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ABSTRACT 

 

This study demonstrates the relationship between female education and intimate partner violence 

(IPV), using the nationally represented demographic health survey (DHS 2012-2013) for 

Pakistan. Education has a negative association with IPV. But this association only holds true for 

women having higher education (16 years) and experiencing less severe forms of violence. It is 

further differentiated at rural, urban samples and amongst women of different socio-economic 

statuses. The effects of higher education are seen to disproportionately benefit women of 

relatively higher economic status, in rural samples. In urban samples, however women of all 

economic status benefit from higher education. These findings are consistent with studies which 

indicate the relationship between education and IPV to be highly interdependent with the socio-

economic status and the placement of the woman. However, education plays a ubiquitous role in 

changing female attitudes towards IPV. Educated women, at all educational levels, demonstrate 

less favorable attitudes towards IPV compared to uneducated women. And this association is 

consistent amongst both rural, urban samples and across all socio-economic levels.  
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1. INTRODUCTION  

 

 The Word Health Organization (WHO), 2012 report defines intimate partner violence (IPV) 

as, “any behavior by an intimate partner or ex-partner that causes physical, sexual or 

psychological harm, including physical aggression, sexual coercion, psychological abuse and 

controlling behaviors.” Unfortunately, data set limitations do not allow us to capture all forms of 

IPV committed against women. This study deals with the actual acts of physical violence 

committed against an ever-married sample of women. It dichotomizes violence into “more-

severe” and “less-severe” forms of aggression committed against females by their current or 

former husbands.  

 Statistics indicate IPV to be a serious and pandemic problem. The WHO estimates 35% of 

women to be affected by IPV at some point in their lifetime. This is equivalent to saying that one 

in three women, or one-third of the women globally have been victim to some form of violence 

committed by their intimate partners during their lifetime. These official figures may well be 

understated, as many societies still do not recognize IPV as a crime. The United Nations Survey 

(2010) estimates as many as 603 million women residing in countries where domestic violence is 

not even a crime. In other instances women may shy away from reporting IPV because of social, 

cultural and/or personal reasons.  People in conservative societies, still consider IPV to be a 

private matter. In other instances women may not even have an incentive to report IPV, as the 

system may be incapable of providing them with legal or social coverage against IPV. However, 

it is the most common form of violence experienced by women globally. And it requires greater 

attention and policy implementation.  

 



2 

 

1.1 Background and Context  

Pakistan has had a unfortunate history with women rights, despite having prominent 

female leadership. The constitution of the country (adopted in 1973) enshrined equal rights for 

men and women. However these laws were later reversed in 1977, under the military dictatorship 

of Zia-ul-haq. During his regime discriminatory legislation such as “Qanun-e-Shahadat” was 

passed, where a woman’s testimony was considered half that of a man’s. The “Zina ordinance” 

further subjugated women by penalizing the woman with charges of adultery if she was unable to 

prove a case of rape against her. The conditions for proving rape were disproportionately favored 

men; whereby a woman had to bring in four adult “pious” Muslim men as witnesses to testify 

against the perpetrator. Unfair conditions like these discouraged many women from reporting 

incidences of violence or rape against them. Marital rape too, was easily allowed to slide by. 

These laws led to the systematic oppression of women, who could not seek legal protection from 

the courts.  

In recent years, attempts have been made to improve the status of women with laws such 

as Women’s Protection Bill (2015), which criminalized violence against women in the populous 

province of Punjab. The Anti-Rape Bill (2016), allowed for the use of forensic evidence in rape 

cases. And the Anti-Honor Bill (2016), pressed for stricter charges against the perpetrator of 

honor killing. However implementation of these laws is poor, with the religious councils 

deeming these laws as “un-Islamic”. Because of its unfortunate history, Pakistan is ranked as the 

third most dangerous country for women (Thomas Reuters Foundation, 2015).  
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1.2 Hypothesis  

The main channel through which education empowers women is through challenging 

gender stereotypes. Once from a very young age a girl is sent to school, her mobility is no longer 

restricted. She starts to view the world differently, relative to girls who are kept at home and 

engaged in domestic chores. She starts witnessing an equal treatment by her parents by being 

sent to school with her brothers. Whereas a girl who sees her brothers go to school, while she is 

kept at home, undergoes a reverse conditioning process.  Educated women start viewing 

themselves more confidently and start challenging gender stereotypes. They are more likely to 

have liberal views on gender roles, than uneducated women. They are also less likely to conform 

to justify IPV and male subjugation (Jewkes et al., 2002).  

Educated women also have better chances of earning an economic livelihood than 

uneducated women. Education equips people with skill sets and tools that allow them to perform 

more efficiently at work. It gives women financial independence, and a sense of security, where 

they can leave their abusive husbands and support themselves financially (Krishnan, 2005).  

Lastly, education has a communal and social impact that empowers women. Educated 

women usually have greater social mobility. They are able to leave their houses and go to the 

school, for instance. They also form networks and social connections at school. Thus educated 

women are at less of a threat of social exclusion than uneducated women. This works to their 

benefit, as women that are more engaged in the community are at a lesser threat of witnessing 

IPV, than women who are more socially restricted (Counts et al., 1992).  

It is through all these channels that education empowers women. I expect educated 

women to witness lesser IPV, relative to uneducated women. Through the same channels also, 
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that I expect educated women to have less favorable attitudes towards IPV, than uneducated 

women.  

1.3 Conceptual Framework 

This study uses the nationally represented Demographic Health Survey (2012-2013), 

which is a household survey conducted in all four major provinces (Punjab, Sindh, Baluchistan 

and KPK) and the capital territory (ICT) and Gilgit Balkistan (federally administered area). The 

data set contains information from 13,558 ever married women, between the ages of fifteen and 

forty nine. The female questionnaire also includes a domestic violence module that asks women 

about their experience and perceptions of IPV. This study compiles information from the three 

types of questionnaires: household, woman’s and man’s questionnaire.  

This study uses a Linear Probability Model (LPM) to analyze the relationship between 

education and violence. Education, the key independent variable, is the continuous formal years 

of education of the woman. The continuous variable ranges from 0 to 16 years of formal 

education. For further analysis, this variable is further broken down into dichotomous primary (at 

least five years), secondary (at least ten years), and higher (at least sixteen years) levels of 

education. 

 Three indicators are used to describe violence encountered by a female during her life-

time.  In order to differentiate between different forms of violence, this study breaks the violence 

into different levels of severity. The first type of violence (hereafter referred to as violence1) 

refers to woman ever witnessing less severe incidences during her life time (such as being 

pushed, kicked, slapped, and punched etc.). The second form of violence (hereafter referred to as 
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violence2) refers to refers to a woman ever witnessing more severe incidences during her life 

time because of which she sustained bodily injuries (such as bruises, wounds or cuts etc.)  

The third indicator of violence captures female attitudes towards violence. Whether or 

not they feel that wife beating is justified in any one of the instances (such as neglecting the 

children, burning food, arguing with the husband etc.) All these variables are dichotomous 

variables that hint towards a woman’s experience with IPV.  

