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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION
The Middle East and North Africa (MENA), like mudf the developing

world, have experienced profound demographic chesgee the 1950s. Among the
most notable changes in the region that are likelyevolutionize gender relations
both within the home and workplace are the declmdertility, improvement in
maternal and child health, increase in women’s atioical attainment, rise in
women’s age at marriage, and the narrowing of theusal age gap — not
withstanding great intra-regional and intra-nationaariations (Tabutin and
Schoumaker 2005).

One aspect of women’s status that has confoundsearehers and policy
makers despite these demographic changes has begretsistently low rates of
women’s labor force participation. In this regamllENA stands out among
developing regions in that women’s labor force ipgration rates are the weakest
(Blau et al 2006) and gender disparities are antbregargest in the world (Shafik
2001). The increased cost of living and higher daads of consumption linked to
globalization, economic crises and structural adjest policies, which would
otherwise favor an increase in women'’s labor fqragicipation, seem to affect Arab
women'’s work differently.

The focus of research on women'’s low labor foragigipation and structural
level explanations - such as the downsizing ofpiiglic sector, poor economic
growth, insufficient job creation, and the mismab@tween skills and labor market
demands (Miles 2002; Moghadam 1998; Spierings anidis2007; World Bank

2004; World Bank 2013Db), partially emanates from lotion that participation in



productive work, especially paid work, empowers veomThe underlying
assumption is that participation in productive wodkfers both material and non-
material resources which women can leverage torex@their bargaining position
within the household. Yet, in predominately traahl cultural contexts, engaging in
productive work may have negative consequencests-vior example, concern for
safety by families and a backlash within the hoothesulting from gender bending

behavior.

Significance And Relevance To The Present State ®howledge

Using the 2007 Jordan Demographic and Health sunaeynationally
representative survey covering 14,564 households1an876 ever-married women
aged 15-49 years, | explore the effects of wom&rdsk and advantages in relative
economic resources on their empowerment withinhibnesehold operationalized in
terms of women’s control over or participation im@nber of decisions that relate to
their own wellbeing and the daily management ofirtheuseholds, including
financial, organizational and social ones. My focos women’s authority in
household decisionmaking is based on the concepatiah of women’s
empowerment as access to and control over mataréhhon-material resources that
facilitate the ability to decide and act free froime control of others (Dixon-Mueller
1978; Dyson and Moore 1983; Mason 1986).

This research makes three contributions. Firsteareh on Arab women’s
status has been concerned with the causes undgrlyieir low labor force
participation with very little done to empiricaltgst the underlying assumptions of

the effects of women’s work on empowerment withire thousehold in societies



where women’s work is rare and traditional gendams persist. Most research on
the effects of women’s work on authority in houddhdecision-making has been
conducted in developing countries where more threnquarter of women of working
age are engaged in productive worlordan offers a unique opportunity to test
whether women’s work and other economic resoumteease their authority within
the household in a society where women’s work isthe norm. The country has
undertaken efforts to enhance its human capita¢,bdsvelop new industries and
promote women’s work, but it also remains a bastibtraditional gender and family
norms. Additionally, this study empirically testdet importance of women’s
participation in productive work for their authgrin household decisionmaking vis-
a-vis culturally relevant sources of power, suchwasnen’s position within their
households, and other characteristics that coméstige in this social context.
Second, existing literature from other developiagions has underscored the
complexity of the relationship between women’s wamkd empowerment, but it
remains unclear under what conditions women’s wamktributes to their authority
within the household. By incorporating measurewafen’s employment status (e.qg.
unpaid versus paid), relative income and relatieeupational status, this study
expands our understanding of the conditions undeclwwomen’s work increases
their authority within the household. Controllingy feducation alone does not account

for differences in other relative economic resosritet have been empirically linked

! Studies on the effects of women’s work on autlydrithousehold decisionmaking
have been conducted in several countries in Afcaith East Asia and Latin
America and include Nigeria, Ghana, India, PakisBangladesh, Indonesia, Sri
Lanka, Peru, Bolivia and Nicaragua. With the exioepof Pakistan, women’s labor
force participation in these countries ranges betwgs% and 60%.



to intra-household gender dynamics in other coudrggyonal contexts. For example,
relative earnings can impact martial quality (BramnBarnett, and Gareis 2001),
marital power (Izraeli 1994; Rodman 1967), the letwadd division of labor (Brines
1994) and women'’s leisure time (Cinar and Anbaffi1).

Third, this study distinguishes between differgmiets of decisions in keeping
with the conceptualization of empowerment as muta@hsional (Kishor 2000;
Malhotra 1997; Malhotra and Mather 1997; Mason 198&rayan 2005). For the
sake of simplicity, research on women’s authontyhousehold decisionmaking has
relied on summative indices, with some exceptidisafon, Huntsman, and Flake
2005). In this dissertation, | make two broad dtions between decisions that are
personal and related to interpersonal power angsides that have to do with family
management.

Finally, scholarship on the intersection of gendeork and family in the
Middle East is limited despite the recognition thgéender stratification is
multidimensional and a function of mutually reirforg relations of power both
within and outside of the home (Collins, ChafetiyrBberg, Coltrane, and Turner
1993; Presser and Sen 2000; Sen and Batliwala 2B@@¢ly has research on MENA
examined the relationship between differences iimem and men’s economic
resources and power relations within the Arab hoolsk With a few exceptions
(Cinar and Anbarci 2001; Kishor 2000) research @men’s empowerment have
been mostly qualitative (Miles 2002) and focusedtsibenefits in terms of child and

maternal health outcomes (Al Riyami, Afifi, and Mg2004; Kishor 1995). Studies



on intra-household decisionmaking and gender walatin Arab society have been
mostly qualitative (El-Kholy 2002; Nadim 1985).

