ American and the @drean,
http://interwp.cepal.org/cepalstat/WEB_cepalstatiPa@acional_economico.asp?Pais=D
OM&idiomas=i, accessed Febuary 11, 2013).

14 Amnesty International’s Dominican Republic Subnadesto the UN Human
Rights Commission”, states that “according to aoressued by the Spanish Center of
Studies Reina Sofia in 2006 the Dominican Repubdicked first in a list of forty
European and American countries for the prevalemegomen killed by family members
as measure by number of victims per million of wanfp. 11).” See also, “Dominican
Republic, Femicide Leader in the Caribbean”, Dowani Today, April 20, 2010,
http://dominicantoday.com/dr/local/2010/4/30/353B@hinican-Republic-femicide-
leader-in-the-Caribbean and “Dominican Republic M&srld’'s Sixth Highest Femicide
Rate” Dominican Today, November 25, 2007, http:Amwdominicantoday.com/dr/
people/2007/11/25/26188/Dominican-Republic-has-ésdixth-highest-femicide-rate
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Dominican Republic thus provides an excellent cagdy for the analysis of the myriad
economic, political, and social factors that gisge1to violence against women.

Table 2.1: Comparative Socio-Economic Indicators 20/

Dominican Latin America Middle Income
Republic & the Caribbean Countries

GINI 0.56
GDP/Capita 4,233.00 5,314.00 5,245.39
GDP Growth Rate 8.5 % 5.6 % 8.7%
Human Development 0.683 0.722 0.609
Index
Poverty 44.5% 34.0% 38%
Life expectancy at 69.8 70.3 66.29
birth, male
Life expectancy at 75.3 76.6 70.38
birth, female
Unemployment Rate 15.6 % 7.9 % --
Labor force 54.2 % 55.9% 39.5%
participation rate,
female
Labor force
participation rate, 83.9% 83.7% 58.6%
male
Literacy Rate*** 88.2 % 91.4 % 80.9*
Net enrollment
Primary Education 86.8% 94.2% 89.0%
Net enrollment
Secondary Educatior 60.9 % 72.8 % 60.6%

Source: World Bank Indicators 2008 and ECLAC/CEPARS
http://estadisticas.cepal.org/cepalstat/WEB_CEPAAE/Portada.asp?idioma=i

GDP/Capita: total annual gross domestic product gagrita in constant 2005
prices in dollars (dollars per inhabitant)

Poverty: percentage of population living below peverty and extreme poverty
lines, by urban and rural areas at the nationall lev

Literacy Rate: literacy rate of people ages 15 yeard over/literacy rate for
middle income countries 2008 from econstats.com/wdi

Labor force participation rate, female: as % of &spopulation 15-64

Labor force participation rate, male: as % of n@deulation 15-64
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HDI from: http://hdrstats.undp.org/en/countries/profiles/D@tvhl and HDI in
middle income countries is actual the HDI for mexdidDI countries

*poverty for all middle income countries from PotyeCalculator, year 2008

Table 2.2: Feminicide Rates from the Caribbean, Lah America, and Spain

in 2007
Absolute

Rate Numbers
Dominican Republic 0.94 89
Chile 0.32 53
Colombia 0.27 118
Costa Rica 0.29 13
El Salvador 0.31 19
Spain 0.11 47
Nicaragua 0.34 19
Paraguay 0.36 22
Puerto Rico 0.41 16
St. Vincent and Grenadines 3.67 4
Surinam 0.40 2
Trinidad & Tobago 0.38 5

Source: ECLAC,
http://estadisticas.cepal.org/cepalstat/WEB_CEPAAEPortada.asp?idioma=i

*Women ages 15 or over killed by their intimatefamer partner
Method for calculating rate:

V1= number of women killed by intimate or former{oer

V2= total number of inhabitants

Rate = (V1*100)/V/2

In this chapter, | examine the relationship betwelmestic violence and
women’s economic activity, political engagement, dansocial/demographic

characteristics. Specifically, | test the extentoich two rival hypotheses account for

36



the incidence of domestic violence against womerthem Dominican Republic: the
household bargaining model (HBM) and the male Estkimodel (MBM).

The HBM postulates that when women have more ressuactual or potential
opportunities or income-income generating actigitiehey can bargain for better
outcomes in the household and hence, they experiess violence. Therefore, when the
household bargaining model is used to understandeageviolence, increased economic
opportunities for women are expected to be assmtiaith a decreased likelihood of
domestic violence. It follows that domestic violeris more likely to occur when women
have fewer economic resources. In contrast, the MiB§dies that men use violence when
they feel disempowered or when they sense that giweder hierarchy is being
destabilized in the household, for instance intaasion where the wife is employed
while the husband is unemployed.

Using logistic regression analysis, | find suppiort the household bargaining
model when the dependent variable is aggregateendel (both sexual and physical
violence) and when the dependent variable is physiolence alone. However, in the
case of women experiencing sexual violence, | §iadport for the male backlash model.
Further, | run all specifications for asset-poormem and asset-rich women. In the
regressions for asset-poor women, the male backiastel best explains asset-poor
women'’s experience of domestic violence. The hooisehargaining model, however,

better predicts gender violence for wealthier women
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2.1.1 Country Setting: The Dominican Republic

The Dominican Republic presents a distinct socialkural, and economic setting
for testing these two theoretical perspectives.ndted above, the Dominican Republic
has the sixth highest reported incidence of ferdeidn the world and the highest
reported rate in Latin America. Not surprisinglgngler hierarchies are entrenched in the
social norms, institutions, and people of the pldg the Dominican Republic also is a
country of expanded economic opportunities for woniuring the “Lost Decade” of
the 1980s and the shift to a neoliberal growthtstyg employment opportunities for
women became numerous in the key sectors of touasth manufacturing; women
flocked to the labor market to provide for theiruseholds as the male unemployment
rate skyrocketed and the number of poor and near-gmuseholds increased
dramatically (Espinal 1995, Elson 1991, Deere etl@80). Currently, the female labor
force participation rate is 44 percént.

In addition, Dominican women are considered highlgbile, independent, and
are educated at higher rates than men; they aoeaaés key economic actors as both
consumers and workers (Lambert 20095ince the greatest purveyor of wealth cross-
generationally is inheritance, it is important tatenthat in the Dominican Republic (DR)
inheritance is split equally among children, redgsd of gender or of marital status of

birth parents (Deere and Leon 2001). Neverthelaghis relatively fluid and seemingly

15 See Banco Central de la Republica Dominicana wamcbntral.gov.do/
estadisticas.asp?a=Mercado_de_Trabajo (last accéss®2012)

16 See USAID GENDER ASSESSMENT/Dominican Republic
http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PNADQ847.pdf (lastessed 7/10/2012)
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egalitarian system, men are still perceived to he tinal decision makers in the
household even when they are not the primary filmhmeoviders (Safa 1995). As Safa
(1995) argues, the myth of the male breadwinnedshéhroughout the Caribbean and
Latin American cultures despite the notion that wonare ultimately responsible for
providing for the household regardless of the npaE&ner’'s economic contribution or
lack of contribution.

To put it simply, it is the responsibility of theoman/girlfriend/mother/wife to
put food on the table, and to maintain and prowdee for the household (Chant and
Craske 2003). The myth of the male breadwinner @amgs women’s burden of being
ultimately responsible for household provisionscéese it justifies and sustains the
notion that working women are only supplemental @vagrners, which in turn helps to
suppress women’s wages, hence their ability to igeovfor themselves and their
dependents. Concurrently, there is a culture ofimsato—which suggests that men feel
their masculinity challenged when women disruptghbblic/private divide. In addition, a
culture of marianismo exists, with women socialitredbelieve that they—like the Virgin
Mary—must endure all hardships and sacrifices tppstt and maintain a cohesive
household (Chant and Craske 2003).

The Dominican Republic—which is one of the fastgsiwing economies in the
Caribbean—provides an excellent case with whichegt if these expanded economic
opportunities in the public sphere have providednen with gains that extend to their
physical well-being or if, in fact, we see what Agal and Panda (2007) call the
“perverse effects” of development, where an exmansif economic opportunities in a

gender-biased society may lead to detrimental oésofor women. For example, Panda
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and Agarwal (2005) argue that women who experiemagtal violence have lower levels
of self-confidence and are at greater risk forrniegt. Either or both of these factors may
reduce a woman’s earning potential, her producti&pacity, her contributions to the
household income, her contributions to market &gtivand also her ability to help
herself both as a person and as an economic &oolars, activists, and analysts seek to
ascertain the variables associated with domestience in order to provide policies that
promote women’s freedom from violence in the hoosghoth for instrumental reasons,
reasons that promote economic development to fostamomic growth, reduce
healthcare costs associated with domestic violeano@ avert productivity and wage loss,
as well as for intrinsic reasons, reasons that ptermwomen’s wellbeing because it is
right and good, and denounce gender violence anthieide as morally wrong (Krug et
al. 2002, Gonzalez-Brenes 2004, Garcia-Moreno.€204l5, Panda and Agarwal 2005,
Hindin et al. 2008, Finnoff 2010, Aizer 2010).

This chapter aims to provide an analysis of viokermgainst women and to
provide possible policy prescriptions that mightveeas deterrents to gender violence in
the Dominican Republic. | examine to what extententicklash—the perverse effects of
development—or instead the household bargainingeiaccounts for the incidence of
domestic violence in the Dominican Republic. Inlaating the ability of these models to
explicate the processes we observe in the DomirfReggublic, | examine the incidence
of domestic violence against women across econgliijcal, and social dimensions.

The remainder of this essay proceeds in severdlossc First, | more fully
discuss the feminist economics household bargaimadel, as well as the sociological-

cultural proposition of male backlash. Second, dvde some descriptive statistics on
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gender violence in the Dominican Republic, derestdble propositions from competing
models, and outline the research design used tdahese propositions. Third, | discuss
the findings from the statistical analysis. Fourthdiscuss the research and policy

implications of the findings. Finally, | summarittee main points of the essay.

2.2 Contending Perspectives on Gender Violence

The household is an important site of critical tiyeand research for feminist
scholars. Feminist scholarship problematized thblipprivate divide based on the
sexual division of labor and reversed the lens ttalys the implications of women’s
market participation on household dynamics. Coneeat economic theory posits the
household as a site of pure altruism, where thkefa{breadwinner) is a rational,
individualistic, utility-maximizing agent in the plic sphere, but a benevolent actor
maximizing the well-being of the whole family inetlprivate one, where efficiency reigns
supreme as the woman dedicates herself to repigduetbor, where she maintains a
“comparative advantage” (Becker 1981). Feministotais argue instead that the
household is a site of cooperation, compromise, dicord, where relative power and
available outside opportunities determine peopket-being, conflict or cooperation.

Two prominent models that focus on the economierd@hants of domestic
violence suggest several testable propositiongdegathe factors likely to be associated
with the incidence of domestic violence. In the @ifired version of the household
bargaining model (HBM), feminist economists argbhatta woman’s wellbeing in the
household is not dependent on the altruism of heband but on her own ability to

bargain—based on her actual and potential outsidenanic opportunities and
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resources—with her husband for her wellbeing inhtbesehold. According to the HBM,
the more real and potential resources, educatiompitat, and income
generating/economic opportunities the woman has, biktter the exit option, and the
greater her ability to leave the household if shéhinks she would be better off alone
than she would be as a household member.

The woman’s exit option serves a twofold purposestFit allows her to use
outside opportunities as leverage in the housetwlihrgain with her husband for better
welfare in the home. Feminist economists have shempirically that when women
have more real and potential opportunities, thatcoames generally are better: less time
spent on housework, more freedom of movement, nmanesehold decision-making
ability, decreased fertility rates. Second, becausé¢his simple game both wife and
husband are well aware of each other’s exit optitms husband will be more willing to
negotiate, compromise, and cooperate with his ikgbe has the resources to leave. The
more real and present that ability of the wifedket care of herself financially, the better
the behavior of the husband toward his wife. Herc&omen’s exit option—if she is
able to provide for herself and any dependents—eseas a deterrent to the husband’s
misbehavior (England 2003).

For instance, in their groundbreaking study onithpact of women’s property
ownership on domestic violence, Panda and Agar2@0%) find that women who own
land or a house have a significantly lower odderat marital violence (emotional and
physical) than women who do not own any propertyaiesult, the authors advocate the
importance of “right to housing” and “right to lahdampaigns as a means of improving

women'’s lives by providing them a viable exit optifrom violent husbands thereby
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reducing their risk of domestic violence. The aushalso find that women who reported
having regular employment have a lower odds ratiexperiencing domestic violence.
Their study relies on household surveys adminidtare Kerala, India, which has
matrilineal property rights; it provides empiri@lidence for Deere and Doss’s argument
that “assets improve the lives of women who own ematrol them” (2006, 34). In “The
Gender Wage Gap and Domestic Violence,” Aizer fotimat as the gender wage gap
declined in California and labor demand increasedfemale-dominant sectors, the
number of women admitted to hospitals for physi&ssaults decreased. This finding
lends strong support to the HBM since Aizer wag abl control for reporting bias and
endogeneity concerns (Aizer 2010). Hence the HBlQests the following proposition
in the case of domestic violence:

Proposition 1: The more resources, and the morengpat and
actual income-generating opportunities a woman hias, less
likely she is to experience violence in the housdho

However, sociologists and anthropologistave profferedthe male backlash
model, which argues that as a woman’s economictippsor economic prospects
improve relative to those of her husband, so deedikkelihood of experiencing domestic
violence. The causal assumption in the backlasheinmdthat the woman’s greater
economic potential is viewed by the husband aslaigihg the masculinist norms that
reinforce male dominance in the household (Englerji@009). As a result, when a
woman acquires greater economic potential or regsythe male partner/spouse is more
likely to use force and violence to (re)assert poeomtrol over his partner; this
retribution is the “backlash” of the model (Macraill and Gartner 1999). Finnoff finds

that in post-civil war Rwanda, “women who are enyeld but whose husbands are not
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experienced more sexual violence” (2010). Finndfoafinds that the relationship
between employment and gender violence is contepéialdent; regions in Rwanda that
had higher levels of violence prior to the genocaleo experienced greater male
backlash and a higher incidence of sexual violexfitss the genocide.

MBM, then, illustrates what Agarwal and Panda a8l unintended and perverse
effects of development strategies. For examplen@wic restructuring and liberalization
in many developing countries provide women with aynities to work for pay, which
has potential to provided women with economic aoioy. However, firmly entrenched
cultural and social gender norms in an ever-changiconomic context may trigger a
husband to beat his wife as a way to assert pongrshow others that he controls his
partner (Engle Merry 2009). Hence from MBM, | derithe following proposition:

Proposition 2: The greater the economic resourtasnofe relative to her
husband, the greater the likelihood that she wilbegience domestic
violence from her husband.

Within the context of these two contrasting views gender violence, the
Dominican Republic provides an interesting localestudy violence against women and
its economic, political, and social correlates. D@oan women are key economic actors
in the labor market, accounting for over 40 peragriabor force participation. In 1997
the Dominican Republic government issued Law 24-@7,which the Dominican
government, decrees that domestic violence is pahle by law; nonetheless, feminicide
and gender violence remain grave matters in theiBioan Repubilic.

The Dominican Republic as an intermediate stattly @haracteristics of both rich
and poor countries, may also present a useful wasest if the HBM and MBM are

context dependent on the relative economic posdiahe respondent. Despite economic
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growth during the last two decades, the Dominicapu®lic has a high level of income
inequality where the bottom or poorest quintileetges 1.3 percent of GDP, the next
(poorest) receives 7.5 percent, the middle recelZ 8 percent, the next richer quintile
receives 19.8 percent of income, and the top (brest) quintile receives 58.6 percent of
total income (Hammill 2005). In the case of suctreaxe inequality, and considering that
very few shelters exist for women who experienadevice, is it possible for a woman in
the lowest quintile who experiences gender violetackave the home and provide for
herself and her possible dependents? It seems moch feasible for a woman in the
richer or richest quintiles, with more opporturstiend access to resources, to have viable
exit options when confronted with a violent spou3éis contrast leads to a third
proposition | test in this paper:

Proposition 3: The HBM, which highlights the rolé women’s outside

opportunities and resources, will better predic torrelation between

economic determinants and gender violence for wommerthe upper

wealth quintiles as opposed to women in the lowealtl quintiles.

The Dominican Republic Demographic and Health Su@07 provides data on
women’s economic positions, by creating a wealtteinbased on household assets and
placing respondents into five wealth quintilesséuhis data to assess if the HBM and the
MBM are context-dependent on a women’s wealth stéty running regressions on a

subsample of only the two bottom wealth (poorest poorer) quintiles and then running

the same regressions on the two top (richer amesiy quintiles.
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2.3 Data and Method

2.3.1 Description of the Data

In order to test these propositions and assessattelates of domestic violence,
this study utilizes data from the 2007 Demograpmd Health Survey (DHS) for the
Dominican Republic. The DHS is a household-levelvey administered by Macro
International in many developing nations includthg Dominican Republic, where it is
conducted in conjunction with the Dominican goveemty USAID, the World Bank, and
the Global Fund. It provides data on women’s headléhntility, household decision-
making ability, financial autonomy, employment, atteir experiences with domestic
violence at the hands of their partners. These alatgarticularly useful in evaluating the
propositions from the two models not only becauisthe breadth of variables that they
examine (e.g. economic, political, and demografdmtors), but also because they allow
us to tap the multiple ways that gender violencexigerienced by women. On the latter
point, it may be important to distinguish betwedrygical and sexual violence, and these
data allow us to make such a differentiation.

This study employs a subsample of 1,820 women—age, currently married
or cohabitating—who were randomly selected to pigdite in the domestic violence
module of the survey administered by the DHS in720Df the 1,820 respondents, 626
women are from rural areas and 1,194 are from udvaas. | only include cases that
without missing data, and women who are marriedpantnered, including married
women, women in consensual unions, or women whe pavtners but currently are not

living with them.
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Due to the sensitive nature of the issue of doimesblence, the interviewer
followed specific protocols to ensure the privadyttee female respondents. First, only
one woman per household was selected to participabee domestic violence module of
the survey, so as to provide a degree of anonymista-vis other household members.
Second, the interviewer obtained an additional rmixd consent from the female
respondent in order to proceed with the domestiterce module. Third, the domestic
violence module was administered only in privatehéné privacy could not be ensured,
interviews were not held. Fourth, interviewers pded informational pamphlets on
assistance for concerns with domestic violencetlose women who expressed interest
in receiving such information.

The domestic violence module is an addition to@iS survey, which collects
household- and individual-level data from both wonand a subsample of their male
partners. The majority of the questions focus ormew's social and demographic
characteristics such as age, employment and instags, educational attainment, social
networks and support, household decision-makinditiabj fertility rates, child or
children’s education and mortality rates, accesbdalthcare, and data on HIV/AIDS.
The DHS domestic violence module collects data loeet forms of violence against
women: physical, psychological, and sexual. Usimg €onflict Tactics Scale (Straus
1990), women were asked the following questiongetermine experiences with physical
and sexual violence in the household.

Has your (last) husband/partner ever:

a) Pushed, shaken, or thrown something at you?

b) Hit you?

c) Twisted your arm or pulled your hair?

d) Punched you with his fist or with something thatildohurt you?
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e) Kicked or dragged you across the floor?

f) Tried to strangle or burn you?

g) Threatened or hurt you with a knife, gun, or otlveapon?

h) Used physical force to have sexual relations atjhotou did not want to
engage in sexual intercourse?

i) Forced you to engage in sexual acts that you dapatove of?

The instances of violence were measured as discagigbles, and women were
asked both if they had experienced any of thesedasf violence in their lives and if
they had experienced any of these forms of violencéhe last twelve months. The
distribution of values on economic, political, asdcial/demogrpahic variables and
gender violence (the dependent variable in thiset)ad reported in Table 2.3: Cross-
Tabulations of Economic, Political, and Social Detmants of Domestic and
Cohabitating Couples in the Dominican Republic 2007
Table 2.3: Cross Tabulations of Economic, Politicaland Social Determinants of

Domestic Violence Married and Cohabiting Women inlhe Dominican Republic in

2007
(N=1820, in percentages, number of responses ieaesis)

CHARACTERISTICS Physical Violence Sexual Violence
Economic Determinants n
Respondent has money for
own use

20.5 6.6
No (956) (196) (63)

13.3 4.8
Yes (864) (115) (41)
Employment Status

15.5 7.6
Employed 1492 (231) (25)

24.4 5.3
Unemployed 328 (80) (79)
Earnings relative to partner

16.5 5.4
Respondent makes less 1296 (214) (70)
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13.9 3.7
Respondent makes the same 215 (30) (8)

22.1 8.7
Respondent makes more 299 (66) (26)
Women’s Home Ownership

18.0 4.5
No 1032 (186) (46)

15.9 7.4
Yes 788 (125) (58)
Women'’s Land Ownership

16.9 5.5
No 1608 (271) (88)

18.8 7.6
Yes 212 (40) (16)
Wealth Quintiles

25 8.9
Poorest 324 (81) (75)

21.3 7.6
Poorest 437 (93) (33)

17.0 5.4
Middle 405 (69) (22)

10.1 3.3
Richer 367 (37) (12)

10.8 2.8
Richest 287 (31) (8)
Political Determinants
Member of a Women’s
Organization

16.9 5.9
No 1715 (290) (101)

21.0 2.9
Yes 105 (22) (3)
Member of a Political
Organization

16.9 5.7
No 1779 (302) (101)

21.9 7.3
Yes 41 (9) (3)

Social Determinants

Education
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28.0 6.0
No education 50 (14) (3)

22.2 7.6
Primary 736 (163) (56)

154 5.9
Secondary 612 (94) (36)

9.5 2.1
Higher 422 (40) (9)
Location

19.8 9.5
Urban 1194 (124) (59)

15.7 3.8
Rural 626 (187) (45)
Head of Household

17.5 6.2
Partner 1427 (250) (88)

15.5 4.1
Women 393 (61) (16)
Spousal Age Difference

18.5 57
SPAD1 747 (198) (61)

15.6 6.3
SPAD2 301 (47) (19)

14.8 54
SPAD3 446 (66) (24)
Husband Drinks Alcohol
Often

13.5 4.0
No 1675 (226) (68)

58.6 24.8
Yes 145 (85) (36)
Women who witnessed fathe
beating mother in childhood

15.1 5.5
No 1536 (232) (84)

27.8 7.0
Yes 284 (79) (20)
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Although the DR DHS 2007 is a carefully constrdctsurvey instrument
administered throughout the developing world, i$ thanitations that are worth noting.
First and foremost, the DHS does not collect dataaze, ethnicity, or, what would be
better yet in the Dominican context, the skin cabrespondents. Although the elite and
the national discourse purport that the Dominicapublic is a racial democracy, studies
have shown that Afro-descendants—especially thiogeadre visibly, or phenotypically,
black—experience intense racial discrimination prejudice in society (Sidanius, Pefia,
and Sawyer 2001, Gregory 2007, Howard 2001, VaRk@25). However, not only is
market discriminatiorracial in the Dominican Republic, as in most cases ials
gendered Dark-skinned Dominicans are overrepresented enldiver income categories
and dark-skinned women of African descent and thependents are arguably more
vulnerable because of the double burden based eogeahdered norm that the ultimate
responsibility of women is to provide care and fdodheir dependents (Albert Batista
1993, Safa 1995, Valdez 2005, Gregory 2007, How2081). The intersection of
Dominican racist and sexist cultural norms thatitimomen’s, especially dark-skinned
women’s, economic opportunities (Safa 1995, VaRkigas).

Not only are dark-skinned Dominican women overespnted in lower income
categories, they are also overrepresented in thesk paying and most precarious
segments of the labor market, particularly thenmi@ sector, the service sector, and the
care sector (domestic workers, cooks, childcarachters, janitorial services). The
intersectional race, class, and gender discrindnathat women experience in the labor
market is so institutionalized that workers mudirait color photos with their resumes.

Being dark skinned or visibly black in turn affect®men’s exit options, income
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generating ability, and their ability to bargaim feetter outcomes in the household (Safa
1995, McClenaghan 1997, Gregory 2007, Albert Batl€293). Because the DHS does
not collect data on skin color or race in the Dagan Republic, | will not be able to
examine here the ways that violence may also havacial dimension, as has been
documented in the literature (Johnson and Ferr@f®) 2Rasche 1988, Kasturirangan et
al. 2004, West 2004).