Three separate LPM regressions are run. Different indicators of violence are taken as the 

dependent variable, with education being the key independent variable in each regression 

equation. To check for the robustness of the results; regional dummies and controls at the 

household, individual and spousal level are added to each regression equation. They can be 

modeled as follows: 

 

Pr (�� = 1)= 
�+ 
� ����� ��������� � + 
� ���������,�, + 
! "�#����� $������+ µ 

 

The results of this study indicate that there exists a negative relationship between 

education and violence1. However further analysis indicates, that this relationship only holds 

true for the higher level of female education level. For primary and secondary levels of female 

education- the relationship is non-existent. This association is consistent for both rural and urban 

settings. But in the rural setting, higher education has an association with reduced IPV for 

women belonging to middle or higher income levels.  

For acts of violence that are more severe (violence2), the association of education 

dissipates once controls and regional dummies are added to the regression equation. None of the 
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levels of education (primary, secondary or higher) are significant in explaining the relationship 

between education and severe forms of IPV. Here, husband’s employment status is more 

important in explaining IPV, than female education.  

However, female attitudes towards IPV are more clearly defined for educated and non-

educated women. Educated women are less likely to justify IPV, relative to women with no 

education. The association is ubiquitous at each female income level, and across both rural and 

urban samples.  

The findings of this study are consistent with other studies conducted in this subject area. 

Chapter 2 discusses some of the studies in greater detail. The third chapter discusses the 

methodology used by this study to assess the aforementioned relationships. And the last chapter 

presents the results and concludes the findings of the study.   
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2. LITERATURE REVIEW  

  

Education is a tool of enablement. There are many channels through which education can 

empower women; socially, psychologically, economically and on a community level.  

On social level, seeking education allows girls from a young age to leave their parent’s 

house and be more mobile. It grants them greater exposure to community life and interaction 

with peers outside their homes. This not only gives them a greater sense of emancipation, but 

studies show that social networking and mobility; both aspects gained through education, lead to 

lower reduced levels of IPV. Women who are more engaged in the community experience lower 

levels of IPV, compared to women who are relatively more socially isolated. (Counts et al., 

1992). 

The main mechanism through which education empowers women is through challenging 

gender stereotypes. Education is associated with positive liberal attitudes on gender roles. 

Educated women are more likely to be critical of gender roles and stereotypes, than uneducated 

women. A cross-sectional study by Jewkes et. al. (2002) found that as women were getting more 

educated, their attitudes towards gender norms were becoming more and more liberal. Educated 

women were less likely to justify use of violence against them. They were also less likely to be 

tolerant of male subjugation, and accept dominance in all household matters. This study 

observed mean subservience level for educated women to be lower, relative to uneducated 

women. Murshid & Critelli, (2017) also found that women who adhere to patriarchal norms were 

more likely to witness IPV, than those who rejected traditional norms. Education allows women 

to question traditional gender stereotypes and to evaluate their position in society more 
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analytically from a very early age. This social conditioning process makes them less tolerant of 

IPV and male subjugation, in later stages of life.  

Education also decreases the chances of IPV, through economic channels. Poverty 

exposes households to stressful conditions that feedbacks into violence (Gelles, 1987; Martin et 

al., 1987).Women who are educated are able to gather more skill sets to enable them to earn a 

source of livelihood. Educated women are also able to make better economic decisions, relative 

to women with no education (Ackerson et al., 2008). Furthermore, education gives women 

enough financial independence to leave their abusive husbands, and support themselves 

financially (Krishnan, 2005).  Educated women are at a better ability to use information about 

resources available to them (Jewkes, 2002). . Though the ability of earning and gaining financial 

independence increases as women are higher up on the educational ladder; but educated women 

are better able to gain these economic advantages and financial independence than non-educated 

women.  

On a communal level, society with greater percentage of educated women is more likely 

to hold liberal views on gender roles. Thus at an overall community level social norms are 

generated that are conditioned towards more liberal attitudes towards females. In such 

communities, there is a relatively lesser acceptance for wife beating. A community that provides 

for greater opportunities for female education would have established different normative 

standards for gender roles, relative to a patriarchal one (Kravdal, 2004). There is still room for 

debate on the direction of causation, but it is widely accepted that community level effects have 

an effect on IPV, through redefining gender roles.  
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Theoretically speaking, education can work in a number of ways in reducing IPV. 

However, in reality IPV bears a complex relationship with female literacy.  The relationship 

between the two can hardly be considered monotone or ubiquitous, as my own results indicate. 

Studies conducted in USA and South Africa show that female literacy has an inverted U-shaped 

relationship with IPV (Jewkes, 2002; Jewkes et. al., 2002; Straus et. al., 1980). This implies that 

protection to women against IPV is accorded at the lowest or highest level of education.  

At the lower, or no education level, women are seen to adhere to the gender norms 

expected of them. Many studies indicate IPV to be a source of male aggression, whereby the man 

resorts to using violence to re- assert his masculinity when traditional roles in society are being 

challenged (Bograd, 1984; Jhonson, 1995; Dobash & Dobash, 1979). According to these studies, 

men in patriarchal societies view their wives as subordinates. Thus violence is seen as the most 

explicit form of reinforcing these power dynamics.  Women at the lower end of the educational 

spectrum do not offer much threat to male ideals of dominance. However, as the education level 

increases, women are at greater risk of exposing themselves to IPV, as traditional roles in society 

are being challenged. At the higher education levels, however women are better shielded from 

IPV, as this is where the full benefits of education can be realized.  

Studies from the developing world indicate IPV’s relation with female education to be 

interdependent with communal effects. In India Ackerson et al. (2008) found overall protection 

levels for women with higher education to be greater in high literacy neighborhoods, relative to 

low literacy neighborhoods.  I.e.: highly educated women seem to lose the protection that their 

education provides, if they lived in low-literacy neighborhoods. Similar effects were found 

another study in India, where community level effects of education were greater in determining 
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IPV than education at individual level (Boyle et. al., 2009). Both these studies indicate the 

individual protective effects of education to dissipate, where overall communal literacy levels 

were low.  In Bangladesh too, violence against women depended mostly on female’s placement 

of rural or urban setting. Women were at greater risk of IPV if they showed more autonomous 

traits in a more culturally conservative society. The opposite was true for women showing 

greater autonomy in less conservative communities; where higher female autonomy was 

accorded more protection for females against IPV (Koenig et. al., 2003).   

Higher educational level in certain cases can be detrimental for women in conservative 

societies, where the benefits of education can be reversed in communities that hold regressive 

beliefs on women (Sugarman and Frankel, 1996; Bates et., al., 2004; Cano & Vivian, 2001). 

Studies indicate that communal effects are more important in determining IPV, than individual 

education level. In most instances, the association between female education and IPV dissipates 

once controlled for communal effects. This is especially true at lower levels of education, than at 

higher levels. This is partially the reason why individual female education fails to realize its full 

benefits; and bears a non-linear relationship with IPV.  