To what extent does productive work enhance womauathkority within the
Arab family, net of the effects of culturally rekavt sources of power and other
individual and household characteristics? Do womeadvantages in economic
resources, such as income and occupational statusance their authority in
household decisionmaking? Do the effects of womerdsk and relative economic
advantages vary by dimension of decisionmaking@oisien’s authority in household
decisionmaking subject to contextual effects sudmattliving in more
socioeconomically developed regions with less ieste gender norms is associated
with higher levels of authority regardless of worseown characteristics? And are
positive effects of women’s work even bigger in maleveloped regions with less
patriarchal norms?

In developing hypotheses about these relationshdpsy on a number of
theoretical perspectives — namely, resource thganyormance theories, theories of
institutionalized patriarchy and bargaining apptesc Work, even unpaid, develops
women’s self-esteem, communication and negotiatiolls and sense of
responsibility, which can be leveraged for greatghority in household
decisionmaking. | argue that the effects of woim&ork and advantages in
economic resources (income and occupation presiiggjomen’s authority within
the household are conditioned by the broader sooratext. Certain dimensions of
women’s authority within the household may be iaflued by women’s work and

advantages in relative economic resources whilerstare not. In more traditional



societies governed by patriarchal gender and fanaiyns, culturally relevant
sources of power, such as women'’s position withenfamily (e.g. married to head of
household, number of living sons, etc...) may be ndominant sources of domestic
power (Mason 1997).

| explore these research questions using a vasiequantitative techniques. |
use principal components factor analysis to exantive underlying structure of
household decisionmaking. Factor analysis has losed elsewhere to distinguish
between different dimensions of empowerment (Agéaveend Lynch 2006; Kishor
2000). | conduct ordinary least squares, logistid ardered logistic regressions of
women'’s authority in household decisionmaking ormga’s work, relative income
and relative occupational status controlling foltumally relevant sources of power
and other background characteristics. Culturallgvant sources of power refer to
characteristics of women that in their social cehtonfers upon them prestige and
respect given their gender and place within thesabald or family.
| use multilevel modeling to explore whether averdgyvels of women’s household
decisionmaking authority and the effects of workyvaccording to the structural
characteristics of the regions in which women resid

My analytical framework rests on the assumption thark affects women’s
empowerment. However, | cannot rule out issue®lacsivity in who works and that
women who are more empowered within their househade more likely to
challenge social norms and patrticipate in prodectiork. | address the issue of
endogeniety in two ways. First, | conduct a profgrscore matching procedure to

estimate the effect of work on women’s householdsienmaking power. Because



household characteristics can influence both womdatision to participate in work,

especially formal sector work outside of the howas® women’s authority within the

household, | use within-household fixed effects glimd) to control for unobserved

household characteristics for which propensity scoratching techniques are not
suited.

Since | conceptually approach women’s authority imousehold
decisionmaking from the perspective of empowermanChapter 2 | outline the
historical backdrop in which the concept of womeaimpowerment emerged, the
rationale for research on it, and key issues iatsceptualization and measurement.
In Chapter 3, | review theoretical perspectives and empiricadlence specific to the
dimension of women’s empowerment which is the footisny analysis — namely,
women’s authority within the household. Four stsanof literature stand out:
resources theory, gender performance theories, thedries of institutionalized
patriarchy and bargaining approaches. Because ssgdation explores the effects of
women’s work and the conditions under which womewsrk increases their
authority within the household, Dhapter 4 | address the question of who works and
whether work enhances women’s authority within theusehold. This chapter
provides a conceptual and methodological note omevos work in developing
countries, a summary of how work theoretically exdes women’s empowerment
within the household, and a review of empiricaldevice on the effects of women’s
productive work in developing countries. | also @$3 the issue of endogeniety
between women’s work and authority within the hdwdé. In Chapter 5 | make the

case for the inclusion of occupational prestigethe analysis of the effects of



women’s work on authority within the household i far as it represents non-
material resources (social prestige) conferred kprkwparticipation which can
enhance women’s sense of empowerméitapter 6 provides a background on
gender work and family norms and patterns in Jgrdaghlighting some intra-
regional variations as welChapter 7 summarizes the issues raised in the preceding
chapters, gaps in existing literature and relevaridbe current study. In this chapter

| present my research questions and hypothé&despter 8 provides information on
the sample, dependent, independent and controluresaand analytical methods. |
present the results of my analysesChapter 9. The conclusion and discussion of

findings are presented @hapter 10.



CHAPTER 2. WOMEN’'S EMPOWERMENT

Women'’s authority in household decisionmaking imedeping countries has
been approached from the framework of women’s engpa@nt. Since | adopt this
conceptual framework, in the following sectiongVview key issues in the

conceptualization and measurement of women’s empoerd.

The Rationale For Interest In Women’s Empowerment

Within the international development field, intdres“women’s
empowerment” initially stemmed from research highting the linkages between
women’s standing in their homes and communitiedetmographic processes and
outcomes (Mason 1986). Early scholarship in thésas rife with a multiplicity of
terms such as ‘status of women’ (Dixon 1975), ‘ferautonomy’(Dyson and Moore
1983), ‘patriarchy’ (Cain, Khanam, and Nahar 198®J ‘men’s situational
advantage’ (Caldwell 1981).