The second limitation is that women may be undemtapy domestic violence in
DHS surveys. A study by Ellsberg et al. (2003) fdusystematic and significant
underreporting of domestic violence when they ogéd and readministrated the DHS
domestic violence module in two regional studiedNicaragua. They provide several
reasons for underreporting, such as the lack qgfgyegion that interviewers need in order
to administer such a difficult set of questionsd dhe inability of the interviewer to
establish privacy and confidentiality when the mtew takes place in the home of the
respondent. In addition to these concerns, therg b&aunderreporting in the DHS
domestic violence because interviews ask resposdprastions about domestic violence
after a long list of survey questions on family pplang, employment, reproductive
history, health, children’s welfare, nutritionaldaaducational status. Hence, women may
just answemo to the initial question on domestic violence todmne with the survey
(Ellsberg et. al. 2003). Although these concernsnoa be corroborated for the
Dominican Republic, they may lead to underreporting

Despite these limitations, due to the prevalencedomestic violence and
feminicide, useful information can be gleaned frosng the data in the DR DHS 2007.

The DR DHS 2007 is random, representative at thimel level, and collects data at
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household level. In TABLE 2.3, some interesting adgdive findings emerge. First,
women who are employed and have money for their asenare less likely than women
who do not to experience domestic violence, botgisiglal and sexual, as the HBM
suggests. However, women who make more money tham partners experience
physical and sexual abuse at rates higher than ¢banterparts who make the same or
less than their husbands. The functional form thetiterature predicts for the impact of
class on domestic violence also holds; that isajg a higher percentage of women in the
lower classes report experiencing domestic violdhee women in the higher economic
classes. As a corollary to poverty as a form ofneaaic violence, studies also find that
the higher incidence of domestic violence in therpo income classes than in the
wealthier income classes is due to the immediatehmdogical and real stresses of
poverty (Panda and Argawal 2005, Heise 1998). Womlen are members of political
organizations have a higher percentage of repottiegincidence of gender violence,
both physical and sexual.

More highly educated women report less domestience, as do women who
live in urban areas, and women whose husbandsveref more years older than they
are. Women whose husbands drink alcohol often apee nlikely to report gender

violence, as are women who witnessed their fatheas their mothers in childhood.

2.3.2 Research Design

Table 2.4: Variables and Definitions

Variable Type Definition
Life time experience of both sexual and
ALLVIO binary; dependent | physical violence with current partner
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SEXVIO Life-time experience sex violence with
binary; dependent | current partner
Life-time experience physical violence
PHYVIO binary; dependent | with current partner
WIFEWORKS binary; independent Woman has workedhégast year
WIFEMONEY binary; independent Woman has money fardwn use
Woman makes more than her partner
(reference category: wife makes the same
WIFEMAKESMORE | binary; independent or less than husband)
LAND binary; independent Woman owns land alone
HOME Woman owns dwelling where family lives
binary; independent alone
POOR binary; independent The combined bottom 40 fowealth
quintiles
MIDDLE The middle 20% of the wealth quintiles
binary; independent (reference catergory)
RICH binary; independent The combined top 40 % e&lh quintiles
WOMORG binary; independent Woman belongs to a wdsnan
organization
POLORG binary; independent Woman belongs to aipalibrganization
continuous;
EDUYRS independent Woman'’s years of education
HEADHOUSE binary; independent Woman as head of élooisl
URBAN binary; independent Urban residence
SPAD1 binary; independent Less than 5 years aderelifce between
partners
SPAD2 binary; independent Man is 5 to 8 years dldan wife
SPAD3 binary; independent Man is 9 years or maderathan wife
Woman reports that husband drinks
ALCOFTEN binary; independent alcohol often
Woman reports seeing father physically
INTERGENVIO binary; independent abuse mother
Acronyms
HBM Household bargaining model
MBM Male backlash model

2.3.2.1 Dependent Variable

In the study, | use the binary variable of expesieg gender violence to ascertain

the relationship between certain predictors andlgeriolence. | specify three models.
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First, | look at the predictors of all gender vimte, both sexual and physical, (ALLVIO)
in the household. Second, | disaggregate ALLVI® iséxual and physical violence to
examine the possible differences between thesetypas of violence. Sexual violence
[SEXVIO] tells us whether a women has experienceg #orced sexual acts, and
[PHYSVIO] tells whether a women has experienced soy of physical violence—if she
has been punched, kicked, pushed, slapped, or itit & weapon or some other

instrument. Each of these variables takes the \@flddf the event occurred, 0 otherwise.

2.3.2.2 Independent Variables: Economic, Political and

Social/Demographic Determinants

The variable WIFEWORKS takes the value 1 if thé&evis working, O otherwise.
WIFEMONEY is a dummy variable that takes the vadfid if the woman reports having
money for her own use, 0 otherwise. WIFEMAKESMOREai dummy variable that
takes the value of 1 if the woman respondent earose money than her husband, 0
otherwise; this might be a salient variable withahhto test the MBM, as it addresses the
relative power of each partner in the couple. HOtdEes the value of 1 if the wife has
sole ownership of the home in which the coupledesi O otherwise. LAND takes the
value 1 if the wife owns land alone, O otherwis®QOR is a variable created from the
wealth quintiles (based on asset ownership) traDHS reports; POOR consists of the
two bottom quintiles. MIDDLE is the middle categooy the wealth quintiles and it is
omitted from the logistic analysis as the referecategory. RICH is the two top quintiles

in the wealth/asset distribution.
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POLORG—whether a woman belongs to a political oizgtion—takes the value
1 if the woman belongs to a political organizati@rgtherwise. WOMORG, membership
in a women’s organization, takes the value of 1thé woman is in a women’s
organization, 0 otherwise. EDUYRS is educationeang, the minimum being O years of
education, the maximum 19 years. The mean yeaesletation for the sample is 9.3.
HEADHOUSE takes the value of 1 is the female redpohis the head of household, 0
otherwise. URBAN is 1 if the female respondentdiwe an urban area, O if she lives in a
rural area. SPAD1 is the spousal age differencenwthere is less then five years
difference between the couple. SPAD?2 is the spoagaldifference that corresponds to
couples where the husband is five to eight yeaterdhan the wife and takes the value of
1 if this is the case, 0 otherwise. SPAD3 takeswdilee of 1 if the husband is nine or
more years older than his wife, 0 otherwise. ALCE@NTtakes the value of 1 if the wife
reports that her husband drinks alcohol often,h@mtise. INTERGENVIO is a dummy
variable that takes the value of 1 if the femalsposdent saw her father beat her

mother—so as to test for the intergenerationaktrassion of violence—O0 otherwige.

2.3.2.3 Model Specification

| estimate the models using logit regression. Loggtression is appropriate where
the dependent variable is dichotomous. The logisiiclel takes the following form: Pr
(y=1) = exp @ + S +d)/(1+exp(a + fx +dd)); where y = 1 if the outcome occurs—

if women respond “yes” to the indicators of gendeftence in question-xis a vector of

17 See Table 2.4: Variables and Definitions for apendent and independent
variables used in regression analysis.
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continuous variables, antiis a vector of dichotomous variables. | interphet tesults of
the logistic model in terms of the changes in tddso The coefficients, or odds ratios in
this case, indicate that for a unit changexinl expect the logit to change I#, holding
all the other independent variables constant. kiobthe odds ratio by taking the
exponential of both sides of the equation, whicimsiders the odds of observing a
positive outcome (y=1) versus a negative outcors@)y

Q = Pr (y=1)/Pr (y=0) = Pr (y=1)/1-Pr (y=1). If tluelds ratio of an independent
variablex, is greater than 1, by saying the odds ratiGigreater, holding other variables
constant, this implies an increase in the probgilii gender violence. Conversely, if the
odds ratio is less than 1 this indicates that i&a iwer probability (Long and Freese
2006). | estimate the following three specificaipwhich differ only in the dependent
variable measuring gender violence:

Pr (GVauvio =1) =F(RWIFEWORKS + RBWIFEMONEY +
WIFEMAKESMORE+ RHOME + BLAND + R{POOR + BRICH + , POLORG + 8
WOMORG + B, EDUYRS + B;HEADHOUSE + B, URBAN + R; SPAD2 + R,
SPAD3 + BALOFTEN + R¢NTERGENVIO)

Pr (GVsgexvio =1) =F(BWIFEWORKS + RBWIFEMONEY + [}
WIFEMAKESMORE+ RHOME + [3LAND + 3POOR + BRICH + (3 POLORG + 8
WOMORG + (3o EDUYRS + ;HEADHOUSE + [, URBAN + (43 SPAD2 + (3,
SPAD3 + BsALOFTEN + R(INTERGENVIO)

Pr (GVeuwysvio =1) =F(BWIFEWORKS + RBWIFEMONEY + [}
WIFEMAKESMORE+ RHOME + [LAND + 3POOR + BRICH + [ POLORG +
WOMORG + (3, EDUYRS + (3HEADHOUSE + (3, URBAN + (33 SPAD2 + (3,
SPAD3 + BsALOFTEN + R(NTERGENVIO)
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2.3.3 Propositions from Contending Models

In assessing the correlates of gender violencéenlominican Republic, and
testing which model—HBM or the MBM—best accounts §ender violence, | advance
the following propositions which situate the conpgtmodels within the context of
economic, political and social variables.

The HBM predicts that any potential or actual algseconomic opportunities and
resources improve the woman’s wellbeing in the bbokl. Hence, the HBM suggests
that any economic resources and income-generatitigta will translate into a lower
odds ratio of women experiencing less domestic evick. Additionally,
social/demographic factors such as increased y#agducation, living in an urban area
where there are more work opportunities, or if tbgpondent is the household head this
should also translate into better outcomes as tka#smgthen a woman’s bargaining
position; | call this the narrow version of the HBMalso envision women’s participation
in the political realm as an extension of outsigpartunities and resources, which in turn
would strengthen her bargaining position; hencthis augmented version of the HBM,
women’s participation in political organizationsdamn women’s organizations also
results in a lower odds ratio of experiencing genilaence.

In the narrow version of the MBM, it is the relaivncome positions of the
couple that matter. Hence a situation where thee wifakes more money than her
husband would imply that the wife is at a highed®datio of experiencing violence. |
can also extend the MBM—that is, a broader versibrnthe MBM—to economic

variables that strengthen a woman’s exit optionsnake her a political actor in the
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public sphere; in this case, it follows variabldgtt provide women resources and
participation in politics will elicit higher oddd @iolence from the husband.

| turn now to an analysis of multivariate logistesults to ascertain the signs and
statistical significance of the economic, politicebcial determinants and assess which of
the two models best describes gender violencearhtiusehold in which contexts in the

Dominican Republic.

2.4 Analysis of Multivariate Resultg8

2.4.1 Model of Aggregate Domestic Violence

In the model of aggregate violence (ALLVIO), incing both sexual and/or
physical violence, the HBM does the better job e$atibing domestic violence in the
Dominican Republic. Two salient independent vagabklwhen the wife has money for
her own use, and education in years— are associatdd a lower odds ratio of
experiencing gender violence in the household, both are statistically significant
(p<.05)1% There is limited support for the MBM as well; Erins of economic variables,
when the wife makes more money than her husbarel,hak a higher odds ratio of
experiencing violence in the household than wombo make the same amount or less

than their husbands, a result that is statisticadpificant at the 10 percent level. There is

18 For correlation matrices and tests of correlasgnificance see Appendix B.
For discussion of significant correlations, likeldd ratio tests of nested versus full
models, and justification of model validity see A&pplix C.

19 P<.01 means that the variable odds ratio is saamf at the 1% level, p<.05
denotes that the odds ratio is significant at ¥el&vel, and p<.10 significant at the 10 %
level.
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additional support for the broader version of thBN¥M women who belong to a political
organization have a higher odds ratio of expermngender violence than women who
do not belong to political organizations (p<.10¢v&ral demographic variables are also
significant. | find that women who are nine or mgears younger than their husbands
are at a lower odds ratio of experiencing domastitence in the household than women
who do not have that age differential (p<.01). Alsgind that women whose husbands
drink alcohol often and women who witnessed thathérs beat their mothers are at a
higher odds ratio of experiencing gender violerf@ntwomen whose husbands do not
drink often and women who did see gender violentehe household respectively
(p<.01).

Table 2.5: Logistic Regression of Factors Associatevith Gender Violence
(robust standard errors in parenthesis)

Physical Sexual Physical ang
Violence Violence Sexual Violence
Independent Variables Odds Ratio Odds Ratio | Odds Ratio
Economic Variables
73* .83 74*
Wife works (.12) (.21) (.12)
1 .88 .69**
Wife money for own use (.11) (.20) (.10)
1.54** 1.64* 1.54**
Wife makes more $ than husband (.28) (.42) (.47)
Wife owns dwelling where couple.77* 1.46* .82
lives (.112) (.31) (.112)
1.22 1.39 1.27
Wife owns land (.26) (.44) (.26)
1.19 1.19 1.15
Poor (.22) (.33) (.21)
.76 74 74
Rich (.15) (.25) (.15)
Political Variables
1.30 .36 1.14
Belongs to women’s organization (.36) (.28) (.30)
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2.01* 2.03 2.92%**
Belongs to a political organization (.76) (1.60) (1.04)
Social/Demographic Variables
.95** .98 .95**
Education in years (.02) (.02) (.02)
.83 .68 .86
Female headed household (.14) (.21) (.14)
.87 A4rF* AT*
Urban (.13) (.10) (.11)
.79 1.07 .82
Husband 5-8 yrs older than wife | (.15) (.31) (.15)
73 .89 .81
Husband is 9 yrs older than wife | (.13) (.24) (.14)
8.72%** 7.44%** 8.80
Husband drinks alcohol often (1.70) (1.85) (1.72)***
2.31%** 1.28 2.30%**
Women saw father beat mother | (.37) (.35) (.37)
0.37*** Q7*** A0***
Constant (.11) (.03) (18)
N 1820 1818 1820
McFaddens R 0.1402 0.1381 0.1403

2.4.2 Model of Sexual Violence

When | disaggregate gender violence to examineifsgaly sexual violence, |
find somewhat different results. Again, women whake more money than their
husbands are at a higher odds ratio of experiersiomgestic violence than women who
make the same amount of money or less than thebamas. Recall that, according to the
MBM, when husbands feel relatively disempoweredsame measure vis-a-vis their
wives, the male’s response is to impose his “aitffioover the woman by using his
physical power in the form of violence. In the caske sexual violence, the only
statistically significant economic variable—womehavmake more money than husband

(p<.10)—supports the MBM.
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However, | also find support for the HBM in the pickl and social/demographic
variables: belonging to a women’s organization (P4 increasing education in years
(p<0.05), and being a female head of household1l()<lower the odds ratio of
experiencing violence. Additionally, women who live urban areas (p<.05) are at a
lower odds ratio of experiencing domestic violetitan women who live in rural areas.
This finding about the influence of geographicaldtion is consistent with the HBM, in
so far as women in urban areas have more potentiide work and educational
opportunities, which strengthens their bargainiogigr and provides more potential exit
options. In the results for sexual violence (SEXY/ICfind that as for aggregate violence
(ALLVIO), women whose husbands often drink alcolaoé at a higher odds ratio of

experiencing domestic violence (p<.01).

2.4.3 Model of Physical Violence

In the model with physical violence as the depehdanable, there is stronger
support for the HBM. When women have money forrtlogin use, they are at a lower
odds ratio of experiencing violence in the houseétbban their counterparts who do not
have money for their own use (p<0.05). Additiongbsort for the HBM is provided by
the variable education in years, with each addiigrear of schooling lowering the odds
ratio of experiencing domestic violence (p<.05).spite the stronger support for the
HBM, there is also support, albeit statisticallyaker, for the MBM in the categories of
economic and political variables; when the wife esmknore money than her husband,
she has a higher odds ratio of experiencing domestience (p. <10), and when she is a

member of a political organization, she also faadsigher odds ratio of experiencing
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domestic violence (p<.10). In the specificatiorpbifysical violence (PHYSVIO), greater
spousal age differences, the male partner being for eight years older than the
respondent (SPAD2) (p<.10), and the male partn@mgbaine years older (SPAD3)
(p<.01), put women at a lower odds ratio of expegieg physical violence. Once again,
women whose husbands drink often (p<.01) and whoessed gender violence in their

own homes as children (p<.01) have a higher odas shexperiencing gender violence.

2.5 Class Dimension of Gender Violence

In previous specifications, | control for econongiass through the use of the
wealth variables. In all three specifications th@dtional form | expect for class and
gender violence holds. That is to say, there isighdn odds ratio of poor women
experiencing gender violence, while there is a loweds ratio of rich women
experiencing domestic violence both with respeantddle asset category, the reference
group. However, neither class status is statigyicsignificant in the three models in
which all women are analyzed together. In thisieack discuss the results that emerge
when | run each of the three previous models seggréor women in the asset-poor

category and then for women in the asset-rich cajeg

2.5.1 Asset-Poor Women and Gender Violence in theadsehold

In regression analysis for asset-poor women (N=7bfipd that the MBM best
explains gender violence both at the aggregatd kve also when gender violence is

disaggregated into physical violence and sexuaénie.
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Table 2.6: Logistic Regression of Factors Associatevith Domestic Violence for

Asset-Poor Women

(robust standard errors in parenthesis)

Physical Sexual Physical and
Violence Violence Sexual Violence
Independent Variables Odds Ratio Odds Ratio Odds Ratios
Economic Variables
A0*r* 1.02 A4FF*
Wife works (.12) (.56) (.13)
.69 52 130
Wife money for own use (.20) (.21) (.19)
Wife makes more $ than husband 2.47** 3.135** 2.49**
(.94) (1.60) (.92)
Wife owns dwelling where couple .84 1.01 .88
lives (.25) (.35) (.26)
.94 1.73 73
Wife owns land (.25) (.96) (.33)
Political Variables
45 .33 .38
Belongs to women’s organization (.27) (.27) (.23)
8.04*** .733 10.40%***
Belongs to a political organization (4.94) (1.01) (6.22)
Social/Demographic Variables
.78 1.00 .98
Education in years (.22) (.06) (.03)
.61 4168 .640
Female headed household (.22) 2776 22879
.78 AT* 71
Urban (.21) (.19) (.19)
.86 .90 .87
Husband 5-8 yrs older than wife (.34) (.45) (.33)
.62 .83 .65
Husband is 9 yrs older than wife (.21) (.50) (.21)
11.61%** 6.10*** 11.02***
Husband drinks alcohol often (4.66) (2.56) (4.46)
2.92%** 1.481 2.75%**
Women saw father beat mother (1.07) (.91) (1.00)
N 761 760 761
McFaddens R 0.1377 0.1100 0.1269

*p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01
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In the aggregate violence (ALLVIO) specificationr fsoor women, both the wife
making more money than the husband (p<.05) andifeebeing a member of a political
organization (p<.01) increase the odds ratio ofeencing domestic violence in the
household; both of these variables speak to thethatywomen’s outside opportunities—
especially in the case where the husband is relgtidisempowered—and women’s
participation in the public sphere may place poom&n in precarious situations within
the household. In the case of a poor woman whadhés rhain breadwinner in the
household, it is important to note how the largeormic context, characterized by
sporadic and insecure employment for both women ameh, high levels of
unemployment, and large informal sector may be rdmorting to the “perverse
consequences” of development including detrimemi&gomes for women.

In addition to the strong support for the MBM as explanation for asset-poor
women'’s experience of gender violence, there is satsne support for the HBM. When
an asset-poor woman works, she is at a lower oahifs of experiencing violence than
asset-poor women who does not work, signaling thportance of employment for
women’s well-being. Both social/demographic vamsbhusband drinks alcohol often
(p<.01) and witnessing gender violence growing ps.q1) put asset-poor women at a
higher odds ratio of experiencing violence.

In the sexual violence (SEXVIO) specification fasat-poor women, the only
significant economic predictor is when the wife makmore than her male partner
(WIFEMAKESMORE) (p<.05); when asset-poor women makere money than their
husbands, they are at a higher odds ratio of eaperng sexual violence than asset-poor

women who make the same or less than their partHensever, living in an urban area
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(p<0.10) puts asset-poor women at a lower odds KHtiexperiencing sexual violence
than asset-poor women in rural areas, which supgbg HBM in so far as living in
urban areas presents women with more potential wedkcation, and outside
opportunities.

In the physical violence (PHYSVIO) specificatior fasset poor women, there is
broader support for the MBM. Both when the respomdaakes more than her male
partner (WIFEMAKESMORE) (p<.05) and when the regpemt belongs to a political
organization (POLITICALORG) (p<.01) are associateih a higher odds ratio of
experiencing violence in the household. In thiscdpation, there is also support for the
HBM in that the variable WIFEWORKS (p<.01), is asisted with a lower odds ratio of

experiencing domestic violence.

2.5.2 Asset-Rich Women and Gender Violence in theddsehold

When the same specifications were estimated for evorm the asset-rich
category, the HBM best explained both the aggre@altéVVIO) and physical violence
(PHYSVIO) results; whereas the MBM best explainigphiicant variables in the sexual
violence (SEXVIO) results.

Table 2.7: Logistic Regression of Factors Associatavith Domestic Violence for

Asset-Rich Women
(robust standard errors in parenthesis)

Physical Sexual Physical and
Violence Violence Sexual Violence
Independent Variables Odds Ratio Odds Ratio Odds Ratios
Economic Variables
241 2.75 1.96
Wife works (1.44) (2.35) (1.08)
.35** .59 .35**
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Wife money for own use (16) (.43) (.16)
1.21 .78 1.23
Wife makes more $ than husband (.70) (.63) (.63)
Wife owns dwelling where couple 74 1.11 .78
lives (.17) (.38) (.17)
1.83** 2.51** 1.80**
Wife owns land (.55) (1.06) (0.53)
Political Variables
OMMITTED
2 33 PREDICTS 1.88
Belongs to women’s organization (1.20) FAILURE PER. (1.02)
2.99 14.66** 8.38**
Belongs to a political organization (3.33) (18.28) (7.29)
Social/Demographic Variables
91* .83rrx .90**
Education in years (.04) (.04) (.04)
1.22 .39 1.27
Female headed household (.51) (.29) (.52)
.83 42 A7
Urban (.37) (.27) (.33)
.70 42 .69
Husband 5-8 yrs older than wife (.38) (.36) (.38)
28** A7 .32
Husband is 9 yrs older than wife 14 (.15) (.16)
5.01* 2.22 4.96**
Husband drinks alcohol often (3.06) (2.21) (3.08)
3.26** .99 3.51%**
Women saw father beat mother (1.55) (.74) (1.66)
N 654 621 654
McFaddens R 0.1294 0.1546 0.1390

*p < .10, ** p < .05, ** p < .01

In the aggregate violence (ALLVIO) specificationr fach women, the only
significant economic variable, when the wife has neo for her own use
(WIFEMONEY) (p<.05) is associated with a lower oddtio of experiencing domestic
violence; that is to say, women who have moneyntbst liquid financial asset, at their
command have a lower odds ratio of experiencinglgemiolence than women who do

not have money for their own use. Here it is imgotrtto note that when asset-rich
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women have liquid assets, these assets may seraep agit option and a deterrent to
violence in the home; in contrast, this variableswaot significant in any of the
specifications of asset-poor women. This contragfgests that exit options must be
substantial to be viable. Asset-rich women who haeaey at their disposal are likely to
have more of it than asset-poor women and hence ol@nce to support themselves and
their dependents should they decide to exit theriag®. Additionally, belonging to a
political organization (POLORG) and more years duetion (EDUYRS) are also
associated with a lower odds ratio of experienaongiestic violence in the household
(both at p<.05 level), providing further suppont foe HBM.

In the sexual violence (SEXVIO) specification fasat-rich women, on the other
hand, there is more support for the MBM; both wornadro own land (OWNSLAND)
(p<.10) and women who belong to a political orgahon (POLORG) (p<.05) are
associated with a higher odds ratio of experienaiidence. Only one of the social
variables provides support for the HBM: continugesrs of education (EDUYRS) is
associated with a lower odds ratio of experiengagder violence for asset-rich women
(p<.01).

Turning to the physical violence (PHYSVIO) speatfion, both variables when
the wife has money for own use (WIFEMONEY) (p<.0&)d continuous years of
education (EDUYRS) (p<.10) are associated withveeloodds ratio of gender violence
for asset-rich women, supporting the HBM, while, mbership in a women’s
organization (WOMORG) is associated with a highsatratio of experiencing domestic

violence (p<.10).
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2.6 Policy Prescriptions & Conclusions

2.6.1 Discussion of Predicted Probabilities and Fol Implications

By calculating and reporting predicted probabiditef gender violence, | am able
to assess the effects of significant variableshi@ tmodels (Long and Freese 2006).
TABLES 2.8 and 2.9 present predicted probabilitiegender violence for asset-poor and
asset-rich women, respectively based on signifiganables from TABLES 2.6 and 2.7.