Most studies from Pakistan conducted on this topic fail to capture a nationally 

representative sample. These studies usually collect data from shelters or clinical reports; which 

raises some concerns over the plausibility of these results, owing to self-selection bias. Naturally 

women who are seeking refuge or medical assistance are the ones who have more likely been 

abused. This gives us a very narrowly defined sample that may bias the beta coefficient. An 

exception to this is the study by Murshid & Critelli, (2017), that uses the nationally represented 

demographic survey, same as my study. The results of this study are consistent with mine; 
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women with higher education are less likely to experience IPV, during their lifetime, relative to 

women with no education. Whereas, there is no association between IPV and women with 

primary, middle or secondary levels of education.  Though this study does a good job in 

explaining socio-economic factors determining IPV in households of Pakistan, but basic focus of 

this study was to seek relationship between empowerment variables (female household decision-

making power, economic decision-making power, and adherence to patriarchy) and IPV. 

Education was not the main focus of this study. Neither does this study disaggregate female 

populations into subpopulations of rural/urban and income quintiles.  

My study provides a thorough analysis of female education and IPV. It disaggregates 

female population into further sub-samples by rural/urban settings and different income quintile 

levels As already mentioned above, female placement and context are extremely important in 

determining education’s association with IPV. The relationship between education and IPV is 

non-linear. It affects women of different socio-economic status and rural and urban setting 

differently. Furthermore, this study adds to the dearth of literature on the sensitive issue of IPV, a 

topic not widely dealt with in academic circles of Pakistan. It offers a perspective from a 

nationally represented survey, unlike previous studies that suffer from selection bias, by 

collecting data mostly through shelters and clinical reports. Lastly, it is not only deal with the 

theoretical aspect of IPV, but also offers important policy implications in mitigating violence 

against women.  
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3. METHODOLOGY 

3.1 Data Set 

This study uses the Demographic Health Survey (DHS) from the year 2012-2013. This is 

a nationally represented survey, which surveys 13,558 ever-married women in all selected 

households. The data set incorporates information from all four provinces of Pakistan, the capital 

territory and Gilgit Balkistan. Furthermore, it randomly selected 3,687 women out of the total, to 

be interviewed for the domestic violence module. This is a cluster survey, as households and 

regions are divided into clusters. 

3.2. Dependent Variables 

 3.2.1 Violence1 

This variable captures the severe forms of spousal violence committed against women.  

An ever married sample of women, aged fifteen to fourty nine years were asked the following 

questions:  

Does (did) your (last) husband ever: 

(a) Push you, shake you, or throw something at you? 

(b) Slap you? 

(c) Twist your arm or pull your hair? 

(d) Punch you with his fist or with something that could hurt you? 

(e) Kick you, drag you, or beat you up? 
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(f) Try to choke you or burn you on purpose? 

(g) Threaten or attack you with a knife, gun, or any other weapon? 

This variable was coded as one, if a woman answers “yes” to at least one of the above 

options. It is coded as 0 if a woman answers “no” to all of the above options.  

 3.2.1 Violence2  

This variable captures the more severe consequences of witnessing spousal violence. An 

ever married sample of women, aged fifteen to forty nine years were asked the following 

questions:  

Did the following ever happen as a result of what your (last) husband did to you: 

(a) You had cuts, bruises, or aches? 

(b) You had eye injuries, sprains, dislocations or burns? 

(c) You had deep wounds, broken bones, broken teeth, or any other serious injury? 

This variable was coded as one, if a woman answers “yes” to at least one of the above 

options during her life-time. It coded as 0 if a woman answers “no” to all of the above options.  

 3.2.3 Beating Justified 

This variable captures female attitudes towards justifying IPV.  

An ever married sample of women, aged fifteen to forty nine years were asked the 

following questions:  

In your opinion is a husband justified in hitting or beating his wife any one of the 
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following situations: 

(a) If she goes out without telling him? 

(b) If she neglects the children? 

(c) If she argues with him? 

(d) If she refuses to have sex with him? 

(e) If she burns the food? 

(f) If she neglects the in-laws? 

This variable is coded as 1 if the woman responds beating is justified in at least one of the 

acts specified above. And it is coded as 0, if the woman thinks that beating is not justified in any 

of the acts mentioned above.  

3.3 Independent Variables 

  3.3.1 Female Education  

Education is a continuous variable measuring the number of years of female education. It 

ranges from zero years of education (no education). To sixteen years of education (higher 

education). The study also uses educational dummies: primary, secondary and higher; which 

correspond to five, ten and sixteen years of education respectively. With the educational 

dummies, no education is taken as the reference category.  

 3.3.2 Controls  

This study uses controls at the individual, household and spousal level. The individual 

level controls are specific to female characteristics, such as age (continuous variable measuring 
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the age of the female in number of years), employed (a binary variable equivalent to one is the 

woman is employed and is earning monetary compensation for her work; zero otherwise) and 

choice (a binary variable coded as one if the woman had her say in picking her husband; zero 

otherwise).  

Household characteristics include urban (coded as one if household is located in urban 

location; zero if it is in rural location), female head (coded as one if the head of the household is 

female; coded as zero if the head of the household is male).  

Spousal characteristics such as husband education (a continuous variable ranging from 

zero years of education to sixteen years of education), husband employed (a binary variable 

equivalent to one if husband is employed; zero is he is unemployed or engaged in subsistence 

agriculture), spouse age difference (number of years of difference between husband and wife’s 

age in years) and consanguinity (which is coded as one if the wife has a blood relationship with 

her husband; zero otherwise). 

Apart from these, regional dummies are used to account for the intra provincial 

differences within the country. The regional dummies include the four major provinces (Punjab, 

Baluchistan, Sindh and KPK); the capital territory, Islamabad, and the Federally Administrated 

Tribal Area of  Gilgit Baltistan.  
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4. RESULTS 

4.1 Descriptive Statistics   

Out of the total sample of 13,558 ever married women; 3,687 were randomly selected to 

be interviewed for the domestic violence module. 

 4.1.1 Violence1 

Table 1 shows the summary statistics for the violence1 dependent variable, and the 

indicators used to generate this variable. Summary statistics indicate that approximately 28% of 

the 3,686 women interviewed had experienced at least one form of less-severe violence during 

their lifetime. Out of these, the largest percentages of women have been slapped (approximately 

26%) by their husbands, during their lifetime. Approximately Less than 2% of the women have 

either been strangled or threatened with a weapon by their husbands.  

 

Table 1: Descriptive Statistics for Violence1 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

VARIABLES N mean Sd min max 

Dependent Variable 

Violence1 3,686 0.284 0.451 0 1 

      

Indicators used to construct dependent variable  

Pushed 3,684 0.165 0.372 0 1 

Slapped 3,679 0.263 0.440 0 1 

Punched 3,682 0.0804 0.272 0 1 

Kicked 3,682 0.0565 0.231 0 1 

Strangled 3,681 0.0196 0.139 0 1 

Threatened 

w/ a weapon  

3,685 0.0176 0.132 0 1 
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 4.1.2 Violence2 

Table 2 shows that out of the 1041 that answered the violence2 question, approximately 

32% of them have experienced at least one form of severe violence. The highest percentage of 

women (approximately 31%) reported to have received bruises, as a result of IPV.  