Irrespective of terminology, from the 1960s onwarddence from the field
and empirical research on developing countries uheciied the correlation, and
sometimes feedback effects, between women’s empoevérand age at marriage
(Dyson and Moore 1983), contraceptive use andifgrtCain 1982; Cain, Khanam,
and Nahar 1979; Caldwell 1981; Dixon 1975), infandl child mortality and
morbidity, and the gender gap in infant and chilartality (Dyson and Moore 1983).
The growing recognition of the impact of women’atss on demographic outcomes
and processes inspired an paradigm shift in th@4.8®m a macro-level family

planning approach aimed at population reductiom, n@ore micro-level



individualistic approach grounded in the discows®aomen’s rights and
empowerment (Finkle and Crane 1985; Mcintosh an#l€i1995).

Although the new paradigm largely ignored the mgswere, or the influence
of institutions, on demographic processes and ouso(Presser 2000), the
institutionalized focus on women’s empowerment lugein a new wave of
scholarship that expanded our understanding of vasr@anpowerment by
explicating its meaning, dimensions, conditions eodelates, and providing a more
nuanced understanding of its complex relationshigeimographic processes and
outcomes (Balk 1997; Bloom, Wypij, and Gupta 20Dharmalingam and Morgan
1996; Hobcroft 2000; Kishor 2000; Malhotra, Vannemand Kishor 1995; Morgan,

Sharon, Smith, and Mason 2002; Sen and Batliwal@®R0

Conceptualizations Of Women’s Empowerment

Women’s empowerment has been conceptualized irstefriteedom and
choice, condition versus process and agency vetsusture. Differentiations along
other axes have also been articulated, such agneijity versus rights (Basu and
Koolwal 2005), or stated differently, empowermagta means or as an end in-and-
of-itself (Narayan 2006). Here, | focus on the ferrtwo differentiations, as they

constitute mainstream approaches in existing tiieea

Women’s empowerment: condition versus process

Women’s empowerment as a condition has been dkifimerms of: (a)
prestige (Epstein 1982); (b) female autonomy, eediom from control by others

within the family and household to decide and actiheself (Dyson and Moore
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1983); and (c) the distribution of power and resesrthat favors men and renders
women dependent on them (Cain, Khanam, and Nalv&)19

The conceptualization of empowerment as controf difeerent types of
resources was first articulated by Dixon (1978) kter developed by Mason (1986)
as the extent of women’s access to (and contral) owaterial resources (i.e. food,
income, land, and other forms of material weadtt social resources (i.e.
knowledge, power and prestige) within the famihe tommunity and broader
society. Empirical evidence has led to refinemanthis conceptualization by
distinguishing between access to resources andot@ver them (Kishor 1995). For
example, participation in paid employment ensuresien’s access to income but
does not necessarily imply that they will controlahtheir income is spent. Access to
and control over material and social resourcesaagiably, the most pervasive
operational definitions of women’s empowerment (Basd Koolwal 2005; Desai
and Johnson 2005) alongside freedom to do thingsriamy), and these definitions
appear in several prominent empirical studies (Agéa and Lynch 2006; Balk 1997;
Jejeebhoy and Sathar 2001).

The above conceptualization of women’s empowerraeggests that
women’s empowerment is a condition or ‘state’. Yetan also be construed as a
process (Kishor 2000) whereby the powerless gaatgr control over the
circumstances of their lives including control ovesources (i.e. physical,
intellectual, financial) and ideology (i.e. beligtmlues, and attitudes) (Batliwala
1994; Sen and Batliwala 2000). Some decisions redie life-long accrual of

negotiation skills while other decisions are aféelcby more immediate conditions
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(Malhotra and Schuler 2005). Most scholarship fesusn outcomes rather than
processes (McDonald 2000), partially because thegasier to capture in

guantitative methods.

Women’s empowerment: agency versus structure

The conceptualization of women’s empowerment imgeof the ability to
decide and act on free accord and bring about eéheingne’s own life frames
empowerment in terms of agency (Batliwala 1994;idak and Schuler 2005).
However, structure may circumscribe the extennhdiidual agency (Agarwal 1994;
Jejeebhoy and Sathar 2001). There is great diffienldisentangling structural (i.e.
community-level) dimensions of women’s empowernfenn individual aspects
(Desai and Johnson 2005; Mason and Smith 2003)caimplementarity of the
perspectives of agency and structure (Kabeer 1889peen substantiated by
empirical evidence pointing to the importance ahwdual characteristics net of the
effect of community-level variables. In some casesst of the variation in
dimensions of women’s empowerment can be expldiyestructural factors such as
cultural differences in family and gender normggdkhoy and Sathar 2001). A
cross-cultural study of over 56 communities in %afAsscountries illustrates that
structural effects may outweigh the influence afi$ehold and individual level
characteristics, such as education, and employ(hMagon and Smith 2003). For
example, women'’s educational attainment may fatdiformal sector paid
employment, but the level of economic developmenteconomic structure in

women’s area of residence influences the avaitgwh (suitable) jobs.
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(How) does context effect women’s empowerment?

| usecontextandstructureinterchangeably to refer to several factors that a
pervasive and institutionalized within the soctalltural, economic, legal and
political fabric of society which can influence imdiuals’ behavior, life chances and
outcomes. Contextual factors are located at thel lgvthe community, market and
state. Operationalizations of context include,dretnot limited tolevel of social
developmente.qg. literacy, mortality and access to healtle@vialhotra, Vanneman,
and Kishor 1995) level of economic developmdptg. community has a bank, level
of agricultural productivity , degree to which eoomy is non-agricultural) (Malhotra,
Vanneman, and Kishor 1995; Marion 2004); dedree of patriarchy or traditional
gender normge.g. median age at first marriage, gender gapfamt mortality;
women'’s share of the labor force; village meanviomen’s mobility, village mean
for gender attitudes) (Balk 1997; Kishor 2000; Mdfa, Vanneman, and Kishor
1995). Figure 1 depicts how context or structuaatdrs are conceptually expected to
influence women’s authority within the household.