Table 2.8: Probability of ALLVIO for Asset-Poor* wo men with mean EDUYRS=7.1

Urban Rural

[95% CI] [95% CI]
Unemployed Women 27 [.14, .40] .34 [.19, .49]
Women who make money than their
husbands .29 [.09, .49] .36 [.15, .58]
Members of Political Organizations .63 [.32, .94] .70 [.43, .98]
Partner drinks alcohol often .64 [.42, .86] .72 [.53, .90]
Women who witnessed father beat
mother .31 [.14, .48] .39 [.22, .55]

*all other variables held at their mode

In logistic regressions for asset-poor women—whieeeMBM best accounted for
spousal abuse among the asset poor— being emp(@ytEWORKS) was associated
with a lower odds ratio of experiencing domesticlemnce; hence, for asset-poor women
employment may serve as an important means to eettiedr probability of experiencing
gender violence. | find that for an unemployed &gser woman living in an urban area,
with the mean 7.1 years of education, the prediptethability of experiencing domestic
violence is 27 percent, with the 95 percent comfageinterval lying between .14 and .40.

However employed women living in urban areas haifeeeh percent predicted
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probability of experiencing gender violence, whish lower than their unemployed
counterpart. The predicted probability of rural onpdoyed asset- poor women
experiencing gender violence is 34 percent witlb &®confidence interval of between
19 and .49. In contrast, employed women in rurglag have an eighteen percent
predicted probability of experiencing gender viagenThese predicted probabilities point
to the need for viable employment opportunitiesvi@men in the asset-poor category,
especially in rural areas. Employment—especiallpleyment that pays a living wage—
serves not only the intrinsic purpose of providemgvoman with income, but also the
purposes of providing a potential exit option (ifis enough money for her to support
herself and her dependents), increasing her Idvetlbesteem, and the social purposes
of allowing a woman to provide for her dependemis @ contribute to market activity.

If, however, the woman earns more money than hebdmnd, her predicted
probability of experiencing domestic violence gags Women in urban areas who make
more money than their husbands have a 29 percedicped probability of experiencing
domestic violence; women in urban areas that darsame or less than their husbands
have a lower predicted probability of fifteen perceNomen in rural areas who make
more money than their husbands have a 36 percedicped probability of experiencing
the domestic violence; whereas their counterpatie warn the same or less have an
eighteen percent predicted probability of experiegcdomestic violence.

This outcome, in which women are at a higher pmtedi probability of
experiencing gender violence when they make moreemthat their husbands, leading
to relative male disempowerment, is indicative dfatvPanda and Agarwal (2005) call

the “perverse effects of development.” Women’s nmoest from the home to the work
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place and the polity has challenged gender noroisafbthe same time the myth of the
male breadwinner and traditional gender ideologgipe The resulting tensions may not
only perpetuate the foundations and normalizatidngender violence but even
exacerbate them. For instance, if the wife assutimegole of primary breadwinner—
particularly if she is in the asset-poor categorgsteéad of improving her well-being,
unequivocally, her status may lead to her husbambgwiolence to assert himself. This
male breadwinner myth serves also to justify paywagnen inferior, supplemental wages
in the labor market, an ideological support fordamarket discrimination which in turn
is detrimental to women’s wellbeing and economitoaamy. In the context of the
Dominican Republic’'s high unemployment rate, aisdshift from a state-led Keynesian
development strategy to a more market-oriented trevategy (which decreased men’s
employment opportunities as government officiald an public works), its falling real
wages, and its precarious, unstable job markes important for the government to
pursue a job creation strategy that benefits bath and women (Deere at el 1990).
Similarly, the MBM receives support in the caseaseset-poor women who are
members of political organizations. In urban are@asnen who are members of political
organizations have 63 percent predicted probabulitgxperiencing domestic violence,
whereas women not involved in political organizatidnave a lower predicted probability
of fifteen percent? In rural areas women who are politically activesdn@an alarmingly
high predicted probability of 70 percent; women wdr@ not members of a political

organization have fifteen percent chance of expenng domestic violence. In the case

20 |n this dataset a total of 41 women report beloggdim a political organization. Of the 41
women in political organizations, 16 are in thestigmor category, 13 are in the middle asset cagegad
12 are in the asset-rich category.
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of women'’s political activism, there is the poskipiof reserve causality. It could be that
husbands want to punish their wives for challengiolitics as male only space, thereby
asserting to themselves and others that they édlrenstontrol of their wives. Or it could
be that women who experience gender violence beqooligcized as they come to
understand their experience as both a personah aaditical issue. Whatever the relative
importance of these two causal pathways, there sgaificant correlation between
female political activism and gender violence.

The political culture in the Dominican Republic p®lto perpetuate violence
against women. Abortion is still illegal; it is atrst impossible for an asset-poor woman
in the Dominican Republic to get access to a safeadfordable abortion. When women
in the Dominican Republic report gender violencéhi® police, they are routinely told to
“give your husband time to calm down” and are aelito go a family member’'s home.
Prominent politicians and political pundits broasicaacist, homophobic, and sexist
rhetoric. All this reinforces the gender violenbet women are inserting themselves into
the political conversation—political organizatiorthe government, and in grassroots
feminist movements—to reshape politics and advofmat¢hemselves in the Dominican
Republic. The associated increase in the risk afiehtic violence is symptomatic of the
challenge they confront.

The group of women in the asset-poor category wdnee lthe highest predicted
probability of experiencing domestic violence—64qgaat in urban areas and 72 percent
in rural areas—are women who report that their hodb drink often. Conversely,
women whose partners do not drink have a lowerigted probability of experiencing

violence: fourteen percent in urban areas and seeerpercent in rural areas. A way to
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alleviate this situation might be national and grests-level social and educational
awareness programs that denounce alcohol abusstrasehtal not only to one’s health
but also to the mental and physical well-being thfecs, with the link between alcohol
abuse and gender violence given particular attentio

In urban areas women, who have witnessed gendé&ne® in their homes as
children have a predicted probability of 31 percaéexperiencing violence themselves
but those in urban areas who have not witnessedeskumviolence have a lower
predicted probability of fifteen percent. In rueakas the predicted probability of gender
violence when a woman witnessed abuse in the amldiihome is 39 percent, similarly
in this case rural women who did not see domestternce growing up have a lower
predicted probability of eighteen percent. Theseg@ages point to the need for social
policy that seeks to disrupt the intergeneratidgraaismission of gender violence, as well
as for economic policy that disrupts the violenteaverty. Social policies are needed to
breakdown the normalcy of men using violence agauesnen, to confront the pervasive
underlying notion in masculinist thought and curof machismo that women are
objects to be controlled.

Table 2.9 presents the predicted probabilitiesaien in the asset-rich category
experiencing domestic violence. These are lowen tih@s corresponding probabilities
for women in the asset-poor category.

Table 2.9: Probability for Asset-Rich* in Urban Areas with mean EDUYRS=11.8

Urban Rural
[95% CI] [95% CI]
Woman has no money for
own use .14 [.02, 0.26] .181[.02, 0.34]
Members of Politica
Organizations .31[.02, .65] .38 [-.03, 0.8]
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Partner drinks alcohol often 22 [-.04, .48] .27 [0.06, .60]

Women who witnessed father
beat mother 16[.02, .31] .21 [.02, 0.40]

*all other variables held at their mode

These lower predicted probabilities speak to twiterBnt issues documented in
the literature. One is the possible systematic ue@erting of violence of women in the
upper economic classes, due to the shame and sagsoaiated with spousal abuse, and
to the notion that gender violence does not happethe homes of the wealthy and
educated. Second, they highlight the way in whiehtiolence of poverty is intertwined
with gender violence, and add to the case for emomequality/justice as a way to
reduce violence against women. The women with fghest predicted probabilities in
the asset-rich category—women who are members ldicpb organizations and women
whose husbands drink often—share these risk faetibinsthe asset-poor. This significant
conjunction speaks to the way that gender violanute across class lines, and suggests
that similar social and educational policies wolbihefit all women, regardless of class.
It is also important to note that for asset-richnvem, having money for their own use is
associated with a lower odds ratio of gender vioderasset-rich women in urban who
have money for their own have a five percent ptedigprobability of experiencing
domestic violence and those in rural areas havevanspercent predicted probability.
Whereas asset-rich women with no money for thein age have a higher predicted
probability of spousal abuse: fourteen percentrban areas and eighteen percent in rural
areas. Here, campaigns, interventions, and banksy ss El Banco de La Mujer
Dominicana, can play a role in educating women @nodtiding them with incentives to

save money that is for their own use. The highedisted probabilities of asset-rich
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women who do not have money for their own use lengyport to the HBM; asset-rich

women need to have economic autonomy to have agtkon or to deter spousal abuse.

2.6.2 Conclusions and Further Research

In this chapter, | have tested which theoreticaispective—HBM or MBM—
provides the most accurate description of how gewidéence and women’s participation
in the economic sphere intersect in Dominican Repubalso explored the association
of various other economic, social, and politicaiedieminants with women’s experience of
domestic violence. My results—from the three aggted models (TABLE 2.5) —
suggest that in the Dominican Republic the HBM &ttdr able to explain physical
violence, but the MBM is more predictive of womeeirlg sexually assaulted by their
partners.

Table 2.10: Summary of Significant Variables’ Suppd for Contending Models

Physical Violence Sexual Violence Aggregate Vicoken
WIFEWORKS
WIFEMONEY HBM HBM
WIFEMAKESMORE MBM MBM MBM
OWNSLAND
WOMENORG HBM
POLTICALORG MBM MBM
EDUYRS HBM HBM HBM
HEADHOUSE HBM
URBAN HBM
BEST MODEL HBM MBM HBM

Table 2.11: Summary of Significant Variables’ Suppad for Asset-Poor Women
Specifications

Physical Violence Sexual Violence  Aggregate Viaken
WIFEWORKS HBM HBM
WIFEMONEY
WIFEMAKESMORE MBM MBM MBM
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OWNSLAND MBM

WOMENORG

POLITICALORG MBM MBM

EDUYRS

HEADHOUSE

URBAN HBM

BEST MODEL MBM MBM MBM

Table 2.12: Summary of Significant Variables’ Suppd for Asset-Rich Women
Specifications

Physical Violence Sexual Violence Aggregate Viaken
WIFEWORKS
WIFEMONEY HBM HBM
WIFEMAKESMORE
OWNSLAND MBM MBM MBM
WOMENORG MBM
POLITICALORG MBM MBM
EDUYRS HBM HBM HBM
HEADHOUSE
URBAN
BEST MODEL HBM MBM HBM

When | disaggregate between low-income and uppEmie women, | find an
important socioeconomic element of gender violerfée: asset-poor women in the
sample, the relationship between the economic,tigali and social/demographic
variables provide more support for the MBM; thatassay, asset-poor women may be
more vulnerable to their husbands’ using violence response to their wives’
participation in the market. For asset-rich womerthis sample, the HBM holds more
firmly; when asset-rich women have economic ressaat their command, they tend to

experience less violence in the houselidld.

21 The DHS collects data at the household and indalidevel for respondents.
Asset wealth data--assessed by household itenes ofyppouse, and other items owned—
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The evidence from both subsamples points to thelasion that if we are to
reduce women’s chances of experiencing violenceneénhousehold, women must have
viable exit options. They must have jobs that pawiag wage. The current average
wage for women, is roughly 87 percent of male’s egmglespite higher female than male
levels of educational attainment (Lambert 2087¢C.ompounding the damage caused by
the gender wage gap, women’s unemployment rat@nsistently higher than that of
men. In 2007, 67 percent of women were unemplo@de the unemployment level of
men (Lambert 2007). Additionally, women are morkely to be employed in the
informal sector, which tends to include the loweaying, most labor-intensive work,
work that does not offer benefits, pension, healtbcor job security (Lambert 2007,
Safa 1995). These larger, macroeconomic structiggales severely limit women’s,
particularly asset-poor women'’s, exit options framlent relationships. Apart from these
structural economic issues, the results of thislystshow that gender norms may be
learned and reproduced. Women who saw gender e®lanthe home as children are
more likely to experience gender violence as adufslicy makers and feminist

organizations must continue to tackle genderedetseland institutions to eradicate

however, is at the household level and in thisyspartners who live in the same home
are designated the same wealth asset status.

2z According to a report by the Dominican Nationaht&tical Office (Oficina
Nacional de Estadistica) entitled, “Situacion labode las mujeres en la Republica
Dominicana”, the median monthly wage for women 01@ was $305 USD and $361
USD for men (p. 78). In 2010, the monthly averagedf basket for a family of four
(termed la canasta basica) in the Dominican Republis $668.57 USD. La canasta
basica not include avaerage housing, transportatemlucational, or health-related
expenses (Banco Central de la Republica Dominican2011,
http://www.bancentral.gov.do/notas_del_bc.asp?a@bt®2-02, accessed 9/13/2013).
A household with two people earning the median wé#gerefore, is unable to cover the
basic nutrition necessities for a family of four.
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gender violence. In addition, social and educataticies are necessary to enhance
awareness of the implications of alcohol abuseil@ence in the home.

What emerges from this study, then, are somehisigto the way in which both
the HBM and the MBM are operating in a mid-levetame, developing nation where
women are highly mobile, independent, and challemghe very gender norms that
perpetuate violence against them. The finding Itlodh of these contending models prove
relevant to women’s experience of domestic violemcethe Dominican Republic
suggests that economic factors interact with gendans. Both are at play when there is
gender violence in the household. To eradicate dameiolence, therefore, new policies
must use both economic strategies (such as praviboth men and women with
remunerative employment) and cultural strategias ¢hallenge the male bias inherent in
institutions, markets, and cultural norms. Thisldieategy is already at the heart of the
feminist movement in the Dominican Republic.

In the majority of the models, excessive alcohamhlkdng by husbands and the
intergenerational transmission of violence are @ased with a higher odds ratio of
experiencing domestic violence in the householteréstingly, feminist studies written
during the Dominican financial crisis in 1980’s ogfed that at the height of the crisis—
when unemployment rates among men dramaticallyasgd—the majority of women’s
concerns as reported by women to NGOs involvednhttightened level of sexual and
physical violence they were experiencing (Sikosta®.

These results suggest that policies and campalmtsprovide both men and
women with viable economic opportunities, togethath policies and campaigns that

challenge gender norms and hierarchy could havefteet of lowering the incidence of
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gender violence in the household in the Dominicagpulic. Implementing such

economic policy would likely be difficult at thismte as the Dominican government
pursues a neoliberal, market-oriented growth sisatehich thus far has led to economic
growth accompanied by increasing income inequaMgny academic and grassroots
feminists argue that Law 24-97, the law that maftemestic violence illegal, is not

enforced by the current government and that womeglht to safety in their homes is
therefore violated.

The finding that the rival hypotheses, MBM and HB&ege both relevant to the
Dominican Republic, each one offering a more coegtr@explanation for a differing type
of violence—physical, sexual, and aggregate gendmience—or a differing
socioeconomic class—asset poor or asset rich—stgygesveral avenues for further
research on the factors, preferences, economictraoms, and cultural values that
underlay gender violence and in turn affect womentll-being in the Dominican
Republic. Economists have provided critiques of tassumption of exogenous
preferences in people’s decision-making and behaBowles 1998, McCrate 1988).
These critigues can be applied to the study of gemiblence. The impact of both
economic variables and gender norms on domestlendge in the Dominican Republic
then poses the question, what is the role of enumge preferences in this case? The
following and last chapter of this dissertationtlier examines the relationship between
the justifications for gender violence and womeaisd men’s gendered beliefs and

endogenous preferences.
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CHAPTER 3
GENDERED BELIEFS, ENDOGENOUS PREFERENCES, AND GENDER

VIOLENCE

3.1 Introduction

On September 30, 2012, Jonathan Minaya Torres esabls wife, Miguelina
Altagracia Martinez, fifty-two times in a beautyl@a in Santiago, Dominican Republic
in front of one of their children and other membe@efsthe community. Miguelina
Martinez went to the district attorney’s office kigen times in the two weeks prior to her
murder to report that because of her husband’&€nidhreats she left had her home and
feared for her life. He killed her because sheammér wanted to be with him; the knife
he used to stab her was hidden in a bouquet of réseJonathan Minaya left the beauty
salon, news of his heinous crime spread througméinghborhood. A mob of men caught
and proceeded to beat him. Local police saved aanthinaya’s life and escorted him to
the nearest hospital for treatment of head traunthkaoken bones. The irony of this
situation—a local state institution saving the lgéthe violent former partner of Ms.
Martinez, but failing to help her protect herselfreyades insight into the gendered logic
and norms that operate in the country.

Ms. Martinez’s avoidable and tragic murder is boe e@xample of the state of
gender violence in the Dominican Republic. The Duoan Republic has a Ministry of
Gender Affairs, and the country is party to the @orion to End All Forms of

Discrimination Against Women (CEDAW). Law 24-97 rainalizes gender violence in
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the household. Law 88-03, enacted in 2003, estadishelters and halfway houses for
women fleeing violent partners. The country hasllomeechanisms such as police stations
(in some cases with all women officers) and distpablic prosecutors, all with the
intention of helping women to protect themselveaiast violence. In addition to these
official institutions, grassroots feminist orgartipas and various sectors of civil society
are active in the struggle to bring awareness andnal to gender violence. Despite the
public outcry against gender violence, despite ldves, and despite the institutions,
gender violence remains a grave issue in the DaarniRepublic. According to the
General Attorney’s office, 1383 women were killegtdeen the years of 2005 and 2011,
over fifty percent of them by their intimate pamsiéAmnesty International 2012).

The case of Ms. Martinez is not unusual. Womentareed away from local
police stations. Local prosecutors and judges, ojerate on the basis of gender norms
and gender hierarchies rooted in the underlyingucall tropes of machismos and
marianismo, dismiss domestic violence cadddoreover many officials privately fail to
recognize the severity of gender violence in themidican Republié* According to
Roxanna Reyes, the Prosecutor for Women’s Affaics Beputy Attorney General in the
Dominican Republic, because of this underlying ggnbias among judges, although
62,000 women reported experiencing some sort aiadexr physical violence in 2011,

only four percent of these cases went to tal.

23 See chapter 2 of this dissertation for a disciissfanachismo and marianismo

24 http://womennewsnetwork.net/2012/07/19/dominicaypuiblic-domestic-
violence/2/ accessed Mar 28, 2013

25 http://womennewsnetwork.net/2012/07/19/dominicaypuiblic-domestic-
violence/ accessed Mar 28, 2013
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Studies Rani et al. 2004, Uthman et al. 2009, Nayak et2803 situated in
developing countries find that there is a positig@ationship between the incidence of
gender violence and the phenomena of placing @m@dlfor gender violence on women,
not the perpetrators. In the DR, the high rateepbrted feminicide, the inability of laws
and institutions to help women protect themselvgairst gender violence, and the
prevailing gender norms that promote the myth oflensuperiority and normalized
violence as a way to control and discipline wom#nrase the question, what are the
gendered beliefs and endogenous preferences thiibcte to these conditions and may
even cause both men and women alike to blame thien?

The Demographic and Health Survey (DHS) administrstandard set of
guestions to both male and female respondentsdiegathe status of women. In this
chapter, | assess views on gender violence in thisdhold, by analyzing respondents’
answers to the questions of whether intimate pantr@ence is “justified” in any of
following situations?e

1. if she goes out without telling him

2. if she argues with him

3. if she burns the food

4. if she neglects the children

5. if she refuses to have sex with him

Questions 1, 2, and 5 specifically address respuadeiews on the control

husband’s may exercise over his partner, and quesst8 and 4 refer to a women’s

26 “Justification for wife beating ” is the exacttemused by the DHS administered
in developing countries. In this study, | use tlnegsejustification for intimate partner
violencein place of “justification for wife beating.”
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fulfillment of her gender-ascribed domestic resploifises of cooking and taking care of
children (Yount and Li 2009).

For the 3,200 women who participated in the gend#ence module of the DR
DHS 2007, I find discrepancies between women’s rmueth’s views on whether gender
violence can be justified in the household andabial incidence of reported intimate
partner violence among married and cohabitatinglesu As can be seen in TABLE 3.2
(and using TABLE 3.1 as a key), ovB0 % of women who reported experiencing
emotional, physical, and sexual violence had hus®avho did not agree with any of the
fives motives for gender violence that featurethm survey. Similarly among the women
themselves (over 90%) did not agree with any ointleéives for gender violence.

Table 3.1: Key for Dependent Variables and Tables.2 and 3.3

Variable Definition

Female respondent does not agree with any of thee fi
WGV =0 justifications intimate partner violence

Female respondent agrees with at least one ofitbe f
WGV =1 justifications intimate partner violence

Male respondent does not agree with any of the |five
MGV =0 justifications intimate partner violence

Male respondent agrees with at least one of the|fiv
MGV =1 justifications intimate partner violence

Table 3.2: The Incidence of Gender Violence and Indidual Responses to
Justifications for Intimate Partner Violence

(MGV=0) (MGV=1) (WGV=0) (WGV=1)
Women
experiencing the
following forms of
gender violence
Emotional Violence 92.5 7.5 92.6 7.4
(N=810) (749) (61) (750) (60)
Less Severe
Physical Violence 90.6 9.4 90.4 9.6
(N=478) (433) (45) (432) (46)

83




More Severe

Physical Violence 91.3 8.8 91.9 8.1
(N=160) (146) (14) (147) (13)
Sexual Violence 92.3 7.7 92.3 7.7
(N=143) (132) (11) (132) (11)

Table 3.3: The Incidence of Gender Violence and Resnses to Justifications of
Intimate Partner Violence at the Household Level

Emotional | Less Severe More Severe Sexual

Violence | Physical Violence | Physical Violence Violence

N=810 N=478 N=160 N=143
WGV=0 86.2 82.0 84.4 85.3
MGV=0 (698) (392) (135) (122)
WGV=0 6.4 8.4 7.5 7.0
MGV=1 (52) (40) (12) (10)
WGV=1 6.3 8.6 6.9 7.0
MGV=0 (51) (42) (11) (10)
WGV=1 1.1 1.1 1.3 0.7
MGV=1 (9) (11) (2) (1)

These responses suggest that men and women bd#rstand that gender

violence is not acceptable but men still use gendelence against women in the

household. In more than 80% of the households eéxpeEng gender violence both

partners indicate that they found gender violentacueptable (see TABLE 3.3). These

data seem to suggest that women'’s rights, humatsrigeligious and political campaigns

in the Dominican Republic have convinced most pedplat gender violence is not

justifiable in principle, but that in practice mapartners still commit acts of gender

violence in the household based on the gender narahsding the myth of the male

breadwinner, gender hierarchy, and hyper masculiiitis also possible that other
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factors may be motivating gender violence in thanidocan Republic, and hence that
surveys may need to provide more context-specifestions to elicit better information.
The principal aims of this chapter are to 1) assles<orrelates among men and
women'’s justifications for gender violence and sedemographic characteristics of the
respondents, and 2) provide an analysis of parnaren’s and women’s underlying
gendered attitudes, gendered beliefs, and behatlwat are associated with the
justification of gender violence using the DHS 200@uples Recode surveyo my
knowledge no prior work has explored men’'s and wadmegendered beliefs and
endogenous preferences regarding the justificationtimate partner violence in married

couples in the DR.

3.2 Theoretical Framework and Literature Review

Endogenous preferences, according to Bowles (1p9g8), “are reasons for
behavior, that is, attributes of individuals thatofg with their beliefs and capacities)
account for the actions they take in a given sibmdt Central to the concept of
endogenous preferences is that laws, norms, anal/se&rket institutions influence and
shaped human behavior and beliefs. Of utmost irapog to this study is the institution
of marriage. Although marriage is a legal contrattagreement, sanctioned and
governed by the church and state (and in somenicesaboth), the noncontractual aspects
(the day-to-day interactions of spouses) of maeriage governed by prevailing gender
norms and power relations among men and womendietso Bowles defines norms as
conventions that people adhere to, that are irr thwen interest as long as others are

doing the same. Norms are influenced by instit@istructure—the “population level
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laws, informal rules, and conventions that giveathls structure to social interaction” so
men’s behavior, including gender violence, is catitlependent and reflects preferences
(Bowles 1998).