 

Table 2: Descriptive Statistics for Violence2 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

VARIABLE

S 

N Mean Sd min Ma

x 

 

Dependent Variable   

Violence2 1,041 0.325 0.468 0 1 

 

Indicators used to construct dependent variable  

Bruises 1,041 0.309 0.462 0 1 

Injuries 1,041 0.0932 0.291 0 1 

Wounds 1,041 0.0500 0.218 0 1 

      

 

 4.1.3 Beating Justified 

All the women in the original sample (13,558) were asked if beating were justified or not. 

Table 3 shows that approximately 48% of the women thought that beating was justified in at 

least one of the circumstances mentioned. The remaining 52% felt that beating was not justified 

in any of the instances mentioned.  Further breakdown into this variable indicates that the least 

percentage of women (approximately 19%) felt it was alright for a woman to be beaten up if she 

burned food. However most other indicators almost have the same percentage of women (in 

between 30%-40%) agreeing that wife beating was justified.  
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Table 3: Descriptive Statistics for Beating Justified 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

VARIABLES N mean Sd min max 

Dependent Variable       

Beating is justified  13,175 0.483 0.500 0 1 

      

Indicators used to construct dependent variable  

Without telling husband 13,327 0.338 0.473 0 1 

Neglects children 13,339 0.345 0.475 0 1 

Argues w/ husband 13,348 0.379 0.485 0 1 

Refuses sex 13,120 0.347 0.476 0 1 

Burns food 13,351 0.188 0.390 0 1 

Neglects in laws 13,250 0.309 0.462 0 1 

      

 

 

 4.1.4 Female Education  

The education variable is a continuous variable, capturing total number of years of formal 

education of the female respondent. This variable ranges from 0 (no education) to 16 years (high 

education).  The average number of years of female education in the data set is approximately 4 

years. This means that the average education years of women at the most at the primary level. 

Further dichotomization of the variable indicates that 56% of the total respondents have 

had no formal education at all. 13.5% of the total women in the data set have had primary (five 

years) education, 17.8% have has secondary (ten years) education; and 12.4% of the women 

have had higher (sixteen years) of education.  
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Table 4: Descriptive Statistics for Female Education 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

VARIABLES N mean sd min max 

Key Independent variable  

Education  13,558 3.849 5.042 0 16 

      

Independent dichotomous variables  

No education  

(0 years)  

 

13,558 0.562 0.496 0 1 

Primary 

(1 – 5 years)  

13,558 0.135 0.342 0 1 

Secondary 

(6- 10 years)  

 

13,558 0.178 0.383 0 1 

Higher 

(11-16 years)  

13,558 0.124 0.330 0 1 

      

 

 4.1.5 Controls 

The average age of women in the sample is approximately 32 years. About 46.8% of the 

total women sampled lived in urban settings. Most of the women (approximately 28%) belong to 

Punjab; followed by the provinces of Sindh, KPK, Balochistan, Gilgit and ICT. The average 

number of husband’s educational years is approximately seven years. The data set also indicates 

that almost all of the husbands (approximately 96%) in the total sample are employed. In 

contrast, the average number of female educational years (in the previous table) was four years. 

And very less women in the total sample (approximately 23%) are seen to be employed and 

earning cash.  More than half of the women in our data set (approximately 62%) were married to 

their blood relatives. And majority of them (approximately 82%) had some say in choosing their 

husbands.  
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The wealth index factor shows that on average the women sampled in the household 

belonged to the lower income quintile. However the standard deviation from the mean for this 

variable is extremely high, indicating that the sample is very diverse. Further breakdown (Table 

6) indicates that the data set contains 18% of its sample from the poorest income quintile. 

Majority of the women (approximately 24%) belong to the richest income quintile. But overall, 

the data set is a good representation of women belonging to all economic groups.  

Table 5: Descriptive Statistics for Controls 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

VARIABLES N mean sd Min max 

 

Individual Controls  

     

Respondent’s Age 13,558 32.69 8.546 15 49 

Employment Status  13,541 0.228 0.420 0 1 

      

Household Controls       

Urban 13,558 0.468 0.499 0 1 

Female head 13,558 0.0847 0.279 0 1 

Wealth Index Factor 13,558 -2,402 97,221 -206,692 228,627 

      

Husband Characteristics       

Husband education 13,511 6.682 5.432 0 16 

Husband employed 13,554 0.965 0.184 0 1 

Spouse Age difference 12,953 5.386 5.284 -26 43 

Consanguinity  13,550 0.619 0.486 0 1 

Choice of Husband  13,538 0.818 0.386 0 1 

      

Regional Dummies       

Punjab 13,558 0.280 0.449 0 1 

Sindh 13,558 0.217 0.412 0 1 

KPK 13,558 0.199 0.399 0 1 

Balochistan 13,558 0.144 0.351 0 1 

Gilgit 13,558 0.0897 0.286 0 1 

ICT 13,558 0.0703 0.256 0 1 
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Table 6: Descriptive Statistics for Income Quintiles  

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

VARIABL

ES 

N mean sd min Ma

x 

Income Quintiles  

Poorest 13,558 0.183 0.387 0 1 

Poorer 13,558 0.191 0.393 0 1 

Middle 13,558 0.191 0.393 0 1 

Richer 13,558 0.196 0.397 0 1 

Richest 13,558 0.239 0.426 0 1 

      

 

4.2: Regression Analysis  

 4.2.1 Less Severe Violence 

Table 7 shows that education has an association with IPV. In the first column of the table, 

only the education variable is regressed against IPV. The second column adds in the spousal, 

household and individual level controls into the equation. And the last column, adds in the 

regional dummies, to control for the regional influences that may affect IPV.  

The first column indicates that education has a negative association with IPV. An 

additional year of education for the female is associated with 1.5% decrease in less-severe forms 

of violence for educated women, relative to uneducated women.  Once controls are added in the 

second column of the regression; the magnitude of the association decreases from 1.5% to 1.1%. 

This is because a lot of variation in IPV is being explained through individual, household and 

spousal controls. Adding in regional dummies in the third column further decreases this 

association to 0.7%.  

Table A1, Appendix A dichotomizes the education variable into primary (five years), 

secondary (ten years), and higher (sixteen years) of education. This table shows that the 



22 

 

association between IPV and education can be attributed to higher education alone, after 

controlling for all the spousal, individual, household levels and regional controls. The table 

indicates that women with higher education are 8.6% less likely to experience IPV, relative to 

women with no education.  Primary and secondary levels of education bear no association with 

IPV. This association is consistent across both rural and urban samples, as shown by Table A2 in 

Appendix A. Higher education is associated with a decrease in 7.6% IPV for the urban sample, 

and 12.6% reduction in IPV for the rural sample; after controlling for all the spousal, individual 

household and regional controls specified by the regression equation.  

Further analysis indicates this association to be differentiated across different income 

levels as well (Table A3 and Table A4 in Appendix A). For the urban samples, higher education 

is seen to be associated with a decrease in IPV for women belonging to all income levels 

(poorest, poor, middle, rich and richest). However, in the rural sample, this association only 

holds true for women belonging to the rich and richest income quintile levels.  