Context shapes the causes and correlates of aey ditnension of women’s
empowerment (Dharmalingam and Morgan 1996) . Caratiso conditions the
magnitude of the effects of the causes or correlatevomen’s empowerment
(Heaton, Huntsman, and Flake 2005; Malhotra anchBtat997). For example, in
traditional societies, duration of marriage, numislesons, and being married to the
head of the household are more important predicioneomen’s economic
decisionmaking authority and other dimensions gb@werment in contrast to more
egalitarian societies where women'’s education,tarsbme extent productive work,

are important (Jejeebhoy 2000; Kulik 2011; Masof7)9
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Similar findings in support of the salience of aatttual effects on women'’s
empowerment are available from developed countirmes.cross-country study of
intra-household gender dynamics in Denmark, Fra@eemany, Greece, Yugoslavia,
and the United States the effects of men’s edutaithicome and occupation on their
authority vis-a-vis their wives is conditioned byntext defined in terms of the extent
of patriarchal norms (Rodman 1967; Rodman 1972¢ommenting on the work of
Blood and Wolfe (1960), who conducted one of thdiest studies on intra-
household power dynamics in the United Statesispié (1971) argues that
structural factors matter more for marital powertlndividual characteristics. While
relative and absolute levels of husbands’ and wimesme, education, occupational
prestige and social status matter, men dominatasotdividuals but as a class
because of institutionalized male supremacy (Gike4971). Scholarship on
women’s work decisions in advanced countries haasingly incorporated
structural factors, such as the ideological andipal context or regime type, family
policies (e.g. public childcare) and tax regimel{indual or non-individual) (Lippe

and Dijk 2002).

Women’s empowerment as a multidimensional concept

Often, operational measures of women’s empower@entallied into a
summary index of women’s empowerment. However,e&we from a number of
developing countries spanning Africa, Latin Ameragcal South Asia, East Asia and
the Pacific, illustrates while it is possible todisempowered in more than one
dimension, women’s empowerment is also orthogorahely, equality or

empowerment in one dimension is not necessarilgetaied with other dimensions
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(Malhotra 1997; Malhotra and Mather 1997; MasonG)98&his line of reasoning
parallels the notion of the multidimensionalityggnder and gender stratification
(Collins et al. 1993; Presser and Sen 2000).

Women'’s (dis)empowerment derives from multiple egst or relations of
power that operate on different levels such ahthesehold, community, market and
government (Sen and Batliwala 2000). Accordinghg, éxtent of women’s
empowerment can also differ by level of social orgation. For example, women
with low freedom of movement outside the houselt@dhot necessarily suffer from
low empowerment within the household in terms dhatity over household
decisionmaking (Desai and Temsah 2013).

Since women’s empowerment varies by context, dimerand level of social
organization (Narayan 2005), the conditions oreates of empowerment also differ
by dimension (Dharmalingam and Morgan 1996; Hedthmtsman, and Flake 2005;
Jejeebhoy and Sathar 2001; Mason 1986). For exaexqbileation may empower
women in household decisionmaking but educated wvaamsome contexts may also
be less likely to be employed than uneducated wa@erai, Dubey, Joshi, Sen,

Shariff, and Vanneman 2010), reducing their finahicidependence.

Methodological Note On The Measurement Of Women’s
Empowerment

My analysis of the effects of women’s work andestrelative economic
advantages on women'’s authority within the houshelies on household survey
data and quantitative methods. In order to quafhfyresults, in this section | discuss

several methodological issues in the measuremembwfen’s empowerment. This
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discussion is organized around five broad top@pq(antitative versus qualitative
methods of data collection; (b) selection of cudtlyrrelevant questions; (c) wording
of questions and the issue of empowerment vis-avkiem; (d) selection of
respondent and perceptions of authority; and (e)ddmensional measures and

summative indices.

Quantitative versus qualitative methods of datalection

The method by which information is obtained influes results; observation
by investigator or participatory research introdiobjectivity concerns and field
survey questionnaires can lead to both social @afity and interviewer effects
(Narayan 2005; Rodman 1972). Some studies incagparaombination of
guantitative (survey data) and qualitative meth@dg. focus groups) (Jejeebhoy and
Sathar 2001; Malhotra and Mather 1997). Mixed mashapproaches can provide
greater confidence in results, such as when foougpgdiscussions confirm
differential patterns of women’s authority in decrsmaking revealed by factor
analysis (Jejeebhoy and Sathar 2001).

While survey data enable an analysis of women’scamepment that is not
possible by qualitative methods due to samplergggictions (Desai and Temsah),
the latter are able to get at the complex processedsrlying relationships in a way
that quantitative analysis does not. Focus grompsa@men’s authority in household
decisionmaking among Indian and Pakistani womeaakthe complexity of the
process and women’s shrewd understanding of polagr(jbejeebhoy and Sathar
2001). An ethnographic study of the effects of mrgriabor on Sri Lankan women’s

empowerment within the household reveals a vaoétgnging from outright
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aggressive confrontation, making concessions iresaraas to gain in others, and
more “feminine” approaches of engaging men as sitensible head of households to
achieve desired outcomes (Handapangoda 2012). Admhethods study of the
effects of education and women'’s labor force pgréitton on household
decisionmaking in Sri Lanka highlights how womepldg threats, resources and

social networks to get their way (Malhotra and Math997).