McCrate (1988) argues that both men and women firhvesvily in their gender
identities, because there are significant gairsetwaving in the manner that is assigned to
one’s biological sex, and losses are incurred whes deviates from ascribed gender
roles. | argue here that men’s preference is totaisi a gender hierarchy that places men
at the top and subordinates women, because tthe istructure that benefits them and is
seemingly in their best interest. Their actions bellefs are geared toward maintaining
and reproducing this hierarchy (Bowles 1998, Mc€ra988). Women, however, may
also accept and reproduce gender norms becausedtteesignificant costs to challenging
the norm of male superiority and transgressing geittentity lines. Indeed, some studies
find that more women justify intimate partner viobe than men (Rani et al. 2004,
Uthman et al. 2009). The myriad actions and beléfi:mien and women contribute to the
glaring gender inequalities that constitute Domanisociety.

| use the following variables to assess men’s eedogs preferences: men’s
household decision-making ability index, an indéxn@n’s reactions to partner’s refusal
of sex, men’s belief that married women should Bewed to work outside of the
household, and attributes such as education, rhatétus, occupational status, and age.
Similarly, | use the following variables to assegsmen’s endogenous preferences and
justifications for intimate partner violence: won'®mousehold decision-making ability
index, women’s views on gender equality, women'gitglio refuse sex, women'’s age,

women’s educational attainment, and occupatiomdlist
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Gender norms in a society provide the social cdntex understanding the
incidence of gender violence, power relations betwenen and woman, and the
underlying beliefs that govern these relationsliifrsig et al. 2002). Women’s and men’s
responses to justifications for intimate partneslemce may highlight the myriad ways
that both men and women internalize gender biad, the normalization of gender
violence against women placing some women in agpi@as situation in her home, in
the community, and in the workplaée.

For example, Heise et al. (1999) find that in La&merica, anywhere from 8% to
32% of women and men report that intimate partnelerice is justified if the husband
thinks his wife is being unfaithful. In Sub-Saharafrica, a study of attitudes towards
intimate partner violence among male and femalesesifound that most respondents
believed the incidence gender violence was a noom@lrrence among married couples
(Kim and Motsei 2002). Data thus suggest that inetigping countries there is a
normalization of intimate partner violence. Studibat aim to provide an analysis of
women’s and men’s attitudes towards gender violelocso with the intent of finding the
salient variables associated with the justificagidor intimate partner violence (Hindin
2003, Lawoko 2006, Lawoko 2008, Yount 2005, Youmd &i 2009, Yount and Carrera
2006, Uthman et al. 2009, Fawole et al. 2005, Khaved al. 2008, Rani et al. 2004,

Oyediran and Isugo-Abanihe 2005). Structural fagteuch as place of residence, wealth,

2’As stated in the introduction the DHS administestamdard set of questions to
both male and female respondents regarding theisstat women. To assess the
“justifications for wife beating”, interviewers as#t respondents if wife beating is
justified in any of following situations: 1) if shgoes out without telling him 2) if she
argues with him 3) if she burns the food 4) if sleglects the children 5) if she refuses to
have sex with him.
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GDP per capita and gender equality have been faandffect women’s and men’s
attitudes towards intimate partner violence. Sdvaradies (Hindin 2003, Oyediran and
Isugo-Abanihe 2005, Garcia-Moreno et al. 2005, Y&005, Yount and Li 2009) find
that poor, rural women are more likely to agreehwitstifications for intimate partner
violence than richer women living in urban areas.her study of women’s attitudes
towards intimate partner violence in Zimbabwe, HiN@003) finds that women living in
rural areas have a higher odds ratio of agreeirly any five justifications for intimate
partner violence than women living in urban areasd that there is a negative
relationship (an odds ratio less than 1) betwearséloold wealth and women agreeing
with any of the justifications for intimate partneolence. In their study of 17 Sub-
Saharan countries, Uthman et al. (2009) also fvad increased wealth and urbanization
are associated with lower odds ratios for justifygender violence among both men and
women.

These empirical findings lend support to Kabeet'999, p.149) argument that
poor women, because of their socioeconomic contiexid to be more exposed to
violence, as well as less likely to escape fronotemtially violent partner because of lack
of sufficient resources (see also chapter 2). Uthataal (2010) find that higher levels of
GDP per capita and greater equality among men anden (measured by the Gender
Development Index) are associated with smaller gegdps in finding gender violence
against wives acceptable.

Studies have also found that demographic variabdege,-education, occupational
status, and media exposure—are also salient torstadeing women’s and men’s

attitudes towards justifying intimate partner viote (Rani et al. 2004, Fawole et al.
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2005, Khawaja et al. 2008). For example in a stoflpooled DHS data from seven
African countries—Benin, Ethiopia, Malawi, Mali, Rwwda, Uganda, and Zimbabwe—
older women and men are less likely to think tnéitmate partner violence is acceptable
(Rani et al. 2004). In this same study, authorsdbthat having secondary or higher
education and higher levels of wealth for womeneatbe most significant and consistent
predictors of non-acceptance of intimate partnedevice among the seven African
countries (Rani et al. 2004). Among women and mrem iPalestinian refugee camp,
younger unemployed men were more likely to agreth wistifications for intimate
partner violence, whereas among women only a pusviexperience with gender
violence is positively associated with agreeingjustifications for intimate partner
violence (Khawaja et al. 2008).

In Zimbabwe, women who worked in professional,ickdr or sales capacity had
lower odds ratios of justifying intimate partnerodince than women in manual,
domestic, or agriculture employment. In a studyatftudes towards intimate partner
violence among civil servants in Ibadan, Nigeriayyger people tended to accept more
justifications for intimate partner violence thader respondents: 71.4 % of respondents
under the age of 36 agreed that a husband wafigdst beating his wife if she “does
not do what she is told”, while only 28.6 % of resdents older than 36 responded the
same way; in addition, both female and male respotsdwith more education among
civil servants in Nigeria had a lower odds ratiojudtifying intimate partner violence
(Fawole et al. 2005). In a study of domestic vigkem Eygpt, Yount and Li (2009) find

that women who marry at older ages have a lowes oaliib of justifying intimate partner
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violence than women who marry young, possibly bseawomen who get married at
older ages tend to have more education and chbesespouse.

In addition to the role of structural and demograghctors women’s and men'’s
justifications for intimate partner violence, gerete norms, gendered beliefs, and
gendered practices impact people’s views on domestlence (Garcia-Moreno 2002).
For example, Pallito and O’Campo (2004) find thaing in municipalities with high
rates of patriarchal control increased women’s amtdan unintended pregnancy by over
three times, compared to women who lived in plag#s low rates of patriarchal control;
similarly, they found that in municipalities withdh rates of intimate partner violence
women had a higher odds ratio of unintended pregnan

In the Dominican Republic, as is documented in tdrap, women who earn more
money than their spouses have a higher odds rhegsperiencing sexual violence than
women who earn the same amount or less than thelvamds. Studies elsewhere have
found that women are at an increase risk of videmnhen husbands are unemployed and
wives are employed (Roldan 1988, Hindin and Ad#&02). These findings provide
empirical support for Jewkes’s (2002) argument thvatmen are at increased risk of
gender violence if they are relatively empowerestadvis men in a society that places
men at the top of gender hierarchy and/or if merel@nservative beliefs about women
and women'’s role in society. In addition to incormwed employment status, relative
decision-making ability in the household also inmtpaieople’s views on gender violence.
In the Philippines, for example, in households thgported joint decision making

between partners, women reported lower levels afidge violence, whereas in
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households where either spouse (female or male)rtexp making more decisions,
women were at an increased risk of gender viol¢Hawdin and Adair 2002).

In Zimbabwe, women were more likely to justify mite partner violence if male
partners made more decisions in the household diththe female respondent (Hindin
2003). However, the same study also finds that wowigo report more decision-making
power in the household believed intimate partnelevice to be justified if the wife
argues with the husband, refuses to have sex, randgbects the children. In addition to
relative power in the household, studies show firet women who report low levels of
individual autonomy are more likely to agree withstjfications for intimate partner
violence (Lawoko 2006, Gonzalez-Brenes 2004). biualy of men’s attitudes towards
intimate partner violence in Zambia and Kenya, Llaw@2008) finds that men who
believed that decisions in the household shoulthade equally by women and men also
have a lower odds ratio of justifying intimate pent violence than men who believed
husbands alone should have the final say in holdeterision making. In addition to
gendered beliefs and practices, it is importanbd at both women’s and men’s support
for gender equality to understand the incidence anugptance of gender violence in the
household. In a study of currently partnered Palst couples living in refugee camps,
male partners who were unsupportive of women’sraartty had 3.54 higher odds ratio
of justifying intimate partner violence than malerfmers who reported being supportive
of women'’s rights (Khawaja et al. 2008).

Understanding the relationship between intimatengarviolence and structural
factors, demographic variables, and gender valbelefs, and practices may provide

insight to social context that produces and repceduviolence against women. It is
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especially important to understand these compl&tioaships, as findings show that in
many developing countries women tended to agree jugtifications for intimate partner
violence in higher percentages than men (Rani.e2G04, Uthman et al. 2009.In a
cross-national study of the United States, Indégpah and Kuwait, Nayak et al. (2003)
found that participants in the non-US sample weemikely to blame the female
partner for incidences of gender violence, althouglall samples male partners were
likely to blame the female partner for gender vigle. Studies find that women who are
more accepting of gender violence are at a higkkraf being abused by their partners

(Lawoko 2006, Lawoko 2008, Faramarzi et al. 2005).

3.3 Data

3.3.1 Description of the Data Set

This study seeks to understand the determinantsvaien’s and men’s
acceptance of gender violence against women irDibrainican Republic, to provide
policy prescriptions that will promote women’s viming, and challenge the gender bias
and discrimination that reinforce violence agawsimen. The data used in this study
come from the Demographic and Health Survey admeirgd in the Dominican Republic
in 2007 (DR DHS 2007). The DHS—funded by USAID, Madnternational, and host

country governments—is administered in countriethandeveloping world and focuses

28 Studies (Smith 1980, Bryant and Spencer 2003, éamkd Richman 1999,
Saunders et al. 1987) find that men tend to blameefémale victim more often than
women. Perez et al. (2006) find the same result—bi@ming the abused women more
than women—in Spain.
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on collecting qualitative and quantitative datahe areas of population, health, fertility,
nutrition, and AIDS/HIV. In addition to standardcsal and demographic data, the DHS
has begun in recent years to collect data on thelence of gender violence and on
women’s and men’s attitudes towards gender violesog gender equity. The DHS
collects data primarily from women respondents, ibwlso includes interviews of a
subsample of women respondents’ male partners. fdata the subsample of women
respondents and their partners—the Couple’s Recpdevides information on the
couple’s asset wealth status, occupations, educdtamusehold characteristics, as well as
both the husbands’ and wives’ views on gender ue#e gender equity, and gender
hierarchy.

Table 3.4: Women’s and Men’s Characteristics fromte 2007 DR DHS
Percentages provided (with frequency in parenthesis

Women Men
(N=7780) (N=7780)
Characteristics
Age
Mean Age in years 33.2 38.6
(std. dev. 8.5) (std. dev. 9.5)
18.4 6.6
Age Group 1: 15-24 (1,432) (511)
37.1 29.6
Age Group 2: 25-34 (2,878) (2,298)
33.2 34.8
Age Group 3: 35-44 (2577) (2,699)
11.3 24.5
Age Group 4: 45-59 (879) (1,904)
Age Group 5: 55-59 4.6
(men only) (354)
Education
7.8 7.2
Mean years of Education (std dev. 4.60) (std. dev. 4.57)
6.1 6.4
No Education (474) (500)
49.5 54.7
Primary Education (3,841) (4,295)
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29.7 27.5
Secondary Education (2,309) (2,136)
14.7 11.4
Higher Education (1,142) (882)
Labor Market Sector
51.6 0.4
Not working (4003) (27)
10.2 12.9
Professional (788) (1008)
2.0 26.0
Self-employed Agricultural (156) (2,015)
Manual Labor 10.0 44.2
(skilled & unskilled) (788) (3,436)
4.8 2.6
Clerical (374) (198)
14.0 13.8
Sales & Services (1088) (1,074)
7.4 A
Domestic (573) (8)

Table 3.5: Married or Cohabiting Couple’s Characteristics from the 2007 DR DHS

Percentages provided (with frequency in parenthesis

Couples
(N=7870)

Wealth Class

53.5
Poor (4,154)

19.9
Middle (1,542)

26.7
Rich (2,070)
Residence Type

46.1
Rural (3,584)

53.9
Urban (4,196)
Head of Household

14.5
Women (1,127)

85.5
Men (6,639)
Percentage of Couples with
Children Living at Home

66.2
Daughters at home (5,141)
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70.8
Sons at home (5,500)
Marital Status Women Men
76.5 76.7
Consensual union (5,938) (5960)
23.5 23.3
Married (1,828) (1,806)
Marital Duration Women Men
29.9 32.9
9 years or less (2,325) (2,557)
394 36.0
10 — 19 years (3,063) (2,796)
25.6 24.1
20 — 29 years (1,990) (1,872)
5.0 7.0
30 years or more (388) (541)
Percentage of Those
Accessing Media Once a Women Men
Week or More
39.3 41.6
Newspaper (3,054) (3,232)
75.3 85.2
Radio (5,846) (6,616)
85.4 87.5
TV (6,630) (6,796)

The sample used in this study comprises 7,766 esufihat is to say 7,766
women and 7,766 men). On average, the men tend tdder than their wives; the mean
age for women is 33.2 and for men it's 38.7. Regmetive of trends in educational
attainment in the Dominican Republic, where womea surpassing men in years of
education, we see that the mean years of educlatiomomen is 7.8 for women and 7.2
for men. In this sample, almost 52 percent of Dacain women reported that they were
currently unemployed, whereas only 0.2 percent @f mvere reported as unemployed (as
reported by their female partners). The largestoserf employment for women in this
subsample is service & sales, followed by manualboda and the
professional/management/technical sector (botktla dver ten percent). Roughly seven
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percent of women are in the domestic service cayegomen in clerical positions are
4.8 percent of the sample, and self-employed adwi@h workers are a little over two
percent of the sample. Over 44 percent of men i;ydample are employed as manual
laborers; followed by 26 percent of men who ard-eeiployed agricultural workers.
Over thirteen percent of men in the sample workhi& sales and services sector and
another thirteen percent are in the professiorzbse

Almost 54 percent of the couples live in urban syedile a little over 46 percent
live in rural areas. In this survey 85.5 percentnain are reported as heads of households,
whereas 14.5 percent of women are reported as loédusiseholds. The DHS does not
collect data on income or expenditures, but it dm@kect data on assets, appliances, and
housing material/quality, and these are used tatera wealth index using principal
components analysis, on the basis of which it tlasshouseholds into wealth quintiles:
poorest, poorer, middle, richer, and richest. fer purposes of this study, poorest and
poor are combined to create the asset-poor categongr and richest are combined to
create the asset-rich category. The middle assega@g, remains the same, and is 20.0
percent of the sample. Sixty-six percent of houkihbave daughters living at home, and
just over 70 percent have sons in the householtkrins of marital duration, between 29
percent of women and 32 percent of men have beemnethaine years or less, 35 percent
of the couples have been married between ten arede@n years, and roughly 27 percent
have been married 20 to 29 years. Both male andléenespondents in this subsample
are exposed to media news and coverage, with teenaajority of women and men

watching television once or more times a week.
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The descriptive data on household-decision makigender equity, gender
hierarchy, and justifications for intimate partnélence provide insights into Dominican
gender norms. The DHS collects data on househaldida making ability and behavior
among both men and women, by asking who (husbarid, ar the couple jointly) has
the “final say” in certain household decisions.slobme cases, the answers given by a
couple are different. For instance, on deciding hoany children to have, nineteen
percent of women responded that they decide alomepnly ten percent of husbands
responded that their wives decide alone. In thre¢he “final say” questions—Ilarge
household purchases, deciding what to do with pddnearnings, and number of
children to have—women tended to respond that ssvere made as joint decisions
in more egalitarian fashion, whereas husbands temderespond themselves making
more decisions than women reported.

Table 3.6: Summary of Women’s and Men’s Responses fustifications for Intimate

Partner Violence
Percentage of respondents that agree with thevsatgwith frequency in percentages).

All Women | All Men
(N=7766) | (N=7766)
Wife beating is justified if:
1.6 2.9
Wife goes out without telling him (126) (224)
4.2 3.4
Wife neglects the children (328) (266)
0.9 14
Wife argues with husband (67) (108)
0.7 9
Wife refuses to have sex with husband (52) (68)
1.3 1.2
Wife burns the food (101) (93)
Women agreeing to at least one justification faimate 5.4
partner violence (422) n/a
Men agreeing to at least one justification for rimdie 5.3
partner violence n/a (412)
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Table 3.7: Summary of Women'’s Justification of Intmate Partner Violence by
Wealth-Asset Class
Percentage of respondents that agree with thensatgwith frequency in percentages)

Asset Poor Middle Asset Rich
(N=4154) (N=1542) (N=2070)
Wife beating is justified if:
2.6 0.8 0.4
Wife goes out without telling him (106) (12) (8)
5.5 3.6 2.0
Wife neglects the children (230) (56) (42)
1.4 0.3 0.2
Wife argues with husband (58) (5) (4)
Wife refuses to have sex with 1.0 0.4 0.2
husband (42) (6) (4)
1.8 1.0 0.5
Wife burns the food (75) (15) (11)
7.2 4.5 2.5
WGV (301) (70) (51)

Table 3.8: Summary of Men’s Justification of Intimae Partner Violence by Wealth-

Asset Class
Percentage of respondents that agree with thensatgwith frequency in percentages)

Asset Poor| Middle Asset Rich
(N=4154) | (N=1542) | N=2070
Wife beating is justified if:
3.9 2.4 1.3
Wife goes out without telling him (160) (37) (27)
4.7 2.9 1.3
Wife neglects the children (195) (45) (26)
2.1 0.8 0.5
Wife argues with husband (85) (13) (10)
1.3 0.6 0.3
Wife refuses to have sex with husband (52) (9) (6)
1.7 0.7 0.5
Wife burns the food (71) (1) (11)
7.2 4.2 2.2
Men agreeing with at least one justification (301) (65) (46)

The survey presents the five quotidian scenaritesl @bove to both the husband
and wife and asks them to agree or disagree thatadte partner violence is justified. The
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justification for intimate partner violence to whithe most women (4.2 percent) and
men (3.4 percent) agreed is that intimate parti@ence is justified if the wife neglects
the children. It is interesting to note that a sosm&t larger percentage of women agreed
with the statement than men, which speaks to thgswat women internalize
responsibility for child care. Similarly, 1.3 penteof women and 1.2 percent of men
agreed to the justification for gender violence witige wife burns the food. Overall, 5.4
percent of women agreed with at least one of the $icenarios presented for intimate
partner violence, whereas 5.3 percent of men agvadd at least one statement. In
addition we see from TABLES 3.7 and 3.8 that thiosthe asset-poor category agreed
with all five statements in larger percentages th@se in the middle and rich-asset

categories.

Table 3.9: Summary of Men’s Attitudes towards Violet Reactions to Partner’s
refusal of Sex

Percentage of respondents that agree with thensatgwith frequency in percentages)

Asset Asset Asset All
Poor Middle Rich Men
(N=4154)| (N=1542)| (N=2070)| (N=7766)
A husband has the right to do the
following if his wife refuses to have
sex with him:
Get angry 22.7 22.1 18.6 21.4
(percentage answering yes) (941) (340) (384) (1,665)
Refuse financial support 4.7 2.7 1.9 3.5
(percentage answering yes) (194) (42) (39) (275)
Use Force 9 0.3 0.5 0.7
(percentage answering yes) (38) (5) (11) (54)

Table 3.9 provides men’s responses to three diftgretential reactions to wives’
refusal of sex: get angry, refuse financial supportuse force to obtain sex. Over 21

percent of men answer that husbands have a righ¢tt@angry when their wives refuse
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sex; 3.5 percent say husbands have a right to aldhfinancial support when a wife
refuses sex, and less than one percent agreedusiaands have a right to use force.

Table 3.10: Summary of Women’s Responses to Genddr8tatements
Percentage of respondents that agree with thensatgwith frequency in percentages)

Aggregate
Asset Asset Asset Women'’s
Poor Middle Rich Reponses
(N=4154)| (N=1542) | (N=2070)| (N=7766
Family decisions 39.7 29.2 19.2 32.2
should be made by men (1,651) | (450) (398) (2,499)
Husband should not help witt.0 2.9 1.8 3.2
chores (164) (44) (37) (245)
Married women should not he25.2 23.2 22.9 24.2
allowed to work (1,048) | (357) (473) (1,878)
The wife does not have the/.8 4.0 2.8 5.7
right to express her opinion | (324) (61) (58) (443)
A wife should tolerate 2.8 0.9 1.4 2.1
beatings to keep the family(116) (14) (29) (159)
together
It is better to educate a spi2.9 11.7 8.2 11.4
than a daughter (534) (181) (170) (885)

Women in the survey are presented with five statdémthat support gender
inequality and asked to agree or disagree. Oveped2ent of women agree that men
should make family decisions. Close to four per@gree that husbands should not help
with chores. Twenty-four percent agree that marvi@inen should not work. Close to
six percent agree that the wife does not haveitia to express her opinion. Roughly
eleven percent agree that it is better to educatmahan a daughter. However, only two
percent agreed that a wife should tolerate beatm@geep the family together; this is the
statement that had the least approval by women.isAsisible in the data, class
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differences exist, with women in the asset-pooegatty agreeing in larger percentages

than those in both middle and asset-rich categoaed the women in the rich-asset

category agreeing the least with these statements.

Table 3.11: Women'’s and Men’s Responses to Housetidecision Making
Percentages provided (with frequency in parenthesis

Women Men

(N=7766) (N=7766)
Final say on the following situations:
Large household purchases

11.4 8.5
woman (886) (657)

24.9 30.8
man (1,908) (2,395)

63.7 60.7
joint decision (4,945) (4,714)
Visits to family & friends

28.4 7.2
woman (2,203) (558)

12.6 30.9
man (978) (2,397)

59.0 62.0
joint decision (4,585) (4,811)
Deciding what to do with partner’s earnings

8.8 44.1
woman (685) (3,425)

22.1 12.7
man (1,716) (987)

67.9 43.2
joint (5,273) (3,425)
Number of children

19.2 10.3
woman (1,497) (797)

6.8 19.0
man (528) (1,477)

74.0 70.7
joint (5,755) (5,492)

Lastly, I turn to women’s and men’s responses anmsbalecision-making ability.

The majority of couples report joint decision makior large household purchases, visits
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to family and friends, how partner’'s earning isrgp@and number of children to have. In
the case of large household purchases, 24.9 pesmsnéen and 30.8 percent men report
that the male partner has the final say. Twenty-pweocent of women report their

partners have the final say over their earnings, 3m9 percent of men say that they

alone decide visits to family and friends.