Table 7 also indicates that a woman’s employment status is associated with positive 

levels of IPV, and husband’s education is associated with negative levels of IPV. Table A4, in 

Appendix A, further indicates that women belonging to the poorest and poor income quintile 

experience more violence if they are employed, relative to women who are unemployed.  
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Table 7: Regression Results for Less Severe Violence 

 (1) (2) (3) 

VARIABLES Violence1 Violence1 Violence1 

EDUCATION -0.015*** -0.011*** -0.007*** 

 (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) 

Age of respondent  0.000 0.001 

  (0.001) (0.001) 

Urban  -0.009 0.033 

  (0.026) (0.022) 

Female head  -0.001 -0.038 

  (0.031) (0.029) 

Wealth Index Factor  -0.000 -0.000*** 

  (0.000) (0.000) 

Respondent employed  0.046*** 0.072*** 

  (0.019) (0.017) 

Husband’s Education  -0.004*** -0.004*** 

  (0.002) (0.002) 

Husband employed  -0.042 -0.030 

  (0.043) (0.040) 

Spousal age difference  0.001 0.000 

  (0.001) (0.001) 

Consanguinity  -0.023 -0.028*** 

  (0.017) (0.016) 

Choice of Husband  -0.012 -0.020 

  (0.024) (0.024) 

Sindh   -0.064*** 

   (0.022) 

KPK   0.236*** 

   (0.027) 

Balochistan   0.119*** 

   (0.041) 

Gilgit   -0.198*** 

   (0.027) 

Capital Territory   0.113*** 

   (0.039) 

Constant 0.343*** 0.392*** 0.304*** 

 (0.014) (0.066) (0.061) 

    

Observations 3,686 3,524 3,524 

R-squared 0.029 0.040 0.117 

Adj. R-squared 0.029 0.037 0.113 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.1, ** p<0.05, * p<0.01 
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 4.2.2 Severe Violence 

Table 8 shows the results for regression analysis between more-severe forms of violence 

and education. Once again, column (1) shows the regression between both the variables. Column 

(2) adds the controls at the household, individual and spousal level. Column (3) adds in the 

regional dummies.  

Column (1) shows that an additional year of education is associated with a decrease in 

IPV by 1% for educated women, relative to uneducated women. However, this association 

disappears once controls and regional dummies are added in the subsequent columns. Table B1 

in Appendix B confirms that is association is not present at any level of education (primary, 

secondary or higher). Thus education bears no association with severe- incidences of IPV once 

individual spousal, household levels controls and regional dummies are accounted for. All the 

explanatory power in education is absorbed, once we control for these additional factors in the 

regression equation. Table B2 in Appendix B confirm this information to be consistent across 

both rural and urban samples.  

Table 8 indicates that the husband’s employment status and consanguinity hold a more 

important association with IPV, than female education does.  
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Table 8: Regression Results for Severe Violence 

 

 (1) (2) (3) 

VARIABLES Violence2 Violence2 Violence2 

EDUCATION -0.010*** -0.002 0.000 

 (0.004) (0.005) (0.005) 

Age  0.004*** 0.003 

  (0.002) (0.002) 

Urban  -0.008 -0.014 

  (0.048) (0.046) 

Female head  -0.010 -0.006 

  (0.060) (0.056) 

Wealth Index Factor  -0.000*** -0.000 

  (0.000) (0.000) 

Employed cash  -0.026 0.030 

  (0.035) (0.037) 

Husband education   -0.003 -0.005 

  (0.004) (0.004) 

Husband employed  -0.178*** -0.151*** 

  (0.077) (0.079) 

Spouse Age diff  0.003 0.002 

  (0.003) (0.003) 

Consanguinity   -0.107*** -0.099*** 

  (0.033) (0.032) 

Choice  0.081*** 0.049 

  (0.040) (0.039) 

Sindh   -0.071 

   (0.049) 

KPK   0.125*** 

   (0.051) 

Balochistan   0.136*** 

   (0.059) 

Gilgit   -0.012 

   (0.104) 

ICT   -0.067 

   (0.056) 

Constant 0.350*** 0.380*** 0.339*** 

 (0.024) (0.126) (0.127) 

    

Observations 1,041 982 982 

R-squared 0.007 0.046 0.072 

Adj. R-squared 0.007 0.035 0.057 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.1, ** p<0.05, * p<0.01 
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 4.2.3 Female Attitudes towards Violence 

Table 9 shows the regression results between female attitudes towards violence and 

education. Results from this table indicate that educated women are less likely to justify IPV, 

relative to uneducated women. This association is robust even after adding controls at the 

individual, spousal and household levels and after regional dummies. The last column of the 

table shows that an additional year of education is associated with a decrease in 1.1.% female 

attitudes in justifying IPV, relative to women with no education; after controlling for all the 

factors specified in the regression equation.  

Table C1 in Appendix C shows this association to be prevalent for women belonging to 

all educational levels, and not higher education alone. Women with primary, secondary and 

higher education are less likely to justify IPV by 10.1%, 14.3% and 12.8% respectively, relative 

to women with no formal years of education. This association robust across both urban and rural 

samples also (Table C2 and C3, respectively in Appendix C).  
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Table 9: Regression Results for Attitude towards Violence 

 (1) (2) (3) 

VARIABLES Beating justified Beating justified Beating justified 

    

EDUCATION -0.026*** -0.009*** -0.011*** 

 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

Age  0.000 -0.001 

  (0.001) (0.001) 

Urban  -0.008 -0.033 

  (0.022) (0.021) 

Female head  0.007 -0.014 

  (0.020) (0.018) 

Wealth Index Factor  -0.000*** -0.000*** 

  (0.000) (0.000) 

Employed cash  -0.056*** -0.004 

  (0.018) (0.014) 

Husband education   -0.002 -0.005*** 

  (0.001) (0.001) 

Husband employed  -0.076*** -0.046*** 

  (0.027) (0.025) 

Spouse age diff  0.001 -0.001 

  (0.001) (0.001) 

Consanguinity    0.006 0.025*** 

  (0.012) (0.010) 

Choice  -0.030 -0.054*** 

  (0.021) (0.019) 

Sindh   0.077*** 

   (0.021) 

KPK   0.246*** 

   (0.030) 

Baluchistan   -0.013 

   (0.033) 

Gilgit   0.341*** 

   (0.042) 

ICT   0.081*** 

   (0.021) 

Constant 0.345*** 0.391*** 0.352*** 

 (0.017) (0.044) (0.038) 

Observations 13,175 13,175 13,175 

R-squared 0.109 0.170 0.235 

Adj. R-squared 0.109 0.168 0.234 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.1, ** p<0.05, * p<0.01 
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4.3 Limitations  

One of the biggest limitations of this study is that the relationship between education and 

IPV is a correlation at its best. With cross sectional data set it is hard to establish causation. 