Selection of culturally relevant questions

Another issue in the measurement of women’s empoeet has to do with
the selection of questions that are culturallyvaie to women’s empowerment, to
women across the life course, and the socio-ecanspactrum. The ‘standard’ set of
guestions concerned with women’s empowerment usaaller the following: (a)
freedom of movement to visit a variety of placés;degree of authority in a range of
household decisions, including financial, sociafjamizational and interpersonal
ones, and (c) freedom from experiencing domestilexce. These questions are
asked alongside other information considered tmthetors or sources of women’s
empowerment such as access to and control ovarroes) level of education,
women’s participation in paid employment, and atlod®ther individual and
household characteristics.

While a standard set of questions facilitates er@gsnal and international
comparison, the cultural relevance of questiomsgortant if any meaningful
conclusions about women’s empowerment are to beerfRddman 1972; Safilios-
Rothschild 1970). What it means for a woman tornp@vered in a developing

country context is qualitatively different from aweloped country context (Basu and
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Koolwal 2005). Within developing nations, variatsoim family systems and kinship
patterns may also imply different notions of empownent and therefore a need for a
different set of measures (Malhotra and Schuleb6200he relevance of decisions to
the dynamics of marital power differs across thedourse and from one couple to
the next (Rodman 1972). The range of householdubes would also differ for rich

versus poor women (Malhotra and Mather 1997).

Wording of the questionnaire: empowerment vis-a-weom?

In addition to the selection of culturally relevaguestions, wording of
guestions can mask the extent of empowerment, mpdwerment vis-a-vis whom.
The wording of questions on authority in houseldgdisionmaking (“who has the
final say in....”) ignores the issue of veto powed &hat the final decision maker may
have been delegated as opposed to self-appointeth(®& 1972). The response
categories are also important in tapping into gati@mal and gender power relations
rather than assuming that household dynamics anfenead to the conjugal pair
(Malhotra and Mather 1997; Sen, Rastogi, and VarameR006).

In asking “who has the final or sole say in...” itdgficult to ascertain who
has the power, the person who makes the decisigrereon who decides to let the
other be the final decider (Safilios-Rothschild Qg7A spouse may relegate some
decisions to the other spouse because s/he fieds thmbersome; thus the
relegating spouse is not necessarily less empow8eaddios-Rothschild 1970). Nor
is the implementing spouse more empowered in theesthat having the final

authority imposes the burden of responsibility 8asd Koolwal 2005).
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Selection of respondent and perceptions of househalithority

Studies have found that husbands and wives dolwai/s agree on who
makes decisions in the household. Comparisonssifdnds and wives’ responses to
guestions pertaining to household decisionmakingaity and freedom of
movement in five Asian countries reveal significdifferences(Ghuman, Lee, and
Smith 2006). Husbands are likely to report greatghority for wives than wives
attribute to themselves. Couples’ differences poréng on marital authority can be
due to social desirability effects and/or randonasugement error (Ghuman, Lee,
and Smith 2006; Rodman 1972). Differences in timeasgic and cognitive meaning
of responses for women and men are responsibligle disagreement and lead to
different levels of women’s empowerment dependingubose response is taken into

consideration (Ghuman, Lee, and Smith 2006).

One dimensional measures, summative indices andrthdtidimensionality of
empowerment

The final methodological issue | review relatesht® multidimensionality of
empowerment and is both a critique of one dimeradioreasures (Agarwala and
Lynch 2006) and summative indices of women’s empoveat. One dimensional
measures are too simplistic, and more accuratele ses indicators or sources of
empowerment (e.g. women’s education or paid watf)er than (evidence of)
empowerment itself (Kishor 2000). Additionally, taimensional measures fail to
highlight the mechanism through which empowermeatrates and ignores the
complexity and multidimensionality of women’s emp@awent in so far as each
dimension is determined by and affects a diffeseitof socio-economic and

demographic variables (Agarwala and Lynch 2006jn®ative indices ignore the
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fact that empowerment in one dimension is not consumte with other dimensions
(Malhotra and Schuler 2005). Women who contradicial decisions do not
necessarily have authority over other decisionntakspects (Malhotra and Mather
1997). The inappropriate combining of items may kneffects and relationships
between conditions of empowerment and their coreseeps (Malhotra and Schuler
2005). Equal weighting of items in summative indiagnore variation in the
importance and/or frequency, and therefore relevafichese items to marital power

(Agarwala and Lynch 2006; Gillespie 1971).
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CHAPTER 3. WOMEN'S AUTHORITY IN HOUSEHOLD DECISIONKKING:
THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES AND EMPIRICAL EVIDENCE

In this chapter, | review major theoretical perdpes and empirical
evidence pertaining to the dimension of women’s @wvgrment that is the focus of

my analysis — namely, women’s authority in housdh@Ecisionmaking.