3.3.2 Description of the Variables

Table 3.12: Variables Dictionary

WOMEN’S

VARIABLES TYPE DEFINITION

DEPENDENT
Equals 1 if women answer yes to at least pne

WGV Binary motive intimate partner violence; 0 otherwise

INDEPENDENT

EDUCATION

WNOEDUC Binary 1 if a woman has no formal educatién
otherwise

WPRIM Binary 1 if the woman attended primary schadol
otherwise

WSEC Binary 1 if the woman attended high school; O
otherwise

WHIGHER Binary 1 if the woman attended college;tBeowise

WEDUYRS Continuous| Years of education

AGE

AGEW1 Binary 1 if woman is 15 to 24; 0 otherwise

AGEW?2 Binary 1 if woman is 25-34; 0 otherwise

AGEWS3 Binary 1 if woman is 35-44; 0 otherwise

AGEWA4 Binary 1 if woman is 45-54; 0 otherwise

AGEWS5 Binary 1 if woman is55-59; 0 otherwise

AGEYRSW Continuous| Age in years

OCCUPATION
1 if woman is in a professional, technical,|or

MPROF Binary management position; 0 otherwise
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WMANUAL Binary 1 if woman is a manual worker; O @tlwise

WAGRICUL Binary 1 if woman is in agricultural; Oloerwise

WSERVICES Binary 1 if woman is in sales or servjdestherwise

WCLERICAL Binary 1 if woman is in clerical positipB otherwise

WDOM Binary 1 if woman is a domestic worker; O athise

WNOWORK Binary 1 if woman is unemployed; O otheravis

MARITAL

as reported by women
1 if couple is legally married;

WMARITALSTAT Binary 0 if it's a consensual union

WMARITAL1 Binary 1 if couple is married 9 yrs or ds; O
otherwise

WMARITAL?2 Binary 1 if couple married 10-19 yrs; Qherwise

WMARITAL3 Binary 1 if couple married 20-29 yrs; Qherwise

WMARITAL4 Binary 1 if couple married 30 yrs or maqred
otherwise

MEDIA USAGE

WTV Binary 1 if woman watches TV 1 or more times a
week; 0 otherwise

WRADIO Binary 1 if woman listens to the radio 1 orvore
times a week; 0 otherwise

WNEWS Binary 1 if woman reads a newspaper 1 or more
times a week; 0 otherwise

INDICES

WHHDM Continuous | Index measuring woman’s houseluadision
making ability

GENDEREQ Continuous Index measuring woman’s viewsgender
equity

MEN'’S

VARIABLES TYPE DEFINITION

DEPENDENT
Equals 1 if men answer yes to at least pne

MGV Binary motive intimate partner violence; 0 otherwise

INDEPENDENT

EDUCATION

MNOEDUC Binary 1 if a man has no formal educatiob;
otherwise

MPRIM Binary 1 if the man attended primary schodl;
otherwise

MSEC Binary 1 if the man attended high school;leovise
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MHIGHER Binary 1 if the man attended college; Oesthise

MEDUYRS Continuous| Years of education

AGE

AGEM1 Binary 1 if man is 15 to 24; 0 otherwise

AGEM2 Binary 1 if man is 25-34; 0 otherwise

AGEM3 Binary 1 if man is 35-44; 0 otherwise

AGEM4 Binary 1 if man is 45-54; 0 otherwise

AGEM5 Binary 1 if man is 55-59; 0 otherwise

AGEYRSMEN Continuous| Age in years

OCCUPATION
1 if man is in a professional, technical,

MPROF Binary management position;
0 otherwise

MMANUAL Binary 1 if man is a manual worker; O otlvase

MAGRICUL Binary 1 if man is in agricultural; O otheise

MSERVICES Binary 1 if man is in sales or servid@gtherwise

MCLERICAL Binary 1 if man is in clerical positioi} otherwise

MDOM Binary 1 if man is a domestic worker; O othésa/

MNOWORK Binary 1 if man is unemployed; O otherwise

MARITAL

as reported by men

MMARITALSTAT Binary 1 if couple is legally marriedQ if it's a
consensual union

MMARITAL1 Binary 1 if couple is married 9 yrs or de; O
otherwise

MMARITAL?2 Binary 1 if couple married 10-19 yrs; Glerwise

MMARITALS3 Binary 1 if couple married 20-29 yrs; Qleerwise

MMARITAL4 Binary 1 if couple married 30 yrs or mare0
otherwise

MEDIA USAGE

MTV Binary 1 if man watches TV 1 or more times aekg
0 otherwise

MRADIO Binary 1 if man listens to the radio 1 or redimes a
week; 0 otherwise

MNEWS Binary 1 if man reads a newspaper 1 or mioneg a
week; 0 otherwise

INDICES

MHHDM Continuous | Index measuring man’s househoktision

making ability
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set

MREFSEX Continuous| Index measuring man’s violergpomses tg
partners refusal of sex
HOUSEHOLD
CHARACTERISTICS TYPE DEFINITION
SOCIAL/DEMOGRAPHIC
URBAN Binary 1 if household in an urban area;0 othise
HEAD Binary 1lif the head of household is the madetiper;
0 otherwise
SONS Binary 1 if there is at least one son in tbhend; O
otherwise
DAUGHTERS Binary 1 if there is at least one daugimethe home
0 otherwise
WEALTH CATERGORIES
1 if the household is in the poor or poor
POOR Binary wealth asset category; O otherwise
1 if the household is in the middle as
MIDDLE Binary category;
0 otherwise
1 if the household is in the rich or richest ag
RICH Binary category;
0 otherwise
WEALTH Continuous | Asset wealth index

3.3.2.1 Men’s variables

The dependent variable in men’s specificatd@V, is binary variable that takes

the value one if men answer yes to at least onévenfur intimate partner violence; zero

otherwise. The independent variables measure theacteristics, attitudes, and behavior

of men. The education variables in the male spetibn are a series of dummies that

measure the highest level of educational attainmMNOEDU takes the value one if a

man has no formal education; zero otherwl®RIM takes the value one if the man

attended primary school, zero otherwise. The valulSECis one if the man attended

high school, zero otherwise. Lastly, MHIGHER takles value one if the man attended

an institution of higher learning; zero otherwiSmilarly, the age variables are also a
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series of dummiesAGEML1takes the value 1 if men are between the agesteér to
twenty-four; zero otherwis&GEM2 consists of men 25 to 34 and takes a value of 1 f
this age group; zero otherwisRGEM3takes the value one if men are between the ages
of 35 to 44; zero otherwise. AGEM4 takes the valoe for men between the ages of 45
and 54; zero otherwise. The final age dummp@GEMS5,which takes the value of 1 for
men 55 to 59 years old.

To control for occupational level (which is repattey the husband’s partners in
this survey) there are seven occupation dumnhiEROFtakes the value one if the man
in the professional, technical, or management posi{zero otherwise)MMANUAL
takes the value one if a man is employed as aeskdr unskilled manual worker (zero
otherwise)MAGRICULIis coded as one if the man is a self-employedaljural worker
(zero otherwise)MSERVICESakes the value one if men work in the sales orice
sector (zero otherwiseMCLERICAL is coded as one if the man works in a clerical
position (zero otherwiseMDOM takes the value one if men work in a domestic cié&ypa
(zero otherwise). FinallNOWORKIs coded 1 for men who are not employed; zero
otherwise.

MMARITALSTATs coded as one if the couple is married and Zdtey are in a
consensual union. To control for marital duratibare are four dummie8#MARITAL1
is coded as 1 when husbands reported being mafoiedhine years or less (zero
otherwise); MMARITALZ2 takes the value one if the husband reports thabdsebeen
married for ten to nineteen years (zero otherwisBtARITAL3is coded as one if men
reported being married 20 to 29 years (zero otleWMMARITAL4takes the value one

if husbands report that they have been marrieddw partner for 30 years or more.
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Since the implementation of Law 24-97, which ma#lemestic violence illegal,
the media has been widely used to bring awarewedsmestic violence as a problem, in
an effort to dissuade men from using gender vi@eagainst their partners. However,
despite these campaigns, there is a considerabdeirdanef media that promotes gender
hierarchy and reinforces the idea that women applsmental income earners. Hence, |
control for the role of the media by the use oethdummiesMTYV takes the value one if
a man watches television once or more times a waekverage, zero if he watches less
than once or never at aMRADIO s coded as 1 if he listens to the radio at lease or
more times a week, zero if he listens less thae oncmeverMNEWStakes the value one
if the man reads a newspaper or magazine once o¥ toes in the week, zero if he
reads less than once or never at all.

Two variables in the men’s specification were trdausing principal component
analysis (PCA). The first indexMIHHDM, is an index composed of responses to the
following questions: (1) who has the final say arge household purchases? (2) who has
the final say on visits to family members, friendsrelatives? (3) who has the final say
on what to do with your wife’s earned income? (4)onhas the final say on having
another child? If the man responded that he hafiriaesay the response was coded 3; if
he responded him and his wife equally then thearesp was coded 2; if he responded the
wife alone then the response was coded 1. So tfeehthe index, the more household
decision-making ability the husband has, and thlwetothe index the more decision-
making ability the wife has. The second variableated using PCA IMIREFSEX based
on the following questions: (1) if your wife refisseo have sex with you, you have the

right to get angry? (2) if your wife refuses to hasex with you, you have the right to
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refuse financial support? (3) if your wife refuses with you, you have the right to use
force to have sex with her? Each male responsevgsscoded as a one, and no was
coded as zero. Hence, the higher the index, thee mkely a husband would react

violently when his wife refused sex.

3.3.2.2 Social/Demographic Variables

The social/demographic variables are the same ih tie men’s specification
and the women’s specification, since these reféenéacouples’ sharing a household. The
URBAN variable controls for type of place of residenaed takes the value one if the
couple lives in an urban area; zero otherwhifeAD takes the value one if the husband is
the head of household; zero otherwise. POOR—crdayedombining the bottom two
wealth quintiles poorest and poorer—takes the vaheeif respondent is in the poorest or
poorer quintilesMIDDLE takes the value one is the respondents are imith@éle wealth
quintile; zero otherwiseRICH, takes the value one if the respondents are itvibeop
wealth quintiles—richer and richest—zero otherwibe.the disaggregated samples—
where | analyze asset-poor and asset-rich houselsgldarately—I include the wealth
index, WEALTH to examine the relationship between relative theahd justifications
for intimate partner violence. To account for thegence of children in the household
there are two dummy variableSONS which takes the value 1 if there is at least sme
in the house (zero otherwise), dDAUGHTERSwhich is coded as one if there is at least

one daughter in the household (zero otherwise).
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3.3.2.3 Women's variables

WGV is the binary dependent variable in the women&csjation. It takes the
value one if women respond yes to at least oneveaddir intimate partner violence, zero
otherwise. Education again is measured using dumaniables:WNOEDU takes the
value one if the women has no formal educationo(z¢herwise)WPRIMis coded as
one if the woman attended primary school (zero rettse); WSECis one if woman
attended high school (zero otherwis#YHIGHER takes the value one if the woman
attended an institution of higher education (zetbewise). Because the DHS only
surveys women between the ages of 15-54, thererdyefour age groups for women.
AGEW1takes the value one if the woman is between tles af fifteen to twenty-four
(zero otherwise)AGEW?2is coded as one if a woman is between the ag@% b 34
(zero otherwise)AGEW3takes the value one if a woman is between the afy8s and
44 (zero otherwise); lastikGEW4is coded one if a woman is between the ages of 45
and 54 (zero otherwise). There are seven occutthrmmies for women respondents:
WNOWORKIs one for women who reported currently not wogkifzero otherwise);
WPROFis coded as one for women who are in professideahnical, or management
positions, zero otherwise; women who are self-eygdoagricultural workers in the
WAGRICULcategory and coded one (zero otherwi8¢DOM is coded one for women
who are domestic workers, zero otherwiddylANUAL is one for women who reported
being unskilled or skilled manual workers, zeroeottise; lastly WCLERICALIs one for
women who are employed in the clerical field, zetberwise WSERVICESs coded 1

for women in the service and sales sector, zerernike.
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Couples in this survey frequently reported havirftecent marital status and/or
different years of marital duration. Hence, the sarariables were created for marital
status and marital duration, but in this case basethe female respondent’s answers:
henceWMARITALSTAT, WMARITALWMARITAL2, WMARITAL3andWMARITAL4
are defined based on the same criteria as merp®mess. SimilarlyWNEWSPAPER,
WRADIO, WTVare dummy variables taking the value one if woraecess the specific
form of media at least once or more a week, zdrerotise.

There are two variables in the women'’s speciftcattreated using PCA. The
first index, WHHDM, measures women’s household decision-making wbitiis based
on the following questions: (1) who has the finay ®n large household purchases? (2)
who has the final say on visits to family membdérgnds, or relatives? (3) who has the
final say on what to do with your wife’'s earnedonte? (4) who has the final say on
having another child? In this case woman couldaedgour ways: (a) that their husband
made the decision alone, or someone else madestli®ah, which was coded as 3, (b)
the decision was made jointly by the female respah@&nd her husband, which was
coded as 2, or (c) the female respondent madedtisidn alone, coded as 1. So in this
specification, the lower the index the more houskhiecision-making ability the wife
has. The second index creat&ENDEREQmeasures women'’s belief in gender equity.
The following statements, in which she respondeéeagr disagree, were used to create
the GENDEREQndex: (1) family decisions should be made by tlen(2) men should
not help with household chores, (3) married wontasuld not work, (4) a wife does not
have the right to express her opinions, (5) a sleuld tolerate beatings to keep her

family together, and (6) it is better to educateoa than a daughter. The answer was
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coded one when women agreed with the statememt,izédre women disagreed. Thus,
the higher the index, the more supportive a worsenf igender hierarchy based on male
dominance; the lower the index, the more the woswpports equity between men and
women.

| now turn to logistic regression analysis to asarthe relationship between
these characteristics, beliefs and behaviors aneeatent with at least one justification

for intimate partner violence in the Dominican Rl

3.4 Methods

3.4.1 Logistic Regression Analysis using odds rato

The logistic model takes the following form:
Pr (y=1) = exp & + Sx+ad)/(L+exp(a + S + )

where y = 1 if the outcome occurs—in our casééf individual responds yes to
at least one justification for intimate partner leice ;x¢ is a vector of continuous
variablesy is a vector of dichotomous variables. For the logisiodel, the probability
of MGV or WGV (respectively the outcome variables the men’s and women’s
specifications) is the cumulative density functafrthe random error termevaluated at
the given values of the independent variablesy®t|k) = F ().

| interpret the effect of the logistic model inrtes of the changes in the odds. The
log odds are a linear combination of ths and fs. The coefficients, or odds ratios in
this case, indicate that for a unit changexina vector of independent variables, | expect

the logit to change by, holding all the other independent variables camistl obtain
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the odds ratio by taking the exponential of bottesiof the equation, which measures the
odds of observing a positive outcome (y=1) versnsgative outcome (y=0):

Q = Pr (y=1)/Pr (y=0) = Pr (y=1)/1-Pr (y=1).

3.4.2 Principal component analysis (PCA)

| use PCA to create the following indices: MGV aM&REFSEX for the men’s
specification, WGV and GENDEREQ for the women’s afieation. PCA is a method
for creating a single variable from a set of vaeabone that circumvents the issue of
arbitrarily assigning weights to create an indexetidologically, PCA identifies
patterns in data by re-expressing the set of vi@safeach a basis vector) as a linear
combination of the data; this linear combinatiortieé data is an extraction of the most
meaningful data from the variables and the mostbonamt vector (Shlens 2003; Filmer
and Prichett 2001). Basically, PCA extracts the tnmaportant information from the set
of variables by using orthogonal linear combinagicsf the data; the first principal
component of the variables is the linear combimatiwat contains the most information.

| estimate the following equations in this chapter

Pr (MGV =1) =F (MNOEDUG; + MPRIMS, + MHIGERGS; + AGEM15, +

AGEM3s5s + AGEM45; + MNOWORK3; + MPRORg+ MAGRICULS ot

MMANUAL 3,0 + POOR,;; + RICHS;, + URBANDS,;3 + HEADS;4, + SONS,5 +

DAUGHTERS;s + MMARITALSTAT 817 + MMARITAL1 645 + MMARITAL38:9 +

MMARITAL4 6,0 + MNEWS3,; + MRADIOGS,, + MTV 3,3 + MHHDMIZ,,+ MREFSEX

35)
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Pr (WGV =1) =F (WNOEDUG; + WSEG, + WHIGER3; + AGEW15, +
AGEW35s + AGEW%&Ds + WNOWORKS; + WPROBRBst WAGRICULSgH
WMANUAL 8,0 + WSERVICES,; + WDOM?J,,+ POOR;3+ RICHS,4 + URBANS,5+
HEADGS;6+ SONS17+ DAUGHTERS 15 + WMARITALSTAT 810 + WMARITALL S, +
WMARITAL3 6, + WMARITAL45,, + WNEWS,; + WRADIOS,, + WTVS,s +

WHHDMI3,+ GENDEREQI%)

3.5 Resultg?

3.5.1 Women'’s Specification

Table 3.13: Odds Ratios for the Correlates of Womeésa Justification of Intimate
Partner Violence
(robust standard errors reported; ***1%, **5% *101%vel significance)

All Asset Poor{ Asset Rich-
Women Women Women
(N=7766) (N=4154) (N=2070)
Education
(rc: primary education)
.99 1.05 1.10
No education (.26) (.20) (1.23)
.61** 58** 0.83
Secondary education (.12) (.11) (.30)
1.33 .50 1.19
Higher education (.58) (.23) (.56)
Age
(rc: Ages 25-34)
1.32 1.27 1.96
Age group 1: 15-24 (.40) (.27) (1.01)

29 For correlation matrices and correlation significa at the 5% level see
appendix D. For discussion of correlations and rhtetde statistics see appendix E.
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.87 .95 g1
Age group 3: 35-44 (.20) (.21) (.31)
.69 .83 4%+
Age group 4: 45-54 (.25) (.30) (.14)
Occupation
(rc for women: clerical &
agriculture  for  asset-rich
women)
2.24* 1.15 2.26
Not working (1.05) (.55) (1.71)
Professional, 1.57 1.30 1.21
Management, Technical (.96) (.86) (1.04)
2.94 1.28 3.08
Service & Sales (1.40) (.65) (2.42)
2.41* 1.26 1.90
Domestic (1.23) (.64) (2.41)
2.91** 1.73 3.71
Skilled and Unskilled Manual (1.42) (.87) (3.10)
3.87** 1.66
Self-employed Agriculture | (2.17) (.90)
Wealth Asset Class
(rc: Asset Middle)
1.34
Asset Poor (.27)
.93
Asset Rich (.25)
78* 1.01
Wealth Index (.11) (.32)
All Asset-Poor Asset-Rich
Women Women Women
(N=7870) (N=4154) (N=2070)
Social/Demographic
1.05 1.00 .82
Urban (.16) (.14) (.28)
.94 .98 .89
Head of household (.18) (.17) (.32)
Marital status A2FR* .70 .68
(married=1, consensual.11) (.17) (.23)
union=0)

Marital duration

(rc: Marital duration 10-19

years)
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94 1.17 71

Marital duration 1:0-9 years | (.28) (.25) (.33)
1.09 .95 1.40
Marital duration 3: 20-29(.26) (.22) (.64)
years
.93 1.29 2.20
Marital Duration 4: 30 years(.38) (.51) (2.90)
and above
.80 T3 .89
Sons living at home (.12) (.10) (.30)
1.01 .80* 1.23
Daughters living at home (.15) (.09) (.41)
.68** 1.01 57*
Newspaper (.12) (.16) (.18)
.83 1.05 .86
Radio (.15) (.14) (.33)
.88 .90 1.68
Television (.17) (.13) (1.74)

Household Decision Making
and Gender Attitudes

Household Decision Makingl.15** 1.16%** .88
Index (.07) (.06) (.11)
(men=3, couple=2, wife=1)

Questions for Women

Women'’s opinions on Gender
Issues Index 1.38*** 1.35%** 1.30**
(1=agree with gender bias r{.06) (.05) (.15)

favor of men, 0= disagree)

McFadden’s R2 0.0872 0.063 0.0710

Tables 3.13 and 3.14 report odds ratios for womehraen, respectively. There
are fewer statistically significant variables inetlivomen’s specifications than in the
men’s specifications. First | turn to the analyslistatistically significant variables in the
women’s specification. For the education dummiesSBE is associated with a 0.61
lower odds ratio than the reference category WPRIND.05) for the pooled women’s
specification. Similarly, women in the asset-poategory with a secondary education
have a lower odds ratio of agreeing to at leastrongve of gender than women in the
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asset-poor category with only a primary educatigr0(05). This finding supports the

argument that for women in general, and asset-poonen in particular, education is a
means to challenging gender violence and interingligendered norms that condone
violence (Rani et al. 2004). Several of the ocdopatcategories are statistically
significant and positively related to the justifica of intimate partner violence for

women. Women who are self-employed agriculturalkeos (p<0.05), domestic workers
(p<0.10), manual workers (p<0.05), and women wieonat working outside of the home
(p<0.05) have a higher odds ratio of justifyinginmte partner violence than the
reference category, which is women in the cleritald. None of the occupational

dummies are statistically significant in the disaggted specifications, however.

In the asset-rich sample, women who were betweeragfes of 45 to 54 had a
lower odds ratio of agreeing to the justificatioftg intimate partner violence than
women between the ages of 25 and 34, consistehtfwidings that older women and
men are less likely to agree with justifications fiatimate partner violence (Rani et al.
2004, Fawole et al. 2005, Yount and Li 2009, Khawetjal. 2008).

In their study of seventeen sub-Saharan countddsnan et al (2009) find that
increased wealth is associated with a lower odtis & justifying intimate partner
violence. | find that only in the asset-poor speation do relatively less asset- poor
women have lower odds ratio for the justificatiasr intimate partner violence than
women who are more asset-poor (p<0.10); as withadgset-poor men’s specification,
discussed below, | see that relative deprivationragst the respondents in the asset-poor
category may be an important factor for understagdne relationship between poverty

and the justification of intimate partner violence.
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Marital status—significant only for asset-poor wames associated with a .42
lower odds ratio of justifying intimate partner keace in the pooled sample, which
suggests that women who are married by the chthehstate, or both, have a lower odds
ratio of justifying intimate partner violence aspoged to women cohabitating or in
consensual unions (p<.01). In the specificatiors@iimg of asset-poor women only, both
sons (p<0.05) and daughters (p<0.10) living at hameassociated with a lower odds
ratio of asset-poor women agreeing to at least jasgfication for gender violence,
compared to those that do not have children liahdgnome (see also Oldenburg 1992,
Mahalingam et al. 2007, Bunch 1997, Khosla et @52QCaprioli et al. 2009, Engle
Merry 2009, Bhat 1998).

In the pooled specification, women who read thespaper once or more a week
on average have a 0.68 lower odds ratio of justifyintimate partner violence than
women who do not read the newspaper at all (p<Q.&) women in the asset-rich
category who read the newspaper also have a lodes catio of justifying intimate
partner violence. Lastly, the results show thathia pooled sample, botWHHINDEX
and WGENDEREQare statistically significant: women’s decisionkimg ability in the
household and their notions of gender equity méttewomen’s justification of intimate
partner violence. Women with less decision-makibgitsg in the household (higher
index score) have a 1.15 higher odds ratio of fiyiafy intimate partner violence than
women who report making more decisions in the hooise (p<0.01). This finding
persists in the asset-poor subsample, but notarasiset-rich subsample. In the pooled
sample, women who are less gender progressivegasuredVGENDERE(score, have

a 1.38 higher odds ratio of justifying intimate fo&r violence than women who are more
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gender progressive as indicated by the score (fix0This result holds for both asset-
rich (p<0.05) and asset-poor women (p<0.01). Téssilt is consistent with other studies
(Hindin 2003, Hindin and Adair 2002, Gonzélez-Brer#04, Lawoko 2006) that find

that less decision-making ability in the househsldssociated with a higher odds ratio of
justification for intimate partner violence and/@rhigher incidence of gender violence

against women.

3.5.2 Men’s Specifications

Table 3.14: Odds Ratios for the Correlates of MalePartners Justification of
Intimate Partner Violence
(robust standard errors reported; ***1%, **5% *101%vel significance)

All Men | Asset-Poor Asset-Rich
(N=7766) Men Men
(N=4152) | (N=2070)
Education
(rc men: secondary education)
1.34 1.70* .78
No education (.43) (.48) (1.4)
1.40* 1.69%** 1.60
Primary Education (.29) (.32) (.57)
A43* 0.17* 42
Higher education (.21) (.17) (.27)
Age
(rc: Men 25-34 & 55-59)
1.73* 1.34 .81
Age group 1: 15-24 (.46) (.28) (.55)
.86 .80 .83
Age group 3: 35-44 (.17) (.14) (.35)
75 T7 54
Age group 4: 45-54 (.20) (18) (.32)
Occupation
(rc: services/sales, clerical and not work|ng
for Asset-Rich sample)
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2.82 2.83
Not working (2.32) (2.38)
Professional, Management, Technical .70 .87 24*
(.26) (.36) (.19)
1.67* .92 1.47
Self-employed Agriculture (.40) (.20) (.95)
1.14 73 1.32
Skilled and Unskilled Manual (.24) (.15) (.51)
Wealth Asset Class
(rc: Asset Middle)
.86
Asset Poor (.17)
.42***
Asset Rich (.13)
Wealth Index for A3 1.08
Class Sub-samples (.11) (.38)
All Asset-Poor Asset-Rich
Men Men Men
(N=7766) | (N=4152) | (N=2070
Social/Demographic
1.40** 1.70%** 1.27
Urban (.23) (.24) (.54)
Head of household .86 .94 .86
(husband=1, wife=0) (.18) (.17) (.34)
Marital status .97 .62* 52
(married=1, consensual union=0) (.29) (.16) (.21)
Marital duration
(rc: Marital duration 2: 10-19 years)
1.42* 1.25 2.73**
Marital duration 1:0-9 years (.28) (.22) (1.18)
.81 .82 11
Marital duration 3: 20-29 years (.20) (.18) (.59)
.62 72 1.01
Matrital Duration 4: 30 years and above (.22) (.22) (.87)
70** 76** 91
Sons living at home (.11) (.10) (.32)
.86 .89 1.03
Daughters living at home (.14) (.12) (.36)
.78 1.16 .96
Newspaper (.147) (.18) (.32)
1.45* 1.10 2.80
Radio (.31) (.19) (1.91)
55*** .76* .30*
Television (.11) (.12) (.21)
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Household Decision Making

and Gender Attitudes

Household Decision Making Index 1.16** 1.23*** .87
(men=3, couple=2, wife=1) (.08) (.06) (.13)
Husband’s responses 1.50%** 1.50*** 1.48***
to sex refusal from wife Index (.07) (.05) (.11)
Husband’s support for

women’s economic autonomy .89 .83 1.10
(yes=1, no=0) (.14) (.12) (.36)
McFadden’s R 0.1530 0.1410 .1958

In the men’s specifications, there are severdissitzlly significant variables that
shed light on the correlates of the husband’'s prsipe to accept a justification for
intimate partner violence. In terms of educatiomdies,MHIGHER s associated with a
43 lower odds ratio of justifying intimate partneiolence. This is consistent with
literature from elsewhere (Rani et al. 2004, Favatlal. 2005, Khawaja et al. 2008) that
shows lower levels of reported gender violence amnthre highly educated. When |
disaggregate the sample into asset-poor and asketien, all of the education dummies
are significant for asset-poor men, but none ageifstant for asset-rich men. Asset-poor
men with no education have a 1.70 higher odds rtitan asset-poor men with a
secondary education of agreeing with at least ongven for intimate partner violence
(p<0.10). Asset-poor men with a primary educati@ven1.69 higher odds ratio than
asset-poor men with a secondary education of agyeeith one of the motives for
intimate partner violence (p<0.05). However, aggxir men with higher education have
a lower odds ratio (.17) of agreeing with intima@tner than men with a secondary
degree (p<0.10).

| find that men between the ages of fifteen to tdaur have a 1.73 higher odds

ratio of agreeing to at least one of the motivesriimate partner violence compared to
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the reference category, men ages 25 to 34 (p<OMajy studies (Rani et al. 2004,
Fawole et al. 2005, Yount and Li 2009, Khawaja kt2808) have also found that
younger people—both women and men—are more lilkeelggree with justifications for
intimate partner violence, whereas older women @eth are less tolerant of intimate
partner violence.