Furthermore, there are many omitted variables, such as cultural factors that affect the dependent 

violence indicators and the independent education indicators. This study tries its best to quantify 

for some of those cultural and societal norms through regional dummies, but since it is hard to 

quantify culture; this biases our beta estimate downwards. Hence the effect of education on IPV 

in my estimate may actually be under-stated than the true population parameter. Because of all 

these endogeneity biases, I cannot call my estimate causal.  

There is also an issue of self-reporting, where women may not choose to reveal sensitive 

information regarding IPV.  

 

 4.4 Conclusion  

Female education bears a non-linear relationship with IPV. Education as a whole does not 

benefit women in reducing IPV. Only higher education is seen to reduce less severe incidences 

of IPV. But even higher education has a differentiated impact on women, depending on their 

placement and socio-economic status.  However, education plays an important role in shaping 

females attitudes towards violence. Women at every level of education are less likely to justify 

IPV, relative to non-educated women. This association is ubiquitous across both rural/urban 

samples, and for women belonging to all income quintiles.  

The results of this study indicate that education plays an important role in giving women 

self-esteem and confidence. But it does little to affect actual incidences of violence. Cultural 
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factors and a woman’s perceived role in society plays a more important role in determining 

whether or not she is shielded from IPV. In patriarchal conservative societies such as Pakistan, 

men use aggression against women as a means of asserting power. Generations and generations 

of cultural indoctrination has led to disequilibrium in power dynamics, where women are viewed 

as the subordinates to their male counterparts. Traditions such as this can only be undone through 

establishing new social norms in society. Educating men and women about the importance of 

gender equality, from a very early age is crucial in achieving this goal.  

The government too, should take a proactive stance in adopting a zero tolerance policy 

towards intimate partner violence. Recognizing IPV and making it punishable before law, is the 

first step towards this process. For many decades the legal system of Pakistan did not empower 

women enough for them to register their complaints against IPV. However recently, the 

provincial government of Punjab has criminalized IPV. This is an important step towards 

recognizing that IPV should not be accepted as a societal norm. Punjab’s government should 

now make sure that this policy is actually enforced and gives women the much required 

protection in registering crimes committed against them. Other provinces should follow suit, in 

criminalizing IPV. Only when the political and legal structure of the country starts recognizing 

IPV as a crime, can we redefine the normative standards of gender roles in Pakistan. 
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APPENDIX A: APPENDIX FOR VIOLENCE1 REGRESSIONS 

Table A1: Regression Results for Violence1 and Educational Levels 

 

 (1) 

VARIABLES Violence1 

Primary 0.006 

 (0.023) 

Secondary -0.035 

 (0.023) 

Higher -0.086*** 

 (0.028) 

Age 0.001 

 (0.001) 

Urban 0.032 

 (0.022) 

Female head -0.039 

 (0.029) 

Wealth Index Factor -0.000*** 

 (0.000) 

Employed Cash 0.073*** 

 (0.017) 

Husband’s education -0.004*** 

 (0.002) 

Husband employed -0.029 

 (0.040) 

Spouse age diff  0.000 

 (0.001) 

Consanguinity  -0.028*** 

 (0.016) 

Choice -0.020 

 (0.025) 

Sindh -0.062*** 

 (0.022) 

KPK 0.240*** 

 (0.027) 

Balochistan 0.124*** 

 (0.042) 

Gilgit -0.197*** 

 (0.028) 

ICT 0.113*** 

 (0.039) 

Constant 0.285*** 

 (0.061) 
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Table A1 (cont.) 

  

Observations 3,524 

R-squared 0.116 

Adj. R-squared 0.112 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.1, ** p<0.05, * p<0.01 

 

 

 

Table A2: Regression Results for Violence1 and Rural Urban Samples 

 

 (1) (2) 

VARIABLES Urban 

Violence 

1 

Rural 

Violence 

1 

   

Primary -0.010 0.009 

 (0.032) (0.034) 

Secondary -0.046 -0.031 

 (0.029) (0.036) 

Higher -0.076*** -0.126*** 

 (0.035) (0.050) 

Age -0.000 0.002 

 (0.001) (0.001) 

Female head -0.019 -0.053 

 (0.042) (0.040) 

Wealth Index Factor -0.000*** -0.000*** 

 (0.000) (0.000) 

Employed cash 0.052*** 0.111*** 

 (0.024) (0.025) 

Husband education -0.002 -0.004 

 (0.003) (0.003) 

Husband employed -0.018 -0.030 

 (0.064) (0.051) 

Spouse age diff 0.002 -0.001 

 (0.002) (0.002) 

Consanguinity   -0.033 -0.017 

 (0.022) (0.023) 

Choice -0.009 -0.026 

 (0.035) (0.034) 

Sindh -0.068*** -0.069*** 

 (0.031) (0.033) 
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Table A2 (cont.) 

   

   

KPK 0.141*** 0.310*** 

 (0.042) (0.036) 

Balochistan 0.056 0.179*** 

 (0.061) (0.057) 

Gilgit -0.284*** -0.128*** 

 (0.039) (0.039) 

ICT 0.069 0.160*** 

 (0.048) (0.065) 

Constant 0.383*** 0.234*** 

 (0.087) (0.085) 

   

Observations 1,660 1,864 

R-squared 0.115 0.116 

Adj. R-squared 0.106 0.108 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.1, ** p<0.05, * p<0.01 

 

Table A3: Regression Results for Violence1 and Urban Income Quintiles 

 

 (1) 

Poorest 

Urban 

(2) 

Poor 

Urban 

(3) 

Middle 

Urban 

(4) 

Rich 

Urban 

(5) 

Richest 

Urban 

VARIABLES Violence1 Violence1 Violence1 Violence1 Violence1 

      

Primary 0.122 0.032 0.013 -0.014 -0.048 

 (0.109) (0.114) (0.069) (0.053) (0.059) 

Secondary 0.006 -0.108 -0.063 0.023 -0.109 

 (0.133) (0.109) (0.080) (0.055) (0.048) 

Higher -1.284*** -0.063*** -0.122*** -0.147*** -0.095*** 

 (0.382) (0.243) (0.070) (0.059) (0.050) 

Age -0.004 -0.008*** -0.000 0.000 -0.002 

 (0.007) (0.005) (0.003) (0.003) (0.002) 

o.urban - - - - - 

      

Female head 0.355 0.103 0.242 -0.081 -0.076 

 (0.344) (0.159) (0.176) (0.067) (0.048) 

Employed cash 0.187 0.124 0.074 0.070 0.015 

 (0.131) (0.102) (0.071) (0.046) (0.035) 

Husband education -0.002 0.003 -0.005 -0.001 -0.003 

 (0.012) (0.006) (0.006) (0.004) (0.004) 

Husband employed 0.329 -0.124 0.136 -0.226 -0.031 
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Table A3 (cont.) 