Theoretical Perspectives On Household Decisionmalgn

In this dissertation, | focus on the role of matrneomen’s productive work
and relative economic advantages in shaping tleiséhold decisionmaking
authority in a context where women'’s work parti¢ipa is low and traditional gender
norms prevail. Several strands of literature alevent to this discussion and can be
grouped into two broad camps — one that emphasiz@e-level interactions and
individual characteristics, and the other that usderes the role of social context in
influencing decisionmaking patterns within houselsoResource theory underscores
the role of individuals’ relative economic resowg@e shaping intra-household
decisionmaking. Performance theories focus on Hmidaelecisionmaking as an
arena in which husbands and wives deploy cultueatigr schemas. In contrast to
these more micro-level theorizations, stand theasfanstitutionalized patriarchy and
bargaining approaches. Theories of institutiondligatriarchy suggest that women’s
disadvantages are institutionalized and create-feng patterns of intra-household
inequalities that have little do with resourceg] amether a woman is employed or
not. Bargaining approaches challenge unitary moafei®usehold decisionmaking
arguing that household decisionmaking is a barggiprocess in which who can be
bargained with, what can be bargained over, anéxttent of bargaining are shaped

by broader structural factors.
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Resource theory: economic advantages and houselleicisionmaking

Early theorizations of intra-household gender retet focused on efficiency
in decisionmaking assuming that individuals mostlified to make decisions would
do so. This is based on the assumption of neocksstonomics that decisionmaking
IS a unitary process carried out by an altruistachwho makes decisions for the
entire household based on common preferences stad ia order to maximize the
household’s utility (Becker 1991). The most effitievay to maximize utility is
through specialization and exchange based on catipaadvantage in economic
resources (Becker 1973; Becker 1974; Becker 198, B-erber, and Winkler 2010).

Resource theory underlines the role of economiouegs in shaping
household decisionmaking and was first articulddgdBlood and Wolfe (1960) in
their seminal study of marriage dynamics among Bsum Detroit, Michigan in
which they explore husbands’ and wives’ authomtyhousehold decisions. Although
Blood and Wolfe (1960) define resources “as anghimat one partner may make
available to the other, helping the latter satlgf/needs or attain his goals,” resource
theory has generally been framed in terms of coatpa& advantages in economic
resources.

Variation in decisionmaking patterns between casiptan be explained
mostly by differences in their relative educatiofetels, occupational prestige and
income (Blood and Wolfe 1960). Education is a sewtpower in so far as it confers
skills and knowledge useful for decisionmaking atsb facilitates opportunities to
engage in employment, which generates resourcesilaBy, work participation
confers knowledge and interpersonal skills, in addito income. Occupational status

matters in so far as more prestigious jobs genesalieconfidence, and involve
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communication and negotiation skills and respohgibiwhich can be leveraged in
decisionmaking at home (Blood and Wolfe 1960).

Blood and Wolfe argue that cultural scripts for denroles play a trivial role
in martial power dynamics by pointing to deviatidnsm traditional norms among
sub-groups of the population whom we might expechave a more patriarchal
balance of power, such as farm families, Cathdbesilies and immigrant families.
The authors conclude that cultural scripts for genles do not define power
dynamics; rather ideologies emerge to justify dipalar pattern which can only be

based on ‘pragmatic’ resources (Blood and Wolfe0}96

Resource theory in a cultural context: resources @dturally relevant

Empirical evidence highlights the limitations ob@omic resources in
explaining household decisionmaking patterns. Bvensal of the effects of
education, occupation and income on husbands’ atythio Greece and Yugoslavia
compared to the United States, France, Germanpandark, where they are
positively related, indicates that economic advgesaonly partially explain martial
power. The theory of resources in a cultural cantesticulated by Rodman (1967;
1972) underscores the importance of context (patvéd norms) in giving meaning to

resources.

Performance theories: deference as gender performan

The hypothesized relationship between relative ecoa resources and intra-
household gender relations breaks down when womecdomic standing (e.g.

relative earnings or relative contribution to hdudd expenditure) exceeds that of
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their husbands, highlighting the importance of pering cultural gender scripts
(Bittman, England, Folbre, Sayer, and Matheson 2B0i8es 1994; Tichenor 1999).

The idea of gender performance was first articdldtg Goffman (1976) and
later developed by West and Zimmerman (1987) andt\Afed Fenstermaker (1995).
Gender is articulated in a series of daily intaod that give meaning to what it
means to be a woman or man. The salience of gesutgits in intra-household
gender dynamics has been documented in reseaitte tvousehold division of labor.
For example, in a sample of married couples inlUinged States, men’s share of
housework is positively correlated with women'’s tution to household expenses
so long as women do not contribute more than oife-lizependent men’s
contributions to housework decreases as their degpmy increases beyond this
point; and this is true for men in poor househadkng-term unemployment (Brines
1994). Two mechanisms are at play here: women dgressure men to do more
because they do not want to emasculate them, orassert their masculinity by
doing less housework (Brines 1994). Similar findirgf gender deviation correction
behavior are reported for a sample of Australiamptes. Men’s share of housework
is positively correlated to women'’s relative eagsrup to a certain point, thereafter
the gender gap widens and this is due to Australamen putting in more time
(Bittman et al. 2003).

More recent research on gender has challengedalisnse as a master
category, arguing that certain social interactiansl social institutions can render
gender less important and therefore offer resigtaioc mainstream gender roles

(Deutsch 2007). While gender scripts may be salregiven conditions, some have
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tried to highlight women’s cooption of traditionatripts to gain concessions and
resources underscoring both conformity and resistato power relations that
subordinate women (Gallagher 2007). Others havietaiaed the master status of
gender but demonstrated conditions under whichraotmns with different social
institutions result with different implications fgender equality (Ridgeway 2009).
While gender performance theories have mostly hesed to explain the
household division of labor, they can be extendednirital power relations. In
patriarchal societies, or societies in transitimwdrd egalitarianism, women’s
advantages in economic resources can translate lower authority in
decisionmaking (or particular aspects of decisidking either because women
choose to relegate more power to their husbandsifiptheir claims to masculinity,
Oor men exercise greater veto power or annex madfesty over decisions to assert

their masculinity.