Men who are self-employed in the agricultural sed¢tave a 1.67 higher odds
ratio of justifying domestic violence than men hretreference groups, clerical field and
service/sales sector (p<0.05). Although none ofoit®ipational variables are significant
for men in the asset-poor category, asset-rich methe professional or technical
positions have a .24 lower odds ratio of agreemdetst one of the justifications for
intimate partner violence ((p<0.10). In the genes@écification for all men, | find that
men in the asset-rich category have a .42 lowes odtio of justifying intimate partner
violence when compared to the middle asset grow®.Qd); this is consistent with
Uthman et al.’s (2009) findings that increased wewlith associated with less tolerance
for gender violence across seventeen sub-SaharacaAfcountries. In the samples
disaggregated according to wealth, | use a contisusealth index to test if relative
wealth within the asset category is significant men’s views on intimate partner
violence. Relative wealth is significant in the etgsoor category; relatively less poor
men in the asset-poor category are less likelygteeawith the justifications for intimate
partner violence (p<0.05).

However, in this data set | find that men livingain urban settind/RBAN have
a 1.40 higher odds ratio for justifying intimaterio@r violence that men living in rural

areas (p<0.05). This appears to be inconsistehttvé data showing that rural areas tend
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to be associated with higher levels of domestitevice, including data cited in Chapter 1
of this dissertation. Note, however, that this esges the effect of urban versus rural
location controlling for all other variables such wealth and education. The higher
levels of violence found in simple rural-urban camgons appear to be an attribute to
these other variables, rather than to locationsgerAsset-poor men in urban areas also
have a 1.70 higher odds of justifying intimate partviolence than asset-poor men in
rural areas (p<.01).

Although marital status is not significant in ta#-men’s specification, in the
disaggregated sample it is statistically significkar men in the asset-poor category.
Asset-poor men who reported being married to thaitners have a .62 lower odds ratio
of agreeing to the justifications of intimate pautrviolence than asset-poor men in a
consensual union (p<.10). Men who report being ®arfor nine years or less have a
1.42 higher odds ratio of justifying domestic viode than men who reported being
married ten to nineteen years (p<0.10).

Consistent with previous findings (Oldenburg 198Khalingam 2007, Bunch
1997, Khosla et al 2005, Caprioli et al. 2009, EnNlerry 2009, Bhat 1998) | find a
protective effect, when there are sons in the Hualde the variableSONSis associated
with a .70 lower odds ratio of husbands justifyingimate partner violence than
households without sons (p<0.05), an effect thatrsngest among and asset-poor men.
The presence of daughters has a weaker effect.

With respect to the media variables, oMMV is statistically significant. Men
who watch television—once or more a week on averdgeve a .57 lower odds ratio of

justifying intimate partner violence than those winatch less than once a week or not at
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all (p<0.01). Both asset-poor and asset-rich men whtch television once or more a
week also have lower odds ratios of justifying ggmdolence in the household.

Both indices created using PCAMHHDM and MREFSEX-are significant, and
both are positively related with men justifyingimate partner violence. Men who report
more decision-making power in the household, anttéea higher score for MHHDM,
have a 1.15 higher odds ratio of justifying intieaiartner violence than men who have a
lower decision-making score (p<0.05). Asset-poornmeho report making more
decisions in the household likewise have a higldeisaatio of justifying gender violence
than those who make less decisions (p<0.05). Siwildhe MREFSEXindex that
provides a score for men’s belief that emotionakricial, or physically violent behavior
is valid response to wife’s refusal of intimateatedns, shows that men with a higher
index (condoning violent responses to wife’s refudasex) have a higher odds ratio of
justifying intimate partner violence than those wdwnot condone violent responses to
wife’s refusal of sex, in all three specificatiofps<0.01). This is consistent with findings
that men’s gendered attitudes and biases againsteware positively correlated with
both the incidence of gender violence in the hookkhand agreeing with the
justifications for intimate partner violence (Gardfloreno 2002, Hindin 2003, Lawoko
2006, Gonzalez-Brenes 2004, Khawaja et al 2008).

The differences between the men’s specification thiedwomen’s specification
(in terms of significant variables) highlight theays that different variables may matter
for men’s and women’s perceptions and beliefs algmrtder equity and the use of
violence to maintain gender hierarchy in society] & also points to the need to target

men and women in different ways to promote gendertyg in society. For example, in
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the all-men’s specification primary and higher eatian, urban residence asset-wealth
class, marital duration, and media usage were fgignt variables, but not in the all-
women'’s specification. However, in the majoritytlé women'’s specifications and in the
the majority of the men’s specifications genderegliefls and behaviors proved

statistically significant predictors for the justdtion of intimate partner violence.

3.5 Policy Implications and Conclusions

Despite having one of the highest rates of femilgicin the world and in the
Caribbean/Latin American region, the percentageDaoiminican women and men
agreeing to at least one instance where intimatigraviolence is justified is relatively
low when compared to other developing natighsloreover, the vast majority of women
who experienced intimate partner violence came frfmuseholds where neither party
agreed with any of the “justifications for wife-lie@”. This creates a conundrum for
understanding gender violence and endogenous erefes in the Dominican Republic.
First, it may be the case that although men useéeagewiolence as a way to maintain
gender hierarchy, both men and women know it is sumtially acceptable to justify
gender violence. Second, it may also be the casethie justifications provided do not
accurately capture the motives for gender violeagainst women in the Dominican

Republic.

30 For example, in this study less than 6 % of woraed 6% of men agreed to
least one justification for “wife-beating”. Othetudies, also using data from the DHS in
other developing countries, find that the percemtaljwomen and men agreeing with at
least one of the justifications ranges from 8% 180 Heise et al. 1999, Rani et al. 2004,
Uthman et al. 2009, Kim and Motsei 2002, Hindin 200
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Despite institutions created to help women protdemselves from gender
violence, deep-rooted gendered norms and convestinat govern people’s behavior and
attitudes have limited the ability of laws and itgtons to promote women'’s well-being.
Respondent’s attributes and ideology are signiflgacorrelated with both men’s and
women’s justification of gender violence againstmwem. Based on this study, | propose
several policies that could promote women’s welhgeand development in the
Dominican Republic.

First, the government must invest more heavily daaation, in general and in
particular education that disrupts gender norm¢ #na detrimental to freedom from
gender violence. In both the women’s and men’s ifipatons, more education is
associated with a lower odds ratio of justifyinginmate partner violence. In both the
pooled women’s sample and for women in the asset-pategory, having at least a
primary education made women less likely to ageeadree with any statement that
justified intimate partner violence. For men, havimngher education was associated with
a lower odds ratio of justifying violence. The Dangian Republic has one of the lowest
levels of spending on public education in Latin Aio@ but my results suggest that
investing in public education at the primary andoselary level and providing low-
income students with access to higher educatian|asg-term solution to the eradication
of gender violence.

In the short run feminist, political, and intermetal campaigns can direct gender
violence awareness programs and interventions tmemoand men in under-resourced
areas, drawing the link between gender bias idgolmgd gender violence. Gender

violence awareness programs and interventions dhlmmudirected to both young men and
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young women, in particular, both of whom were mabkely to agree with at least
justification than their older counterparts.

The results suggest that wealth and relative weddith matter for people’s beliefs
about gender violence. First, men in the asset-cafegory are less likely to justify
intimate partner violence. Second, in regressieandbth women and men in the asset-
poor categories, | find that the relatively morsedgpoor respondents (or the poorest) are
more likely to agree with at least with one of tlustifications for intimate partner
violence. In addition to targeting gender violermagnpaigns to underserved and under-
resourced communities, findings on wealth and iredawealth lend support to arguments
for a more equitable distribution of income as angeto curtail violence against women.
To create a more equitable distribution of wealtlorkers in vulnerable employment
(informal sector employment) and others must ealwiag wage. Although there has
been economic growth in the last 20 years, these diso been increasing inequality
(Hammill 2005, World Bank et al. 2006). Hence tliwgrnment must devise methods to
promote economic growth that benefit the lower tlga of the wealth and income
distribution.

| also find that the type of marriage matters famen, and that marital duration
matters for men. Women in consensual unions werre tileely to agree with at least one
justification for intimate partner violence, sugtyeg that for women the type of marriage
contract matters. The vast majority of couples (6/&20) in this sample reported being
in consensual unions. Hence it seems importanarget gender violence campaigns to
this demographic, and to challenge the potentignst associated with consensual

unions. Additionally, in the pooled men’s samplend that men in the earlier years of
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marriage are also more likely to justify genderlemze than men in longer marriages.
Some scholars explain this as a learning curvenémbands, whereby they learn over
time that communication and compromise can leabletter outcomes in the household
than using violence against their partners.

In terms of household structure, homes withoutdekit should be targeted for
gender awareness campaigns, as both women ancdhrobildless homes are more likely
to agree with gender violence against women. Thelt®also point to the importance of
the media; in the pooled sample and wealth-disaggeel samples, men who watched
television at least once a week were less likelggieee with the justifications for intimate
partner violence. This suggests that gender vieleawareness campaigns and news
shows, which have recently highlighted violent agragainst women, might be making
an impact on men’s views on gender violence.

Lastly, and most importantly, the indices that nuea$ousehold decision-making
ability and gendered beliefs point to a cruciaklin understanding gender violence. Both
women and men who engage in heterosexist gendeaetioggs—such as men making
more decisions in the household—are more likelgdoee with gender violence against
women. | measured gendered beliefs by creatingn@exi that measured men’s approval
of aggressive responses to women'’s refusal of sexher husband, which proxies men’s
belief that are entitled to control over their parts body. Men with a higher index
numberwere more likely to justify intimate partnéolence. Similarly, women who
agreed with gender bias statements that placedatiée top of the gender hierarchy and
women at the bottom were also more likely to agute at least one justification for

intimate partner violence.
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The statistically significant correlations betweeomen’s and men’s gendered
beliefs and the acceptance of gender violence sgaiomen suggests that the struggle
against gender violence should challenge gendensiand ideology that reinforce and
maintain gender hierarchy more generally. It isséhegender norms and gendered
behaviors that serve as a basis for the acceptdrgender violence. Hence to challenge
intimate partner violence, the message that womeimacontrol of their bodies and their
lives in the household and beyond is paramount. Witeespread belief that woman
should not work outside of the household seveigiits their freedom and independence
in a market economy (where income is based on emyaat). Despite the facts that
Dominican women are educated at higher rates tremand are a large part of the labor
force, in the Dominican society’s collective imagfilon women are relegated to the
household. This lends strong support to Helen SgfH95) argument that the myth of
the male breadwinner continues to undermine womamsnomy, even when they are at
the primary income earners.

Women'’s household decision-making ability has Hee®d to positive outcomes
in the household and to desirable social/demogcaphicomes. In this study it also
linked to women being less likely to think intimgpartner violence is acceptable. In
households where men make more decisions, bothameénvomen are more likely to
find intimate partner violence acceptable. In othesrds, my results suggest that
gendered practices, such male partners making holasédecisions, are implicated and
correlated with the justification of intimate paetrviolence. These findings also suggest

that efforts to shift people’s beliefs about genklierarchy should be pursued widely, for
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example by inclusion in Civic Education and Mor#hiEs classes which are standard
courses in both public and private schools ateakls in the Dominican Republic.

The conundrum of a relatively high rate of femideiin the DR, despite
relatively low percentages of people agreeing it justifications of intimate partner
violence and reporting gender violence, also sugges need to examine of the
construction of the DHS questions and their applitg in different contexts. It may be
the case in the Dominican context, where womerh@ly mobile and it is publicly not
acceptable to espouse violence against women dafffeuestions are needed to better
understand gender violence in the household. Famele, statements such as: “wife
beating is justified if a wife has sexual relationgh another man”, “wife beating is
justified if a woman refuses to return with her Ibasd in the case of a prior separation”,
“wife beating is justified is a woman refuses heslband sex for a prolonged period of
time”, “wife beating is justified if a wife leavdser husband for another man”, would be
more culturally-context and relevant to the Domamdrepublic.

Although development based on a neoliberal markategy has increased GDP
in the Dominican Republic, it has not been tramslahto women and men challenging
gender roles and ideology. Better and more cowsypegific data, based on fieldwork,
focus groups, and empirical data are necessanydiess gender violence against women
in the Dominican Republic. Future research shoatmu$ on how social, political, and
economic policies can change people’s preferencesssto promote more gender
equitable and sustainable development practicasdiseupt the norms that reproduce

gender violence.
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APPENDIX A
EDUCATION AND HEALTH EXPENDITURE AS A PERCENTAGE OF GROSS
DOMESTIC PRODUCT IN SELECTED LATIN AMERICAN AND CAR IBBEAN

COUNTRIES IN 2007

Education Health

Dominican Republic 2.2 5.4
Argentina 4.9 8.4
Brazil 51 4.7
Chile 3.2 6.9
Colombia 4.1 7.2
Costa Rica 4.7 8.4
Ecuador 3.1 7.0
El Salvador 3.0 6.2
Guatemala 4.8 7.0
Paraguay 4.0 6.1
Peru 2.5 51
Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela 3.6 5.8

(Data compiled from the Economic Commission on ria&imerica and the Caribbean,
CEPALSTAT)
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APPENDIX B
CHAPTER 2 CORRELATION MATRICES AND TESTS OF SIGNIF ICANCE

Table B.1: Physicial Violence Specification
(N=1820, * denotes correlation significance at3be level)

wife wife wife owns women | political head
phyvio | works money makesmore | dwelling | land rich poor org org eduyrs | house urban | spad2| spad3| aloften | intergenvio

phyvio 1
wifeworks -.09* 1
wifemoney -.09* 0.19* 1
wifemakesmore| .06* .02 .04 1
ownsdwelling -.03 0.06* -.06 .08* 1
land .01 -.02 .03 .02 0.09* 1
rich -13* 0.14* .22 -.01 .00 .07* 1
poor 13 -.16* -.23* -.03 0.01 -.03 -.63* 1
womenorg .02 .01 -.02 .01 A1 .08* -.03 .02 1
politicalorg .02 -.01 .06* .01 .05* -.01 -.01 -.01] .07* 1
eduyrs -.14* A13* 22* .05* -.08* .02 A41* -40%| 20 .01 1
headhouse -.02 -.06 0.2 .00 -.07* -.04 .07 -.07* .03- .03 .03 1
urban -0.5* .04 .07 .00 -17* -.03 .26* -324  -11 | -0.01 .15* 0.04 1
spad2 -.02 .01 -.01 .01 .05* .03 -.01 -.02 -.01 .02 | -01 -.05* .03 1
spad3 -.03 .00 .02 -.05* .00 .03 .01 .05% .00 -03 | -.04 .01 -.06* -25%| 1
aloften .34* -.04 -.03 .03 -.02 .00 -.09 .08* -.03 | -.04 -11* .01 -.01 .00 0.01 1
intergenvio 0.12* -0.01 -0.01 -0.00 -.02 .00 -0.0p .00 -.01 -.00 .00 .01 -.01 .00 -.03 .02 1
Table B.2: Sexual Violence Specification
(N=1820, * denotes correlation significance at3be level)

wife wife wife owns women | political head

sexvio | works money makesmore | dwelling | land rich poor org org eduyrs | house urban | spad2| spad3| aloften | intergenvio

sSexvio 1
wifeworks -.04 1
wifemoney -.04 .19* 1
wifemakesmore| .06* .02 .04 1
ownsdwelling .06* .06* -.06* .08* 1
land .01 -.02 .03 .02 .09* 1
rich -.09* .14* .22* -.01 .00 .07* 1
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.09*

poor -17* -.23* -.02 .01 -.02 -.6 1
womenorg -.03 .01 -.02 .01 A1+ .08* -0.03 .02 1
politicalorg .01 -.01 .06* .01 .05* -.01 -0.01 -.01] .07* 1
eduyrs -.08* A3* 22* .05* -.08* .01 A42* -40% 20 0.01 1
headhouse -.04 -.07* .02 .00 -.07* -.04 .074 -.07 .03- .03 .03 1
urban -.11* .03 .07* -0.0005 -0.17* -0.03 .26* +32| -.11* -.01 .15*% .04 1
spad2 .01 .02 -.02 .01 .05* .03 -.01 -.02 -.01 .02 | -01 -.05*% .03 1
spad3 -.01 .00 .02 -.05* .00 .02 .01 .05% .00 -02 | -.04 .01 -.06* -25%| 1
aloften .24* -.04 -.03 .03 -.02 -.002 -.09 .08% 2.0 -.04 -11* .01 -0.01 .00 0.01 1
intergenvio .03 -0.01 -0.01 -.002 -.02 .00 -.000200 . -.01 -.004 .00 .01 -.01 .00 -0.08  0.02 1
Table B.3: Aggregate Violence Specification
(N=1820, * denotes correlation significance at%be level)
wife wife wife owns women | political head

allvio | works money makesmore | dwelling | land rich poor org org eduyrs | house urban | spad2| spad3| aloften | intergenvio
allvio 1
wifeworks -.09* 1
wifemoney -1* .19* 1
wifemakesmore| .06* .02 .04 1
ownsdwelling -.01 .06* -.06* .08 1
land .02 -.02 .03 .02 .09 1
rich -14 .14* .22* -.01 .00 .07* 1
poor A3 -.16* -.23* -.03 .01 -.03 -.63* 1
womenorg .01 .01 -.02 .01 A1+ .08* -0.03 .02 1
politicalorg .04 -.01 .06* .01 .05* -.01 -.01 -.01| .08* 1
eduyrs -.14* 13 .22* .05* -.07* .01 0.42* -.40*| 02 .01 1
headhouse -.02 -.02 -.06* .02 .00 -.07* .02 -.07* .03- .03 .03 1
urban -.07* .04 .07* -.0005 -17* -.03 .26% -.32% .11* -.01 .15* .04 1
spad2 -.02 .02 -.02 .00 .05* .03 -.01 -.02 -.01 .02 | -01 -.05 .03 1
spad3 -.02 .00 .02 -.05* .00 .03 .01 .05% .00 -02 | -.04 .01 -.06* -25%| 1
aloften .32* -.04 -.03 .03 -.01 -.002 -.09% .08*| 03. -.04 -11* .01 -.01 .00 .01 1
intergenvio 12* -.01 -.01 -.002 -.02 .00 -0002 0.0 | -.01 -.004 .00 .01 -.01 .00 -.03 .02 1
Table B.4: Asset-Poor Physical Violence Specificatn
(N= 761, * denotes correlation significance at 58¢ level)

wife wife wife owns women | political head

phyvio | works money makesmore | dwelling | land org org eduyrs | house urban | spad2| spad3| aloften | intergenvio
phyvio 1
wifeworks -.13* 1
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wifemoney -.04 .20* 1
wifemakesmore| .10* -.01 .03 1
ownsdwelling -.04 .05 -.06 .00 1
land -.04 .01 .05 -.01 .08* 1
womenorg -.03 .06 .04 .02 Ry .10* 1
politicalorg .05 .00 .03 .04 .07* .03 .08* 1
eduyrs -.07 .03 14~ .02 -.11* -.02 .07* .00 1
headhouse -.02 -.10* .01 -.003 -.08* -.03 -.05 .03 .04 1
urban .02 -.06 -.03 .05 -.18* -.06 -.13* .01 -.0006 .03 1
spad2 -.04 .06 -.03 -.03 .03 .01 -.04 .04 -.03 -.04 | .08* 1
spad3 -.04 .04 .02 -.04 -.01 .05 -.04 -.05 -.03 3-.0 -.08* -.26* 1
aloften .33* -.04 .01 .02 -.001 -.03 -.04 -.05 *08 | .00 .06 .01 -.02 1
intergenvio .13* -.05 -.03 -.04 -.07 -.03 .05 -.01 .03 -.02 .02 .03 -.05 .03 1
Table B.5: Asset-Poor Sexual Violence Specification
(N=761, * denotes correlation significance at tbe [Bvel)
wife wife wife owns women | political head

sexvio | works money makesmore | dwelling | land org org eduyrs | house urban | spad2| spad3]| aloften | intergenvio
Sexvio 1
wifeworks -.01 1
wifemoney -.03 .20* 1
wifemakesmore| .05 -.01 .03 1
ownsdwelling .05 .05 -.06 .00 1
land .01 .01 .05 -.01 .08* 1
womenorg -.02 .06 .04 .02 12* .10* 1
politicalorg -.01 .00 .03 .04 .08* .03 .08* 1
eduyrs -.0001| .03 14* .02 -11* -.02 .08* .00 1
headhouse -.04 .10* .01 -.003 -.08* -.03 -.05 .03 04 . 1
urban -.08 .06 -.03 .05 -.18* -.06 -.13* .00 -.001| .03 1
spad2 .00 .06 -.03 -.03 .03 .01 -.04 .04 -.03 -.04 | .08* 1
spad3 -.02 .04 .02 -.04 -.01 .05 -.04 -.05 -.03 3-.0 -.08* -.26* 1
aloften .24* -.04 .01 .02 -.001 -.03 -.04 -.05 *08 | .00 .06 .01 -.03 1
intergenvio .02 -.05 -.03 -.04 -.07 -.03 .05 -.01 03 . -.02 .02 .03 -.05 .03 1
Table B.6: Asset-Poor Aggregate Violence Specifigah
(N=761, * denotes correlation significance at tbe [Bvel)

wife wife wife owns women | political head
allvio works money makesmore | dwelling | land org org eduyrs | house urban | spad2| spad3| aloften | intergenvio
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allvio 1
wifeworks -11* 1
wifemoney -.04 .20* 1
wifemakesmore| .11* -.01 .03 1
ownsdwelling -.02 .05 -.06 .00 1
land -.03 .01 .05 -.01 .08* 1
womenorg -.03 .06 .04 .03 Ry .10* 1
politicalorg .07 .00 .03 .04 -.07* .04 .08* 1
eduyrs -.06 .03 .14* .03 -11* -.02 .07* .00 1
headhouse -.02 -.10* .01 -.003 -.08* -.03 -.05 .02 .04 1
urban -.00 -.06 -.03 .05 -.01 -.06 -.13* .01 -.0006.03 1
spad2 -.03 .06 -.03 -.03 -.03 .01 -.04 .04 -.03 4-0 .08* 1
spad3 -.02 .04 .02 -.04 -0.01 .05 -.04 -.04 -.03|] 03-. -.08* 1
aloften .33* -.04 .01 .02 -0.001 -.03 -.04 -.05 80 | .00 .06 .01 -.02 1
intergenvio 12* -.05 -.03 -.04 -.07 -.03 .05 -.01 .03 -.02 .02 .03 -.05 .03 1
Table B.7: Asset-Rich Physical Violence Specificatn
(N=654, * denotes correlation significance at tbe [Bvel)
wife wife wife owns women | political head

phyvio | works money makesmore | dwelling | land org org eduyrs | house urban | spad2| spad3| aloften | intergenvio
phyvio 1
wifeworks .02 1
wifemoney -11* 13* 1
wifemakesmore| .03 .05 .00 1
ownsdwelling -.02 .06 -.05 A1 1
land .10* -.03 -.01 .03 .09* 1
womenorg .04 -.03 -.07 .02 14* .03 1
politicalorg .02 -.02 .06 -.002 .07 -.02 12* 1
eduyrs -.09*% A13* 2% 2% -.02 .00 -.01 .01 1
headhouse .02 -.06 .03 .03 -.06 -.06 -.02 .02 -.0011
urban -.08* -.01 .02 -.02 -12* -.07 -.10* -.07* .04 .02 1
spad2 .01 -.01 -.001 -.02 .01 .06 .02 -.002 .03 .00 | -.004 1
spad3 -.01 -.03 .05 -.08 .01 -.002 .05 0.02 -05( 4 .0 .04 -25% | 1
aloften .25* .01 -.02 .06 -.02 .03 .02 -.03 -.03 0.0 -.03 .00 .04 1
intergenvio 13* .07 -.01 -.002 -.01 .01 -.04 -.03 .02 .06 -.03 .01 -.03 .02 1

Table B.8: Asset-Rich Sexual Violence Specification
(N=653, * denotes correlation significance at tbe [Bvel)
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wife wife wife owns women | political head

sexvio | works money makesmore | dwelling | land org org eduyrs | house urban | spad2| spad3| aloften | intergenvio
sexvio 1
wifeworks .03 1
wifemoney -.02 13* 1
wifemakesmore| .04 .05 .00 1
ownsdwelling .08 .06 -.05 A1 1
land .01 -.03 -.01 .03 .09* 1
womenorg -.04 -.03 -.07 .02 .14* .03 1
politicalorg .10* -.01 .07 -.002 .07 -.02 A2* 1
eduyrs -.10* 13 12* 12* -.02 .00 -.01 .01 1
headhouse -.02 -.06 .03 .03 -.06 -.06 -.02 .02 1-.00 1
urban -.10* -.01 .02 -.02 -.12* -.07 -.10* -.08* 04 .02 1
spad2 -.01 -.005 -.002 -.02 .01 .06 .02 -.003 .03| 00 . -.004 1
spad3 -.04 -.03 .05 -.08 .01 -.002 .05 .02 -.05 .04 .04 -25% | 1
aloften .13* .01 -.02 .06 -.02 .03 .02 -.03 -03] 0.0 -.03 .00 .03 1
intergenvio .02 .07 -.01 -.002 -.01 .01 -.04 -.03 02 .06 -.03 .01 -.03 .02 1
Table B.9: Asset-Rich Aggregate Violence Specifidan
(N=654, * denotes correlation significance at tBe [&vel)

wife wife wife owns women | political head

allvio | works money makesmore | dwelling | land org org eduyrs | house urban | spad2| spad3| aloften | intergenvio
allvio 1
wifeworks .01 1
wifemoney -.10* .13* 1
wifemakesmore| .02 .05 .00 1
ownsdwelling -.01 .06 -.05 A1 1
land .09* -.03 -.01 .03 .09* 1
womenorg .03 -.03 -.07 .02 .14* .03 1
politicalorg .09* -.02 .07 -.002 .07 -.02 A2* 1
eduyrs -.11* 13 12* 12* -.02 .00 -.01 .01 1
headhouse .02 -.06 .03 -.03 -.07 -.06 -.02 .02 1-.00 1
urban -.08* -.01 .02 -.02 -.12* -.07 -.10* -.08* 4.0 .02 1
spad2 .01 -.01 -.002 -.02 .01 .06 .02 -.003 .03 .00 | -.004 1
spad3 -.01 -.03 .05 -.08 .01 -.002 .05 .02 -.05 .04 .03 -25% | 1
aloften .25*% .01 -.02 .06 -.02 .03 .02 -.03 -.03 0.0 -.03 .00 .04 1
intergenvio .13* .07 -.01 -.002 -.01 -.01 -.04 -.03 .02 .05 -.03 .01 -.03 .02 1
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APPENDIX C
DISCUSSION OF SIGNIFICANT CORRELATIONS AND RESULTS OF

STEPWISE REGRESSIONS (LIKELIHOOD RATIO TESTS)

C1. Discussion of Correlation&?