      

 (0.195) (0.164) (0.145) (0.170) (0.113) 

Spouseagediff 0.005 -0.001 0.006 0.001 0.000 

 (0.011) (0.007) (0.007) (0.004) (0.003) 

Con -0.179 -0.054 -0.057 0.017 -0.029 

 (0.110) (0.067) (0.065) (0.039) (0.030) 

choice 0.164 -0.086 0.105 -0.080 -0.032 

 (0.123) (0.105) (0.071) (0.061) (0.041) 

sindh -0.919*** -0.086 -0.145*** -0.020 -0.082*** 

 (0.145) (0.119) (0.080) (0.055) (0.037) 

kpk -0.898*** 0.574*** 0.291*** 0.116*** 0.056 

 (0.291) (0.126) (0.121) (0.067) (0.050) 

balochistan -0.334*** 0.115 0.016 0.085 0.047 

 (0.107) (0.142) (0.103) (0.092) (0.118) 

gilgit -1.040*** -0.112 -0.221*** -0.206*** -0.210*** 

 (0.077) (0.131) (0.086) (0.048) (0.037) 

Ict -0.470*** 0.277*** 0.184 0.136 0.004 

 (0.229) (0.163) (0.278) (0.126) (0.049) 

Constant 0.810*** 0.678*** 0.141 0.514*** 0.436*** 

 (0.247) (0.285) (0.201) (0.218) (0.151) 

      

Observations 68 150 270 483 689 

R-squared 0.531 0.315 0.207 0.072 0.043 

Adj. R-squared 0.383 0.233 0.157 0.040 0.021 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.1, ** p<0.05, * p<0.01 

 

Table A4: Regression Results for Violence1 and Rural Income Quintiles 

 

 (1) 

Poorest 

Rural 

(2) 

Poor 

Rural 

(3) 

Middle 

Rural 

(4) 

Richer 

Rural 

(5) 

Richest 

Rural 

VARIABLES Violence1 Violence1 Violence1 Violence1 Violence1 

primary -0.088 0.064 -0.041 -0.085 0.185 

 (0.076) (0.067) (0.069) (0.074) (0.131) 

secondary -0.041 0.095 -0.078 -0.118 -0.031 

 (0.082) (0.081) (0.075) (0.070) (0.087) 

higher 0.035 -0.024 -0.113 -0.189*** -0.202*** 

 (0.076) (0.126) (0.114) (0.096) (0.115) 

Age 0.003 0.006*** -0.002 -0.003 -0.004 

 (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.005) 

Female head -0.112*** -0.059 0.063 -0.094 -0.213*** 

 (0.066) (0.067) (0.093) (0.070) (0.113) 
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Table A4 (cont.) 

      

Employed cash 0.159*** 0.109*** 0.047 0.060 0.201*** 

 (0.047) (0.050) (0.060) (0.073) (0.108) 

Husband education -0.002 -0.005 -0.011*** 0.003 0.011 

 (0.005) (0.005) (0.006) (0.007) (0.008) 

Husband employed -0.044 -0.007 -0.071 0.004 -0.106 

 (0.086) (0.088) (0.146) (0.177) (0.167) 

Spouse age diff -0.000 0.002 -0.004 -0.004 -0.006 

 (0.003) (0.003) (0.005) (0.006) (0.009) 

Consanguinity  -0.009 -0.075*** 0.035 -0.011 0.061 

 (0.046) (0.045) (0.048) (0.055) (0.089) 

choice -0.079 0.025 0.014 0.048 -0.239 

 (0.059) (0.059) (0.073) (0.061) (0.155) 

sindh 0.021 -0.116*** -0.141*** -0.128*** -0.283 

 (0.056) (0.062) (0.069) (0.077) (0.180) 

kpk 0.240*** 0.342*** 0.306*** 0.251*** 0.099 

 (0.067) (0.066) (0.069) (0.097) (0.104) 

balochistan 0.297*** 0.138 0.051 0.066 0.332*** 

 (0.079) (0.096) (0.122) (0.152) (0.191) 

gilgit -0.035 -0.183*** -0.185***   

 (0.061) (0.079) (0.066)   

Ict -0.169*** 0.636*** 0.103 0.222*** 0.110 

 (0.099) (0.093) (0.081) (0.087) (0.103) 

o.gilgit    - - 

      

Constant 0.191 0.107 0.459*** 0.300 0.442*** 

 (0.156) (0.142) (0.204) (0.221) (0.259) 

      

Observations 587 528 375 260 114 

R-squared 0.113 0.177 0.128 0.100 0.216 

Adj. R-squared 0.089 0.151 0.089 0.045 0.096 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.1, ** p<0.05, * p<0.01 
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APPENDIX B: APPENDIX FOR VIOLENCE2 REGRESSIONS 

 

Table B1: Regression Results for Violence2 and Educational Levels 

 

 (1) 

VARIABLES Violence2  

  

Primary -0.020 

 (0.042) 

Secondary -0.004 

 (0.055) 

Higher -0.013 

 (0.077) 

Age 0.003 

 (0.002) 

Urban -0.014 

 (0.046) 

Female head -0.006 

 (0.056) 

Wealth Index Factor -0.000 

 (0.000) 

Employed cash 0.031 

 (0.037) 

Husband education  -0.004 

 (0.004) 

Husband employed -0.152*** 

 (0.079) 

Spouse age diff 0.002 

 (0.003) 

Consanguinity  -0.100*** 

 (0.032) 

Choice 0.049 

 (0.039) 

Sindh -0.071 

 (0.049) 

KPK 0.123*** 

 (0.050) 

Balochistan 0.133*** 

 (0.058) 

Gilgit -0.013 

 (0.104) 

ICT -0.066 

 (0.056) 
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Table B1 (cont.) 

  

  

Constant 0.349*** 

 (0.128) 

  

Observations 982 

R-squared 0.072 

Adj. R-squared 0.055 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.1, ** p<0.05, * p<0.01 

 

 

Table B2: Regression Results for Violence2 and Rural Urban Samples 

 

   (1) 

Urban  

 (2) 

Rural  

VARIABLES Violence2 Violence2 

   

Primary 0.010 -0.081 

 (0.068) (0.053) 

Secondary -0.062 0.026 

 (0.074) (0.082) 

Higher -0.067 0.101 

 (0.098) (0.148) 

Age -0.002 0.006*** 

 (0.003) (0.003) 

Female head -0.180*** 0.056 

 (0.063) (0.075) 

Wealth Index Factor -0.000 -0.000*** 

 (0.000) (0.000) 

Employed cash 0.125*** -0.008 

 (0.062) (0.048) 

Husband education  -0.006 -0.000 

 (0.006) (0.006) 

Husband employed -0.352*** -0.083 

 (0.166) (0.087) 

Spouse age diff 0.002 0.001 

 (0.004) (0.004) 

Consanguinity  -0.081*** -0.107*** 

 (0.048) (0.045) 

Choice 0.026 0.059 

 (0.058) (0.053) 
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Table B2 (cont.) 