Institutionalized male authority and bargaining appaches

Feminist scholarship has raised important blindspothe assumptions of
neoclassical model of the family which underpirotgse theory (Agarwal 1997,
Blau, Ferber, and Winkler 2010; England and Butl#8). It ignores conflict of
interests and power asymmetries, assuming a shélhggfunction for all members
of the household (England and Budig. 1998; Foll®@12. Resource theories on
marital power dynamics also ignore other resouticasare traded in marriage such
as love, sex and affection (Safilios-Rothschild@97

More relevant to the discussion at hand, femitisbties of power underscore

the role of interlocking systems of power or gensteatification that reinforce
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women’s inferior position within the household, aoomity, market and broader
society (Collins et al. 1993; Sen and Batliwala@0@Vhile individual resources such
as education, income and occupational status mat&’'s continued dominance is a
result of institutionalized male supremacy (Gilliesp971). The distribution of
economic resources has to do with institutionalizede authority; comparative
advantage is not necessarily innate but influetigepublic policies such as tax and
social security (Blau, Ferber, and Winkler 2010)n@xtual factors such as social
norms and gender ideologies influemdaois involved in the process of household
decisionmakingwhatcan be bargained over; and théentof bargaining permissible
(Agarwal 1997).

Bargaining approaches construe household decisikingan terms of
bargaining based on game theory (Agarwal 1997; Elaaisd Brown 1980) in which
household members have different interests anstetegically to advance their own
wellbeing (Osmani 2007). The term ‘patriarchal lzamgwas first coined by
Kandiyoti (1988) to refer to the strategies womdop despite asymmetrical power
relations. Women negotiate their identities, r@ed responsibilities by adopting
different strategies ranging from acquiescencecatidboration to subversion, co-
option and flagrant opposition (Kandiyoti 1988).uhhousehold decisionmaking
can involve both conflict (Ulph 1988) and cooperyat{(Manser and Brown 1980;
McElroy and Horney 1981), and the gains of coopanadre not necessarily equally
shared; the person with greater bargaining powesragbigger share. Factors that
improve women'’s fallback position - the situatibiat would arise if cooperation

breaks down, enhances women'’s leverage within dedhold (Osmani 2007).
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Empirical evidence on the determinants of women’setisionmaking
authority

Empirical evidence from developing countries illases that authority in
household decisionmaking is associated with womah&olute and relative material
and non-material resources Contextual factors, lwhnclude gender norms and
economic structure, are also influential in deteing sources of women’s household
authority and the size of their effects.

Among Ghanaian couples, spouses’ relative eduadtiand occupational
levels are correlated with different decisionmakmgdes (i.e. syncratic, autonomic
or autocratic) (Oppong 1970). Formal educationgasdo work and contributions to
household expenses enhance women’s authority iseald decisionmaking among
Nigerian couples (Kritz and Makinwa-Adebusoye 1999he magnitude and
statistical significance of the effects of womeesonomic resources can vary by
dimension of decisionmaking. Empirical evidencenfr&ri Lanka indicates that
women’s education and earnings enhance their gaation in financial decisions,
but not in decisions regarding the household’'saamnd organizational life, which
historically and culturally are relegated to mera(hMtra and Mather 1997).

A cross-country comparison of the determinants ofhnen’s autonomy in
Peru, Bolivia and Nicaragua indicates that the rmagdea and statistical significance
of the effects of women’s education and income lairtdecisionmaking authority
varies not only by dimension of decisionmaking, bytcountry as well (Heaton
1996). Multicounty studies of women’s empowermentridia, Malaysia, Thailand,
Philippines and Pakistan find that in more tradiéibsettings, the number of sons,

age, marital duration, dowry, nuclear residencewaochen’s family position (married
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to household head) are more important predictorsarhen’s authority in economic

decisionmaking and access to/control over own andly resources than education
or labor force participation (Jejeebhoy and Sa@01; Mason 1997). In societies
characterized by strong natal kinship ties, fregyeaf contact with natal kin is

positively correlated with authority in householdctsionmaking and control over
finances (Bloom, Wypij, and Gupta 2001). For ruf@uatemalan households,
structural factors, such as the type of economaayetion (e.g. agricultural versus
non-agricultural, export manufacturing etc...) aneleof economic development are
more important predictors of husbands’ authorityhausehold decisionmaking than

spouses’ or households’ characteristics (Marion4200
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CHAPTER 4. WOMEN’'S WORK PARTICIPATION: WHO WORKS AN DOES
WORK ENHANCE WOMEN'S HOUSEHOLD DECISIONMAKING
AUTHORITY?

Because | am interested in the effects of womerdgkvand other economic
resources on authority in household decisionmakm@ context where women’s
work is rare and traditional gender norms prevaul,this chapter, | expand my
discussion of women’s labor force participation.ptovide a conceptual and
methodological note on women’s work in developimytries and MENA region.
Since there is some selectivity in who works, ligaw theoretical perspectives on
women’s work in developing countries. | explicabte fprocess by which productive
work is theorized to increases women'’s househotdaaity. | also address the issue
of endogeniety between women’s work and authontyhaousehold decisionmaking
since it is possible that women who are empowergtmtheir households are more

likely to overcome social and cultural barriergtoticipating in productive work.