In the (PHYVIO) specification, where the dependeatiable is the incidence of
physical violence, with the complete sample (N=182lD three variables that provide
insight into women’s economic autonomy—the womanrkso(WIFEWORKS), the
woman has money for her own use (WIFEMONEY), arelwioman makes more money
than her husband (WIFEMAKESMORE) have significaatrelation coefficients at the
5% level with incidence of physical violen&eCorr (WIFEWORKS, PHYVIO) = -.09*,
lending support to the HBM, as does corr (WIFEMONPHYVIO) = -.09*. However,
the corr (WIFEMAKESMORE, PHYVIO) = .06*, this posie relationship between the
woman making more money and the incidence of e&peimg gender violence supports
the MBM. Of utmost importance to the robustnesd aalidity of regression results is
the possible correlation between these three inukpd economic variablés.
However, the only significant correlation betweenPF&MONEY, WIFEWORKS, and
WIFEMAKESMORE is corr (WIFEMONEY, WIFEWORKS)= .19enoting a positive
relationship between a woman working and having eyofor her own use. Both

independent variables husband’s frequent alcohoswmption (ALOFTEN) and the

3t See appendix B for correlation matrices and sicguiice at the 5% level

2 * for correlations denotes significance at the 18¥%el

33 In order to provide tests of robustness, | latespnt tests of the full model (all
three variables included) and various nested motelsupport the chosen model
specification and support results.
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woman witnessing her father physically harm her haot(INTERGENVIO) have
positive and significant relationships with the idence of gender violence, however
education in years and physical violence have amegcorr (EDUYRS, PHYVIO) = -
.14*. The class variables rich and poor are algaificantly correlated with physical
violence, corr (POOR, PHYVIO) = .13* and corr (RICRHYVIO) =-.13*, lending
support to the hypothesis that class is relateld thi¢é incidence of gender violence.

In the (SEXVIO) specification, where the dependeatable is the incidence of
forced sex or sexual acts, with the complete saniNk1820) the only variable of
economic independence that is significantly coteglavith sexual is when the woman
makes more money than her husband, corrf(WIFEMAKE&H#EO SEXVIO)=.06*%,
lending support to the MBM. In the sexual violersgecification, the woman working
and having money for her own use are also posytieelrelated, corr (WIFEWORKS,
WIFEMONEY)=.19*. Similar to the physical violencepexification, corr (POOR,
SEXVIO) = .09* and corr (RICH, SEXVIO) =-.09*, whicprovides an empirical basis
for later regressions which use only asset-poor awor(N= 761) and then the same
regressions for asset-rich woman (N= 654).

In the (ALLVIO) specification, where the dependeatiable is the incidence of
physical and/or forced sex or sexual acts, withdbmplete sample (N=1820) all three
variables of economic independence are signifigamélated to the incidence of
aggregate violence. Both WIFEWORKS and WIFEMONE¥ aegatively correlated
with ALLVIO, corr (WIFEWORKS, ALLVIO)= -.09* and ca (WIFEMONEY,
ALLVIO)= -.1*, both lending support to HBM. Howexecorr (WIFEMAKESMORE,

ALLVIO) = .06*, lending support to the MBM. As ithe previous specifications, | find
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a positive and significant correlation between WNKENEY and WIFEWORKS, corr
(WIFEMONEY, WIFEWORKS) = .19*

In sub-sample of two bottom asset quintiles (POOR=761, corr
(WIFEWORKS, PHYVIO)=-.13* and corr (WIFEMAKESMOREHYVIO) =.1*, the
former supporting the HBM and the latter the MBNIhe only other variables that are
significantly and positively related to physicalolnce for asset-poor women is
husband’s frequent alcohol consumption (ALOFTENJ antnessing domestic violence
as a child (INTERGENVIO), corr (ALOFTEN, PHYVIO) 33* and corr
(INTERGENVIO, PHYVIO) =.13*. WIFEWORKS and WIFEMORY are also
positively correlated in this sub-sample, corr (\BAWORKS, WIFEMONEY) = .20*.
For asset-poor women and the incidence of sexaéénge (SEXVIO), only ALOFTEN
is significantly correlated with sexvio, corr (ALOEN, SEXVIO)= .24*. For the
variables of women’s economic autonomy in the SEXVkpecification, corr
(WIFEWORKS, WIFEMONEY) = .20*. Lastly, for assebgr women and the incidence
of aggregate violence (ALLVIO), corr (WIFEWORKS, FMIO)=-.11* and corr
(WIFEMAKESMORE, PHYVIO) =.11* and corr (WIFEWORKSNVNIFEMONEY) =
20%.

In the sub-sample of the two top quintiles (RICH, physical violence
specification where N=654, the only women’s ecororautonomy variable that is
significant is wife has money for own use (WIFEMOXE corr (WIFEMONY,
PHYVIO) = .-11*. As in previous tests of corretati, corr (WIFEMONEY,
WIFEWORKS) = .13*, denoting a positive relationshigtween working for income and

women having money for their own use. Unlike t@0R sub-sample, both education
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in years (EDUYRS) and urban residence (URBAN) aegatively and significantly
correlated to the incidence of physical violencgggesting that there are differences
between the asset-poor and asset-rich subsampléb@mcidence of domestic violence.
In specification where the dependent variable is thcidence of sexual violence
(SEXVIO), none of the variables of women’s economidependence are significantly
correlated with SEXVIO, however corr (WIFEMONEY, FHWORKS) = .13*. Urban
residence and education in years are negativekglated with the incidence of sexual
violence, corr (URBAN, SEXVIO) = -.10* and corr (EIYRS, SEXVIO) = -.10%,
providing support to the HBM, as both urban resgdgermnd more years of formal
schooling should improve a woman’s bargaining ponvehe household. Lastly, for the
asset-rich sub-sample, only WIFEWORKS is signiftbarcorrelated with aggregate
violence (ALLVIO), corr (WIFEMONY, ALLVIO) = .-10*. Additionally, two variables
of economic autonomy are correlated; corr ( WIFEMONRB/IFEWORKS) = .13*. The
reoccurring positively and statistically significazorrelation between a woman working
and having money for her own use may pose estimabomcerns, mainly the robustness
and validity of results. In the following sectidnaddress these concerns using stepwise
regressions and likelihood-ratio tests to providep®rt for the models as specified in my

analysis.
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C2. Discussion of Full Model (regressions as speaedl in results provided) versus

Nested Models

Full Model of Physical Violence:

Pr (DVpuysvio =1) =F(RWIFEWORKS + BWIFEMONEY + 3 WIFEMAKESMORE+
;HOME + RLAND + RzPOOR + BRICH + 3 POLORG + BWOMORG + 3, EDUYRS +
R ;HEADHOUSE + 3, URBAN + R; SPAD2 + @, SPAD3 + [(ALOFTEN +

36INTERGENVIO)

Nested Model 1 of Physical Violence:

Ho: BRWIFEMONEY = 3WIFEMAKESMORE =0

Ha: SWIFEMONEYand B WIFEMAKESMORE do not equal O

LR chi2 (2) = 11.04

Prob>chi2 = 0.0040

At the 1% level, | reject the null hypothesis tHat WIFEMONEY and

WIFEMAKESMORE are equal to zero, and the full mopelvides a better specification

than nested model 1.
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Nested Model 2 of Physical Violence:

Ho: 3WIFEWORKS = BWIFEMAKESMORE =0

Ha: RQWIFEWORKS and SWIFEMAKESMORE do not equal 0

LR chi2 (2) = 9.41

Prob>chi2 = 0.0090

At the 1% level, | reject the null hypothesis tBatVIFEWORKS and
;s WIFEMAKESMORE are equal to zero, and the full mogebvides a better

specification than nested model 2.

Nested Model 3 of Physical Violence:
Ho: RRWIFEWORKS = BWIFEMONEY=0

Ha: RWIFEWORKS and BWIFEMONEY do not equal O

LR chi2 (2) = 10.61

Prob>chi2 = 0.0050

At the 1% level, | reject the null hypothesis tBatVIFEWORKS and

[l WIFEMONEY are equal to zero, and the full model yides a better

specification than nested model 3.
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Nested Model 4 of Physical Violence:

Ho: [ WIFEMAKESMORE =0

Ha: (3 WIFEMAKESMORE does not equal 0

LR chi2 (2) = 6.02

Prob>chi2 = 0.0141

At the 5% level, | reject the null hypothesis tRaWIFEMAKESMORE is equal

to zero, and the full model provides a better detion than nested model 4.

Nested Model 5 of Physical Violence:

Ho: RWIFEMONEY= 0

Ha: [ WIFEMONEY does not equal O

LR chi2 (2) = 5.54

Prob>chi2 = 0.0186

At the 5% level, | reject the null hypothesis tfatWIFEMONEY is equal to

zero, and the full model provides a better spedtfiio than nested model 5.
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Nested Model 6 of Physical Violence:

Ho: [ WIFEWORKS= 0

Ha: RQWIFEWORKS does not equal O

LR chi2 (2) = 5.54

Prob>chi2 = 0.0186

At the 10% level, | reject the null hypothesis tif(atWIFEWORKS is equal to
zero, and the full model provides a better spediiitn than nested model 5. By rejecting
at the 10% level | avoid the mistake of a Typertbg that is, failing to reject the null

hypothesis when the null hypothesis is in factdals

Justification of Validity for Physical Violence Full Model

Using likelihood-ratio tests, | find that when tdependent variable is physical
violence including all three variables of women®®eomic independence provides a
better model specification. Additionally in all tife nested models, all three variables of
women’s economic independence remained statistisahificant, despite the omission

of variables and combination tested.

Full Model of Sexual Violence

Pr (DVsexvio =1) =F(RWIFEWORKS + BWIFEMONEY + 3 WIFEMAKESMORE+

HOME + RLAND + RzPOOR + BRICH + 3 POLORG + BWOMORG + 3, EDUYRS +
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3, HEADHOUSE + [, URBAN + (43 SPAD2 + [, SPAD3 + [sALOFTEN +

3sINTERGENVIO)

Nested Model 1 of Sexual Violence:

Ho: WIFEMONEY = 3 WIFEMAKESMORE = 0

Ha: WIFEMONEYand BWIFEMAKESMORE do not equal 0

LR chi2 (2) = 3.88

Prob>chi2 = 0.1435

In this nested model, | fail to reject the null byipesis that S&VIFEMONEY = (3
WIFEMAKESMORE = 0. However, it is the case in thesults for the sexual violence
specification that the only economic variable tha significant is B
WIFEMAKESMORE. Additionally, in this specificatiowith only 3 WIFEWORKS,
the results indicate that B/IFEWORKS is insignificant, which is the same reésd the

full model.

Nested Model 2 of Sexual Violence:

Ho: 3WIFEWORKS = BWIFEMAKESMORE =0

Ha: RQWIFEWORKS and SWIFEMAKESMORE do not equal 0

LR chi2 (2) = 4.17

Prob>chi2 = 0.1243
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In this nested model, | fail to reject the null bypesis that SN IFEWORKS = 3
WIFEMAKESMORE = 0. In nested model 2 of sexual let@we, BWIFEMONEY

remains insignificant as it does in the full modesexual violence.

Nested Model 3 of Sexual Violence:

Ho: RWIFEWORKS = BWIFEMONEY= 0

Ha: RWIFEWORKS and BWIFEMONEY do not equal O

LR chi2 (2) = 0.93

Prob>chi2 = 0.6274

In this nested model, | fail to reject the null bypesis that SNIFEWORKS = 3
WIFEMONEY= 0. In nested model 3 of sexual violendég, WIFEMAKESMORE

remains significant as it does in the full modetekual violence.

Nested Model 4 of Sexual Violence:

Ho: [ WIFEMAKESMORE =0

Ha: (3 WIFEMAKESMORE does not equal 0

LR chi2 (2) = 3.62

Prob>chi2 = 0.0570
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At the 10% level, | reject the null hypothesis tifigtWIFEMAKESMORE is
equal to zero, and the full model provides a betpercification than nested model 4. By
rejecting at the 10% level | avoid the mistake afyge Il error, that is, failing to reject
the null hypothesis when the null hypothesis isaict false. BWIFEMAKESMORE is
the only variable of economic autonomy that is gigant in the sexual violence
specification, and in nest modehVRIFEWORKS and f WIFEMONEY remain

insignificant, corroborating the results of thd fmlodel.

Nested Model 5 of Sexual Violence:

Ho: R WIFEMONEY= 0

Ha: (> WIFEMONEY does not equal 0

LR chi2 (2) = 0.31

Prob>chi2 = 0.5802

| fail to reject the null hypothesis thatWIFEMONEY equals zero. In this nested
model however, f WIFEMAKESMORE remains significant and;\WWIFEWORKS

remains insignificant, corroborating the resultshaf full model.

Nested Model 6 of Sexual Violence:

Ho: [ WIFEWORKS= 0

Ha: RQWIFEWORKS does not equal O
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LR chi2 (2) = 0.49

Prob>chi2 = 0.4843

| fail to reject the null hypothesis thaf WIFEWORKS equal zero. In this nested
model however, S WIFEMAKESMORE remains significant and ,WIFEMONEY

remains insignificant, corroborating the resultshef full model.

Justification of Validity for Sexual Violence Full Model

In estimation | use the full model for several mas First and foremost, though |
only rejected one of the null hypothesis (nestedleh@) and failed to reject the rest
using the likelihood-ratio tests, the nested modelsfirmed the results of the full model
for sexual violence—mainly that; 8Y/IFEMAKESMORE is statistically significant and
different from zero, providing support for the MBWloreover the nested models, as
stepwise regressions, demonstrate that the thre@ostc autonomy variables are not
providing confounding results as results in thetegsnodel remain consistent with the
full model. Lastly, | include all three economicriables in order to obtain results that
can speak to the hypothesis | am testing and sesdts are consistent across the distinct
models tested, the full model for sexual violenamains robust and a better

specification.

Full Model of Aggregate Violence

Pr (DVawvio =1) =F(BWIFEWORKS + BWIFEMONEY + 3 WIFEMAKESMORE+

;HOME + RLAND + RzPOOR + BRICH + 3 POLORG + BWOMORG + 3, EDUYRS +
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3, HEADHOUSE + [, URBAN + (43 SPAD2 + [, SPAD3 + [sALOFTEN +

3sINTERGENVIO)

Nested Model 1 of Aggregate Violence:

Ho: WIFEMONEY = 3 WIFEMAKESMORE = 0

Ha: WIFEMONEYand BWIFEMAKESMORE do not equal 0

LR chi2 (2) = 12.45

Prob>chi2 = 0.0020

At the 1% level, | reject the null hypothesis tBatVIFEMONEY and
;s WIFEMAKESMORE are equal to zero, in favor of théeahative hypothesis
that BWIFEMONEYand 3 WIFEMAKESMORE do not equal 0 and the full model

provides a better specification than nested model 1

Nested Model 2 of Aggregate Violence:

Ho: 3WIFEWORKS = BWIFEMAKESMORE =0

Ha: RQWIFEWORKS and SWIFEMAKESMORE do not equal 0

LR chi2 (2) = 9.51

Prob>chi2 = 0.0086

At the 1% level, | reject the null hypothesis tBatVIFEWORKS and
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33 WIFEMAKESMORE are equal to zero, in favor of théeahative hypothesis
that RWIFEWORKS and 8 WIFEMAKESMORE do not equal 0 and the full model

provides a better specification than nested model 2

Nested Model 3 of Aggregate Violence:

Ho: WIFEWORKS = BWIFEMONEY= 0

Ha: RWIFEWORKS and BWIFEMONEY do not equal O

LR chi2 (2) = 11.71

Prob>chi2 = 0.0029

At the 1% level, | reject the null hypothesis tBatVIFEWORKS and
[l WIFEMONEY are equal to zero in favor of the altdiva hypothesis that
ZWIFEWORKS and RWIFEMONEY do not equal 0 and the full model prosda

better specification than nested model 3.

Nested Model 4 of Aggregate Violence:

Ho: [ WIFEMAKESMORE =0

Ha: (3 WIFEMAKESMORE does not equal 0

LR chi2 (2) = 6.31

Prob>chi2 = 0.0120
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At the 5% level, | reject the null hypothesis tiRgWIFEMAKESMORE equals
zero in favor of the alternative hypothesis that\BFEMAKESMORE does not equal 0.
The full model provides a better specification tmasted model number 4 of aggregate

violence.

Nested Model 5 of Aggregate Violence:

Ho: R WIFEMONEY= 0

Ha: [ WIFEMONEY does not equal O

LR chi2 (2) = 6.71

Prob>chi2 = 0.0096

At the 1% level, | reject the null hypothesis tBRWIFEMONEY is equal to zero
in favor of the alternative hypothesis thaVM@FEMONEY does not equal 0 and the full

model provides a better specification than nestedehb.

Nested Model 6 of Aggregate Violence:

Ho: [ WIFEWORKS= 0

Ha: RQWIFEWORKS does not equal 0

LR chi2 (2) = 3.26

Prob>chi2 = 0.0708
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At the 10% level, to avoid a Type Il error, | féd reject the null hypothesis that
[} WIFEWORKS= 0 in favor of the alternative hypothetsiat BWIFEWORKS does not

equal O.

Justification of Validity for Aggregate Violence Ful Model

Using the likelihood-ratio tests, the full modelarjgregate violence as specified
provides a better specification than the six nestedels tested. Furthermore all of the

nested models corroborated the results of therfallel used to provide analysis.
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APPENDIX D

Table D.1: Women’s Specification On The Justificabns Of Intimate Partner Violence
(N=7766, * denotes correlation significance at3be level)

CHAPTER 3 CORRELATION MATRICES AND TESTS OF SIGNIFI CANCE

wgv wnoedu| wsec whigher agewl agew3 agew4d wagfionmanual| wprof| wservices wdom wnowork po rich amh head
wgv 1
wnoedu .04* 1
wsec -.06* -.06* 1
whigher -.06* -.06* -A7* 1
agewl .05* .05* -.10*| -.08 1
agew3 -.02* -.02* -.06* .03* -.33* 1
agew4 -.01 -.01 .04*|  -.04* -17*| -0.25Fr 1
wagricul .04* .04* .06* | -.06* -.04* .03* .01 1
wmanual .02 .02 .10*|  -.09* -.06*| .04* .02 -.05* 1
wprof -.05* -.05* .00 48* -12* | 11 .04* -.05* 11* 1
wservices -.01 -.01 -.08 -.05* -.08* .02 .03* -106 -.13* -13* |1
wdom .01 .01 -.03% -.09* -.02 .03* -.01 -.04* .09* -.09* | -.11* 1
wnowork .02 .02 .03*| -.20* A7 -.12* -.03 -.15*% 34* -.35% | -.41* -.29* 1
poor .08* .09* .05* | -.29* A3* -.09* | -.06* A2* -@01 -.24* | -.09* A1+ .16* 1
rich -.08* -.08* A7 .32* -11* .09* .06* -.08* Q4* .26 .04* -.12* -.12* -65%| 1
urban -.05* -.04 -13*  .16* -.03* .02 -.01 -11* 30 12* .05* -.01 -.12* -.38*| .31* 1
head -.01 -.01 -.091 .02* -09*| .04 .01 .02 .00 3*0 | -.03* -.05* | .03* .03* | -.03*| -.02 1
wmaritalstat| -0.7* -.07* .01 .32* -.18* .14* 10* | .04* -.03* .30* -.001 -.08* -.13* -.30* .33* JA12x | 07*
wmaritall .03* .03 -.08* .08* 67* -41% | -23*| -.05 -.07* -.04* | -.08 -.06* | .14* .05* | -.03*| .02 -0.9¥
wmarital3 -.01 -.01 -.08% -.09* -.28* .48* .24* .04 .06* .03* .02 .03* -.08* -.03*| .02* | -.02*| .03*
wmarital4 -0.0002| .09* -.114  -.08* -11* -11* .56* | .02 .00 -.03* | .03* .01 .00 .03* -.03f -.041 -.00
sons -.03* .02 -.01 .01 -12*|  .08* -.06*  .02* -.006 | .02 -.02* -.02 .02 .00 .00 .01 .067
daughters -.02 .01 -.01 .01 -.08% .08* -.1271 .00 3*0 -.003 | -.01 -.01 .01 -.01 .03* .01 .04
wnewspaper| -.05* -.19* 5% .24* -.04*| .00 -.03% 07* -.03* .20* .03* -.04* | -12* -25%| .25% | .15* | .00
wradio -.01 -.09* .05* .06 -.04* .01 -.01 -.02 .01 .06* .02* -.02 -.06* -15%| 13 .05* -.02
wtv -.06* -.20* A3* | .10* -.05* .00 -.002 .15* .03* .08* .04* -.01 -.07* -28%| .20* | .18* | -.02
whhdm .05* .04* -01 | -.07* .07* -.05*| -.03*| .02 20 -.09* | -.04* -.04* | .13 -.06*| -.06*| -.09*| .05*
gendereq .14* A1 -.07 -.16* .06* -0.03r -.01 .08* -.001 -12* | -.01 .02* .07* 16% | -.15%  -.09* .02

wmaritalstat| wmaritall] wmarital3 wmarital4 sonls ugdhters| wnewspaper wradio  witv whhdm gendereq
wmaritalstat| 1
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wmaritall -.09* 1

wmarital3 .08* -.38* 1

wmarital4 .00 -.15*% -.13* 1

sons .05 -.12* -.002 -.07* 1

daughters .05 -.08* -.03* -.12* -08F 1

wnewspaper| .17* .02 -.05* -.06* -006 .01 1

wradio .05* -.03* .00 -.02* -.02 .01 A7 1

wtv .08* -0.01 -.02 -.05* -.02 11 A7 .23* 1

whhdm -.03* .06* -.04 -.03* -.001 .00 -.06* -.04*| .06* | 1
gendereq -11* .01 .00 .01 .01 -.03* -.10* -.047 11* | .09* 1