 

   

Sindh -0.014 -0.125*** 

 (0.073) (0.069) 

KPK 0.044 0.155*** 

 (0.079) (0.065) 

Baluchistan 0.119 0.126 

 (0.087) (0.079) 

Gilgit -0.038 0.002 

 (0.172) (0.131) 

ICT -0.078 0.002 

 (0.076) (0.082) 

Constant 0.733*** 0.131 

 (0.228) (0.156) 

   

Observations 390 592 

R-squared 0.084 0.100 

Adj. R-squared 0.042 0.074 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.1, ** p<0.05, * p<0.01 
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APPENDIX C: APPENDIX FOR BEATING JUSTIFIED REGRESSIONS 

 

Table C1: Regression Results for Beating Justified and Educational Levels 

 

 (1) 

VARIABLES Beating justified 

  

Primary -0.101*** 

 (0.016) 

Secondary -0.143*** 

 (0.016) 

Higher -0.128*** 

 (0.020) 

Age -0.001*** 

 (0.001) 

Urban -0.031 

 (0.021) 

Female head -0.011 

 (0.018) 

Wealth Index Factor -0.000*** 

 (0.000) 

Employed cash -0.014 

 (0.014) 

Husband education -0.005*** 

 (0.001) 

Husband employed -0.045*** 

 (0.025) 

Spouse age diff -0.001 

 (0.001) 

Consanguinity  0.027*** 

 (0.010) 

Choice -0.055*** 

 (0.019) 

Sindh 0.070*** 

 (0.021) 

KPK 0.237*** 

 (0.029) 

Baluchistan -0.025 

 (0.033) 

Gilgit 0.334*** 

 (0.041) 

ICT 0.068*** 

 (0.020) 
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Table C1 (cont.) 

  

Constant 0.384*** 

 (0.038) 

  

Observations 13,175 

R-squared 0.239 

Adj. R-squared 0.237 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.1, ** p<0.05, * p<0.01 

 

Table C2: Regression Results for Beating Justified and Urban Income Quintiles 

 

 (1) 

Poorest 

Urban  

(2) 

Poor 

Urban 

(3) 

Middle  

Urban 

(4) 

Rich 

Urban 

(5) 

Richest  

Urban 

VARIABLES beating Beating Beating Beating beating 

      

EDUCATION -0.002*** -0.025*** -0.016*** -0.012*** -0.022*** 

 (0.013) (0.008) (0.005) (0.003) (0.003) 

Age 0.004 -0.002 0.000 -0.004*** -0.002*** 

 (0.005) (0.003) (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) 

Female head -0.042 0.071 0.141*** -0.035 -0.021 

 (0.167) (0.082) (0.058) (0.048) (0.030) 

Employed cash 0.079 -0.024 0.013 0.045 0.033 

 (0.080) (0.066) (0.054) (0.030) (0.024) 

Husband education -0.010 -0.004 -0.002 -0.005*** 0.000 

 (0.008) (0.005) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003) 

Husband employed 0.009 0.054 0.006 -0.025 -0.077 

 (0.221) (0.102) (0.080) (0.065) (0.050) 

Spouse age diff -0.004 -0.004 -0.000 0.003 -0.001 

 (0.007) (0.003) (0.003) (0.002) (0.002) 

Con 0.046 0.080*** 0.025 0.030 -0.005 

 (0.079) (0.043) (0.034) (0.027) (0.017) 

Choice -0.113 -0.114*** -0.092*** -0.015 0.011 

 (0.081) (0.068) (0.042) (0.031) (0.025) 

Punjab     -0.278*** 

     (0.090) 

Sindh 0.052 0.274*** 0.059 -0.020 -0.282*** 

 (0.189) (0.125) (0.096) (0.041) (0.091) 

Kpk 0.287 0.444*** 0.434*** 0.324*** -0.024 
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Table C2 

      

 (0.176) (0.112) (0.073) (0.062) (0.094) 

Balochistan -0.033 0.153 0.137*** 0.158*** -0.097 

 (0.185) (0.124) (0.070) (0.053) (0.103) 

Ict 0.117 0.244 0.251*** 0.031 -0.244*** 

 (0.188) (0.191) (0.074) (0.089) (0.092) 

Gilgit 0.216 0.410*** 0.328*** 0.297***  

 (0.188) (0.115) (0.078) (0.076)  

Constant 0.569*** 0.519*** 0.445*** 0.496*** 0.795*** 

 (0.288) (0.188) (0.122) (0.103) (0.113) 

      

Observations 238 527 964 1,563 2,585 

R-squared 0.066 0.104 0.113 0.106 0.149 

Adj. R-squared 0.008 0.080 0.100 0.098 0.144 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.1, ** p<0.05, * p<0.01 

 

Table C3: Regression Results for Beating Justified and Rural Income Quintiles 

 

 (1) 

Poorest 

Rural 

(2) 

Poor 

Rural 

(3) 

Middle 

Rural 

(4) 

Rich 

Rural 

(5) 

Richest 

Rural 

VARIABLES beating Beating Beating beating beating 

      

EDUCATION -0.017*** -0.016*** -0.019*** -0.016*** -0.011*** 

 (0.008) (0.004) (0.004) (0.005) (0.005) 

age -0.001 -0.003*** -0.004*** -0.001 0.002 

 (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.003) 

o.urban - - - - - 

      

femalehead 0.032 -0.063*** 0.020 -0.028 0.058 

 (0.051) (0.037) (0.047) (0.066) (0.096) 

employedcash -0.015 0.090*** 0.001 0.044 -0.050 

 (0.039) (0.033) (0.037) (0.056) (0.059) 

hubandedu -0.007*** -0.003 -0.004 0.006 -0.003 

 (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.004) (0.006) 

husbandemployed 0.019 -0.065 -0.145*** 0.001 0.112 

 (0.044) (0.057) (0.063) (0.090) (0.077) 

spouseagediff -0.001 0.001 -0.001 0.002 0.003 

 (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.004) 

con 0.061*** 0.029 0.002 -0.005 -0.016 
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Table C3 (cont.) 

      

 (0.028) (0.024) (0.031) (0.034) (0.052) 

choice -0.051 -0.127*** -0.050 -0.011 0.060 

 (0.036) (0.034) (0.046) (0.047) (0.049) 

punjab     -0.343*** 

     (0.126) 

o.sindh     - 

      

kpk 0.442*** 0.372*** 0.285*** 0.255*** -0.142 

 (0.050) (0.044) (0.040) (0.075) (0.149) 

balochistan 0.239*** -0.016 -0.032 0.060 -0.371*** 

 (0.052) (0.071) (0.074) (0.093) (0.171) 

o.gilgit     - 

      

ict 0.592*** 0.134 -0.030 -0.024 -0.349*** 

 (0.062) (0.102) (0.066) (0.056) (0.126) 

sindh 0.198*** 0.135*** 0.075 0.069  

 (0.056) (0.061) (0.075) (0.111)  

gilgit 0.488*** 0.361*** 0.136*** -0.142  

 (0.052) (0.062) (0.075) (0.148)  

Constant 0.461*** 0.717*** 0.840*** 0.423*** 0.458*** 

 (0.074) (0.088) (0.109) (0.138) (0.181) 

      

Observations 2,060 1,848 1,411 924 429 

R-squared 0.120 0.127 0.098 0.077 0.081 

Adj. R-squared 0.114 0.120 0.088 0.063 0.052 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.1, ** p<0.05, * p<0.01 