Table D.2: Asset-Poor Women’s Specification On Théustifications Of Intimate Partner Violence
(N=4154, * denotes correlation significance at%be level)

wgv | wnoedu| wsed whighef agewWl agew3 agdw4 wagfiovmanual] wprof] wservice} wdoh  wnowolk wealth urHahead
wgv 1
wnoedu 03*| 1
wsec -06%| -.17* 1
whigher -.04 -.08* -12% 1
agewl .05* | -.10* 2% | -.02 1
agew3 -.02 .07* -.09% -.02 -.35* 1
agew4 -.01 .09* -11%  -.05* -.18* -.21* 1
wagricul .04* | .08* -.08*| -.04* -.07* | .05* .02 1
wmanual .02 -.01 -.01 -.02 -.07* .07* .01 -.06* 1
wprof -.03 | -.06* .06* | .30* -.06* | .07 -.01 -.04* 0 1
wservices -.01 -.03* .04*| -01 -.07* .01 .04* -.07* | -12* -07* |1
wdom .00 .01 -.05% -.04* -.05* .04* .00 -.07* -11* -07* | -.12* 1
wnowork -.06*| .03 -01 | -.08* 16* -11* .02 -.23* 40* -22% | -43* -41F | 1
wealth -.01 -.15* .18* A1 -.07* .02 .02 -11* 07 .07* .09* .01 -.11* 1
urban -.004| -.04* .08*| .04* .03* -.03 -.04*  -.09* 05* .02 .05* .06* -.07* .26* 1
head -.04*] .00 -.01 .01 -.07* .02 .01 .02 .00 .02 -.02 -.06* .06* .00 -.01 1
wmaritalstat| .04 -.04 .03 A7 .03 .07* -.06" -02 | .01 A14* .02 -.05* | -.04* .09* -.002| .06*
wmaritall .04* | -.12* .19* | .08* -07* | .42* =22 -® -.09* -.04* | -.07* -.06* | .15* -.04* .04* | -.08*
wmarital3 -.02 .10* -.14* -.08* - 11* .60* .18* .07 .07* .02 .04* .04* -11* .01 -.04*| .01
wmarital4 .01 .10* -11* -.05 73* -07*| .62* .02 .01 -.02 .02 .01 -.002 .01 -.03 -.0]
sons -.04*| .03* -.02 11 -.31* .06* -.10* .03 -.001 | .04* -.02 -.02 .01 -.02 .01 .07
daughters -02]| .03* -.031  -.005 -.13% .05* -129 10 .04* -.01 -.02 -.02 .01 -.03* .002 .02
wnewspaper| -.03 -.20* .19% 15* -.12* -.02 -.064 06* .01 A1 .04* .01 -.08* 14> .06* -.01
wradio -.01 -.08* .03* .02 -.07* -.01 -.01 -.005 30 .02 .03 .00 -.05* .10* .00 -.01
wtv -.04* | -.18* 2% | .04* -.001 -.03 -.02 -.14* .05 .02 .05* .03* -.05* .28* 2% | -.03
whhdm .07* .04* -.03 -.03* -.02 -.04* .04* .01 .04* -.05* | -.07* -.07* 13* -.08* -.06* | .05*
gendereq 5% 11 -.091 -.12* .03 .01 -.03 .08* 001 -.09* | -.02 -.01 .03 -12*| -.03 .01
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wmaritalstat| wmaritalll wmarital3 wmaritald sons udhaters| wnewspaper wradio = wt whhdm gendereq
wmaritalstat| 1
wmaritall -.08* 1
wmarital3 .04* -.40* 1
wmarital4 .05* -17* -.13* 1
sons .05* -.12* -.001 -.09* 1
daughters .02 -.09* -.04* -12* -04F 1
wnewspaper| .08* -.04* -.05* -.05* .00 -.01 1
wradio .01 -.02 .00 -.02 -.02 -.01 2% 1
wtv -.01 .00 -.02 -.05* .02 -.001 .13* 22% 1
whhdm .00 .05* -.05* -.05* .02 .01 -.05* -.04* -06 1
gendereq -.04* .01 -.003 .00 .02 -.01 -.06* -.02] 09% | .10* 1

Table D.3: Asset-Rich Women'’s Specification On Thaustifications Of Intimate Partner Violence
(N=2068, * denotes correlation significance at3be level)

wgv | wnoedu| wsed whighef agewWl agef3 agdw4 wagfiowmanual| wprof | wservices wdoh wnowofk wealth urahead
wgv 1
wnoedu .02 1
wsec -.001] -.08* 1
whigher -.03 -.07* -.60* 1
agewl .04* | .00 A2* | -.08* 1
agew3 -.003| .05* -.06% .02 -.29* 1
agew4 -.05*| .00 -.08% -.07* -14*| -34*] 1
wagricul -.005| -.002 .00 -.02 .04 -.02 .03 1
wmanual .03 .05* .03 -.15* -.02 -.005) .04* -.01 1
wprof -.05* | -.05* -.22% | .48* -12% | 11* .05* -.02 .16* 1
wservices .03 .00 .06* -.12* -.10* .02 .01 -.01 3*1 -.24* 1
wdom -.002| -.01 -.02| -.09* -.01 .04 -.004 -.004 4*0 -.08* | -.07* 1
wnowork .02 .03 A3 | -.27* A7 -11* -.03 -.03 52 -.46* -.37* -.12* 1
wealth -.02 | -.04* -03| .19* -.05*| .04 .07* .03 -9 =17 | -.01 -.08* | -.12* 1
urban -.01 -.02 -.064 .07 .01 -.02 .01 -.02 .02 5*0 | -.03 -.02 -.08* -.08* 1
head -.02 -.01 -.061 .05* -.18* .09* .03 .01 .03 06* -.06* -.02 -.03 .03 -.04 1
wmaritalstat| -.05*| -.05* -10%  .28* -.21* A7* A2* | .00 -.06* .27 -.06* -.05* | -.14* .23* -.01 A14*
wmaritall -.01 -.03 .06* 12* .54* -41* -.24* .01 -.07* -.03 -11* -.05* 12* -.01 .03 -.137
wmarital3 -.01 .07* -.06% -.12* -.22* .30* .35* -D .05* .03 .04 -001| -.03 .02 -.04 .09¢
wmarital4 -.02 .01 -.08% -.11* -.07* -.14* .45*% .07 .03 -.03 .04 .00 .00 .00 -.00% -.07
sons -01| -083 .01 .01 -.13* .08* -.01 .02 .02 .01 -.02 .01 .01 .01 -.002 .04
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daughters .01 -.003 -.01] .01 -.08 A1 -.10f -.05* | .02 -.01 .02 .04 .01 .02 -.01 .04

wnewspaper| -.054 -.10* -02| .18* .01 -.02 -.03 -.01 | -.09* .15* -.01 -.02 -.10* .09* .03 .01

wradio -.02 -.02 .00 -.001 -.01 .00 -.03 -.03 -.02 | -.0003| .03 .00 -.01 .02 -.01 -.03

wtv .01 -.01 .02 .01 .02 .00 -.05%  -.09* -.02 -.02| -.02 .00 .05* -.03 -.004] -.02

whhdm -01 | .01 .05%| -.10* .07* -.02 -.03 .04 .04 10* | -.04 .03 A1 .00 -.09*| .10*

gendereq .06*| -.01 .04 -.13* .06* -.03 .01 -.0003 02 . -.10* .01 .00 .09* -.06* -.02 -.00
wmaritalstat| wmaritall] wmarital3 wmaritald sons ugdhaters| wnewspaper wradio wiv  whhdm gendereq

wmaritalstat| 1

wmaritall -.12* 1

wmarital3 A1 -.38* 1

wmarital4 -.005 -0.12* -0.12* 1

sons .08* -.15* -.004 -.04 1

daughters .07* -.07* -.04 -.09* -15¢F 1

wnewspaper| .07* .02 -.07* -.04 -.02 .04 1

wradio -.01 -.004 -.02 -.02 -.02 .03 .16* 1

wtv -.01 .02 -.04 -.04 .02 .04 .09* A7* 1

whhdm -.02 .04* -.04 -.01 -.01 .01 -.04 -.0001 -p1

gendereq -.08* .01 .02 .00 -.003 -.03 -.06 -.03 1-0.04 1

Table D.4: All Men Specification On The Justificatons Of Intimate Partner Violence

(N=7766, * denotes correlation significance at3be level)
mgv | mnoedu| mprim mhigher ageml agem3 agem4 mnowariprof | magricul| mmanual poo rich urban head

mgv 1

mnoedu .02 1

mprim .06* | -.28* 1

mhigher -.07*| -.09* -.40* 1

ageml .07 -.03* -.04* -.05* 1

agem3 -.03*| -.01 -.03* .02 -.19* 1

agem4 -.04*| .06* .06* .01 -.15*% -41* 1

mnowork .00 .00 -.04 .02 .03* -.01 -.003 1

mprof -.07*| -.08* -.28* .45*% -.03* .01 .05* -.02* 1

magricul .05* | .21* .19* -17* -.02* | -.04* .09* -.03 -23* |1

mmanual .00 -.08* .08* -.16* .03* .02 -.09*| -.05* .34* | -52* 1

poor .09* .16* 27* -.27* .09* -.06* -.04* .01 -.27 | .35* -.04* 1

rich -.08* | -.13* -.27* .32* -.07 .06* .06* .02* 32 | =27 -.04* -65% | 1

urban -.02 -.10* -17* A7 -.01 .04* -.03* .01 A5 | -.36% A7 -.38* | .31* 1

head -02 | -01 .04* .01 -.14* .05* .06* -.04 .02 | 03* -.05* .03* | -.03*| -.02 1
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mmaritalstat -.08*| -.08* -.16* .28* -11* .04* .13* | .00 .25* -.12* -.09* -.30%| .33*| .12* .08*

mmaritall .07* | -.05* -.10* .04* .38* -.26* -.35* D -.01 -.07* .05* .07+ | -.06*| .01 -.13

mmarital3 -.05*| .06* .07* -.04* -.15* -.01 .46* .01 .01 .07* -.04* -.05%| .05* | -.02 .08*

mmarital4 -.02 .03* .10* -.05* -.07* -.19* .22* -10 -.02 .10* -.07* .03* | -.03* -.05*| .04*

sons -.02*| .01 .02 -.003 -11* .08* .02 -.005 -.002.02* -.02 .00 .00 .01 .06*

daughters -.02 -.001 .00 .02* -.074 A1* -.037 .00 .02 .01 .00 -.01 .03*| .01 .04*

mnewspaper -.041 -21* -.24* .25* -.01 .03* -.03% 02 .23* 27* .01 -.29%| .26* | .22* -.001

mradio -.01 -.09* -.05* .06* .02 .01 -.03* -.01 06 | -.09* .03* -.10* | 08* .05* -.01

mtv -07* | -7+ -11* A1+ -.01 .01 -.02 .02* .10* | -.26* 12 -25% | A7+ | 19* -.01

mhhdm .08* | .03* .10* -11* .03* -.02 -.03* -.001 09* | .08* -.004 A3% | -.12%| -.08*| .01

mrefsex .28* | .00 .05* -.06* .04* -.02 -.003 -.002 .07 | .04* .01 .06* | -.05*| -.04*| -.001

acceptablework  -.044 -.02 -11* .14* -.05* .04* 03 | .02 A1+ -.04* -.05* -12*| .14* | .06* .00
mmaritalstat| mmaritalll mmarital3 mmarita}4  song uglders| mnewspapgr mradjo mt mhhdm  mrefsex addeptark

mmaritalstat 1

mmaritall -11* 1

mmarital3 .09* -.39* 1

mmarital4 .01 -.19* -.15*% 1

sons .05* -.12* .04* -.03* 1

daughters .05* -.07* -.01 -.04* -.08* 1

mnewspaper .15*% .02 -.04* -.06* -.02 -.001 1

mradio .03* .02 -.01 -.05* -.01 -.01 .18* 1

mtv .08* .02 -.005 -.06* -.02 .00 21* .25* 1

mhhdm -.09* .03* -.00 -.0003 -.0008  -.003 -.10* 40 | -09* | 1

mrefsex -.05* .02* -.01 .00 .01 -.01 -.02 -.02 +0p.08* 1

acceptablework  .10* -.02* .03* -.01 .01 -.003 .04* .01 .04* | -.08* -.02* 1

Table D.5: Asset-Poor Men Specification On The Jusications Of Intimate Partner Violence
(N=4154, * denotes correlation significance at%Be level)

mgv | mnoedu| mprim mhigher ageml agem3 agem4 mnowariprof | magricul| mmanual wealth urbgan head
mgv 1
mnoedu .01 1
mprim .04* | -.48* 1
mhigher -.05*| -.06* -27* 1
ageml .07* | -.06* -.07* .01 1
agem3 -.03*] -.0002 .00 -.02 -.21* 1
agem4 -.04* .07* .07* -.03 -17* -.37* 1
mnowork -.04*| .01 -.05* .01 .01 -.01 -.01 1
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mprof -.02 -.03* -17* .28* .01 .03 -.02 -.01 1

magricul .02 .18* .09* -.10* -.08* -.01 A3* -.05* -18* |1

mmanual -.01 -.12* .02 -.06* .06* -.003 -.09% -.05* -18* | -.07* 1

wealth -.06*| -.13* -.09* 2% -.05* .03* -.003 .01 .10* -.31* .20* 1

urban .03* | -.05* -.06* .04* .04* .02 -.07* .02 .04* | -.32* .26* .26* 1

head -.02 -.02 .05* -.01 -.12* .05* .06* -.05* .02 | .03* -.03* .00 -.01 1

mmaritalstat -.05%*| -.03 -.03 .09* -.08* .02 10| 10 .05* .01 -.04* .09* -.01 .07*

mmaritall .07* -.07* -.11* .06* 41* -.29* -.36* D -.01 -11* .07* -.05* .03 -.13%

mmarital3 -.04*| .08* .03* -.03* -.16* .04* A44* -D .01 .10* -.08* -.01 -.04*| -.06%

mmarital4 -.02 .03 .08* -.04* -.09* -.19* .25* .00 -.02 .10* -.09* .00 .01 .04*

sons -.03*| .02 .03 .02 -.14* .09* .02 -.02 -.01 *04 -.03 -.02 .00 .07*

daughters -.02 .01 .02 -.004 -.077 10* -.037 .01 .004 | .03* -.01 -.03 .13* .02

mnewspaper -.004 -.20* -.13* .15* .05* -.00 -.067 03* 13 -.23* .09* .16* .03* -.002

mradio -.03 | -.10* -.01 .04* .04* .00 -.03* .00 .02 | -.08* .05* .07* 5% | -.02

mtv -.05*% | -.15* -.05 .07* .01 -.01 -.04* .03 .07*| .23* A7 27* -.03* | -.02

mhhdm .09* | .01 .04* -.06* .02 -.02 -.01 -.01 -.02| 04* -.03* -.08* -.01 -.004

mrefsex .30 | -.01 .03* -.03 .04* -.02 .01 -.005 2.0 .02 -.01 -.04* -.01 -.005

acceptableword -.02] .00 -.05%  -.06* -.03 .04* 02] o1. 04* | .01 -.03 -.01 .00 -.02
mmaritalstat| mmaritall mmarital3  mmarital4  sons uglders| mnewspapgr mradjo  mt mhhdm  mrefsex addeptark

mmaritalstat 1

mmaritall -11* 1

mmarital3 .07* -.40* 1

mmarital4 .05* -.21* -.15* 1

sons .05* -.14* .05* -.02 1

daughters .02 -.07* -.01 -.05* S04 1

mnewspaper .02 .05* -.05* -.06* -03* -.03* 1

mradio .01 .04* -.02 -.05* .02 -.03 15 1

mtv .01 .04* -.02 -.06* -.02 .00 A7* .25* 1

mhhdm -.03* .03* .01 -.01 .00 -.01 -.06* -.02 -.07*1

mrefsex -.02 .02 .00 .01 .00 -.03* -.004 -.01 -.04*06* 1

acceptablework .03 -.02 .02 .00 .02 -.01 -.02 -.004-.01 | -.05* -.001 1

Table D.6: Asset-Rich Men Specification On The Justcations Of Intimate Partner Violence
(N=2070, * denotes correlation significance at3be level)

mgv

mnoedu

mprim

mhighef

agen

1

agem3

agem4

mpro&grioul

mmanual

wealth

urbap

hedd

mgv

1

mnoedu

.02

1
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mprim .05* | -.07* 1

mhigher -.07*| -.06* -43* 1

ageml .02 -.02 -.05* -.06* 1

agem3 -.03 .01 -.06* .01 -.16* 1

agem4 -.04 .04 A1 .01 -.12* -51* 1

mprof -.09 -.05* -.28* 44* -.02 -.02 .08* 1

magricul .03 -.05* 2% -.09* .00 -.05* .06* -174 1

mmanual .07* .02 .19 -.29* -.01 .03 -.06* -.551 21* 1

wealth -.03*| -.06* -17* 21* -.05 .03 .04 .20* 20 -.16* 1

urban .01 -.01 -.06* .08* -.01 .01 -.03 .08% -11* | .01 A1 1

head -.04*| -.05* .01 .03 -.21* .07* .08* .05* -80 -.05* .03* -.04 1

mmaritalstat .08* | -.05* -.12* .25* -.12* .04 A5* | 24* -.03 -.15* .23* -.01 A2*

mmaritall .08* -.05* -.14* .07* 31* -.18* -.35* D -.08* -.004 -.04* .02 -.15%

mmarital3 -.03*| .03 A3* -.07* -.12* -.12* AT* - | .08* .00 .02 -.05 .10*

mmarital4 -.01 .06* .10* -.06* -.05* -.19* J19* -0 .10* -.02 -.001 .00 .03

sons -01 | -.04 .03 -.02 -.05* .09* .01 .01 .00 -01 | .01 -.002 | .04*

daughters .00 -.03 -.02 .04* -.06% 2% -.02 .041 .03 .02 .02 -.01 .04*

mnewspaper -.03 -.12* -.22*% .23* -.04 .02 -.03 191 -.10* -.13* .10* .10* .01

mradio .01 -.04* .05* .06* -.02 .01 -.04 .05* -.04 -.04 .05* .01 .01

mtv -.05* | -.07 -,04 .03 -.01 -.01 .03 .01 -.01 4100 .06* -.02 .04*

mhhdm -.002| -.002 .10* -.10* .04 .03 -.04 .09% .00 .05* -.07* -.03 .03

mrefsex .25* .05* .05* -.07* .01 -.01 -.001 -.117 04 .08 -.03 -.01 -.02

acceptableworkl -.014 -.01 -.12* .15*% -.06* ,03 .02 | .11* .01 -.07 .10* .03 .06*
mmaritalstat| mmaritall mmarital3  mmarital4  sons uglders| mnewspaper mrad mt mhhdm  mrefsex addeptark

mmaritalstat 1

mmaritall -11* 1

mmarital3 A1 -.39* 1

mmarital4 -.03 -.15* -.15* 1

sons .08* -.10* .06* -.05* 1

daughters .07* -.07* -.02 -.01 -15* 1

mnewspaper .08* .00 -.04 -.02 .02 .03* 1

mradio -.02 .02 -.01 -.04 -003 -.01 A7 1

mtv -.02 .00 .00 -.01 -02| -01 2% 1

mhhdm -.08* .01 -.002 .02 -00L -.01 -.06* -.05 30 1

mrefsex -.06* .04 -.03 .01 .02 .02 .00 -.04% -.0p*06* 1

acceptablework  .09* -.002 .03 -.03 .01 -.02 .05* 01-. .06* | -.09* -.06* 1
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APPENDEX E

DISSCUSSION OF CORRELATIONS AND MODEL TEST STATISTI CS

Discussion of Correlationg4

In the pooled specification of women'’s justificatiof intimate partner violence
(WGV), N=7766, correlations emerge that provideliprmary insight into the role of
gendered beliefs, endogenous preferences, andighficption of gender violence at the
household level. A woman’s household decision-mglability index score (a higher
score for women means less household decision-mpaébility) is positively and
significantly correlated with woman agreeing tol@ast one of the justifications for
intimate partner violence, with corr (WHHDM, WGV)85*. Similarly, women who
agree with more traditional gender roles (as measby the index GENDEREQ) are
also more likely to agree with at least one jusdifion for intimate partner violence; corr
(GENDEREQ, WGV)= .14*. In this pooled sample wonieween the ages of 15 to 24
(AGEW1) there is a positive correlation with agregto at least one justification, corr
(AGEW1, WGV)= .05*, while women between the ages36f44 (AGEW3) have a
negative correlation with agreeing to least ondifjaation, (AGEW3, WGV)= -.02*
suggesting that younger women may adopted morditmaal gender roles and adhere to
gender hierarchy than older women.

In the pooled sample women in the asset-poor catedROOR) are positively

and significantly correlated with agreeing to aasie one justification, corr (POOR,

3+ See appendix C for correlation matrices and dicanite at the 5% level
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WGV)=.08*. However women in the asset-rich categ¢RICH), have a negative
correlation with agreeing to at least one of thaifications, with corr (RICH, WGV)= -
.08*. The respective correlations of POOR and RiBHhe dependent variable WGV
suggest that disaggregating the pooled specificatito class sub-samples may provide
further information and in this chapter | estimdige specification of women’s
justification of intimate partner violence first an sub-sample of only women in the
asset-poor category and then on a sub-sample sé timothe asset-rich category. In the
specification of women in the asset-poor categbly 4154), both women’s household
decision-making index score (WHHDM) and adheringrtore traditional gender roles
(GENDEREQ) are positively and significantly corteld with WGV, respectively corr
(WHHDM, WGV)= .07* and corr (GENDEREQ, WGV)= .15Whereas, for women in
the asset-rich category (N=2068), only GENDEREQpasitively and significantly
correlated with WGV, corr (GENDEREQ, WGV)= .06*, tblower than the same
variables correlation coefficient for women in teset-poor category.

In the specification of pooled sample of men’s ificstion of intimate partner
violence, N=7766, correlation coefficients suggdsit men’s gendered beliefs and
attitudes also matter for the justification of mate partner violence (MGV). The
variable that measures men’s household decisionagakbility (the index score
MHHDM) is positively and significantly correlatedit MGV, corr (MHHDM, MGV) =
.08*. Men who agree with using violence or within money from their partners
should they refuse sex (measured by the index JdREFSEX) have a positive and
significant correlation coefficient with MGV, cofMREFSEX, MGV) = .28*. However,

the variable ACCEPTABLEWORK, men agreeing thatsitaicceptable for women to
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work outside the home, is negatively correlatechwaigreeing to at least one justification
for intimate partner violence with a corr (ACCEPTIMBNORK, MGV) = -.04*. As in
the pooled women’s specification, for men corr (FROMIGV)=.09* and corr (RICH,
MGV) = -.08* | disaggregate the pooled sampleoitivo categories: asset-poor
(N=5154) and asset-rich (N=2070). In the sub-sampf asset-poor men, corr
(MHHDM, MGV) =.09* and corr (MREFSEX, MGV)=.30*, wdreas for asset-rich men
MHHDM is not significantly correlated with MGV arcbrr (MREFSEX, MGV)=.25*%, a

lower correlation coefficient than that of assetipmen.

Discussion of Model Test Statistics using McFaddes'R?

The model test statistic presented in Tables 3rtB33al4 is McFadden’s?Ralso

know as the pseudo-’Rwhich is characterized by the following equation:

In Z0M pp)

RP=1-—
In (M

.ﬁz:fer.:rep:f}

Mgy is the model with the predictors, so in this cds® numerator of the ratio
represents the estimated log likelihood of the rha@despecified with predictors. The
denominator, MerceptiS the estimated log likelihood of the model of thedel without
predictors. The ratio of these provides the lefdmprovement of the full model over

the model with only an intercept. Because McFatdBhuse the ratio of estimated log
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likelihood of the full model over the model withoptedictors, a small ratio denotes that

the full model is a much better f.

35 FAQ: What are pseudo R-squareds? UCLA: StatisG@eaisulting Group from
www.ats.ucla.edu/stat/mult_pkg/fag/general/Psue@&muRreds.htm (accessed August 3,
2013)
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