Conceptual And Methodological Note On Women’s Workn
Developing Countries

To qualify the results of my analysis, which relylmousehold survey data and
guantitative methods, a note on issues in the meamnt of women’s work in
developing countries and MENA in specific is reeudir

In developing nations, most of women’s productiverkvis unpaid work in
family farms and businesses, subsistence farmietj;employment, home-based
work or informal work and is not reflected in nat&d labor statistics leading to an
undercounting (Anker 1983; Beneria 1992; Boserupdi®as 2005; Donahoe 1999).
Distinctions between primary and secondary actigiytributes to underreporting;

most women report their primary activity as beingoaisewife so they are reported as
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being economically inactive (Donahoe 1999). Otleasons for the undercounting of
women’s economic activity in official statisticscindes phrasing of the question
which lead to self-exclusion by women respondeants, interviewers deciding on the
basis of sex and their own stereotypes of work ¢Bqs 1971; Boserup 1970; Das
2005; Donahoe 1999).

The 1993 Systems of National Accounts (SNA), whiestablishes an
internationally agreed upon framework and guiddinfer the compilation of
economic activity data, provides a revised defamtiof economic activity which
includes a narrow range of unpaid work - mostly dpgroduced for self-
consumption and subsistence that could otherwissadb@ (Beneria 1992; Vanek
1996). Unpaid work, such as child and elderly camepking and cleaning are
excluded (Vanek 1996). The expanded definition lg#ds to underreporting, and in
some cases governments do not adhere to it (Hi2089). Expanded definitions of
productive work combined with time-use surveys rhalp achieve a more accurate
picture of the extent of women’s participation iroguctive work (Donahoe 1999;
Hirway 2000).

Although time-use surveys have gained popularitgesithe 1990s, and have
been conducted in 64 developed and developing deanonly 5 countries in MENA
have implemented time-use surveys — namely, Ir&){R Morocco (2011-2012),
Oman (2007-2008), Palestinian Territories (200M)d arurkey (2006) (United
Nations Statistics Division 2012). Time-use survesan be costly and time-
consuming. Other measurement techniques such astiestlists provide more

comprehensive and accurate levels of women’s paation in productive work
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compared to standard keyword questions (LangstenSaten 2008) because they
eliminate prior assumptions about work by the wiwer and respondent (Anker
1983). Despite revisions to concepts and defingtiohwork and new measurement
techniques, a focus on paid formal sector workiperdecause data on formal sector
paid work are available and more reliable (Mogha@@&®5). The lack of detailed and
reliable data has contributed to a narrow focusamely, whether women work or
not. Other measures, such as difference=aimmings occupational statysandquasi-
work experienceare largely absent in labor market analysis amtbfogical analysis

of family dynamics.

Data issues on women’s work participation in MENA

Some additional methodological notes on the caotlacbf data on women’s
work in MENA are worth making in order to outlinéet challenges of doing
empirical research in this region and put the d¢bations of this dissertation into
context.

With a few exceptions (Cinar 2001a; Doumato anduBasy 2003; Salehi-
Ishfahani 2001), most information on women’s warkMENA is from ethnographic
studies (Ibrahim 1985; Lobban 1998; Moghadam 208&ndard conceptualizations
of productive work, operationalizations and measumet techniques place a
downward bias on women’s participation in produgtactivities. The lack of data on
women’s productive work due to the conceptual arethidological shortcomings
discussed above, coupled with the lack of timeesediata and inconsistent definitions
of work preclude the analysis of trends (Moghad@@5). The absence of gender-

disaggregated data limits analysis of gender diffees in income and wages
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(Moghadam 2005; United Nations Economic and SoCammission for Western
Asia 2007; United Nations Economic and Social Cossion for Western Asia
2012). While international sources of data arelalbke, inconsistencies among these
sources and between national and international, §gfegyhadam 2005) can influence

confidence in results.

Who works? Theory and evidence on women’s work in@veloping
countries

Two theoretical streams on the determinants of wosndabor force
participation stand out. The first emphasizes idial (i.e. personal endowments)
and household level characteristics, and the seaoddrscores the role of structural
factors, such as gender and family norms, econatricctures, legislation (labor
laws, social protection, family policies), capitalcumulation, population density and
access to land which shape whether women work bednature of their work
(Beneria and Sen 1981; Boserup 1970; Cinar 2001b).

According to neoclassical economic models, womemébor force
participation is influenced by preferences or tastihe wage rate and nonwage
income available. Women work when the market wage is higher then the value
placed on their time at home. Women’s educationegmes the opportunity cost of
staying home. Increases in men’s relative wages hav income effect and are
negatively related to women’s labor force partitiga Increases in women'’s relative
wages have a substitution effect whereby womenesbatk nonmarket time and
increase their hours in market work. A change im&n’s relative wages affects both

their labor force participation and hours workdtha@ugh the effect on hours worked
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is less predictable relative to the effect on woimelabor force participation.
Countervailing forces such as substitutes for claitd, whether formal (paid
childcare) or informal (family), may also increasemen’s labor force participation

(Blau et al 2005).

Individual and household level characteristics

Several inter-related and mutually reinforcing testaccount for women’s
participation in paid work and the formal sectoM&NA. These include individual-
level factors such as age, education, socio-ecanolass, delays in age at marriage,
marital status, presence/absence of the husbatitityfesize and the size and
composition of the household (Lloyd 1991; Moghad2065). An empirical study of
the nature of women’s labor market participatiod kvel of participation (hours) in
Egypt finds that women’s age, education, maritaiust and the employment status of

male household members are important predictorsa@s and ElI-Hamidi 2001).

Structural factors

Women'’s participation in paid employment and therfal sector in MENA
are also shaped by structural factors (Cinar anblafei 2001) which include level of
economic development and type of economic structpeevasiveness of religious

institutions and traditional gender and family fem

Economic structures and the pull toward productioek
Feminist political economic perspectives highlighe role of economic

structures in creating a distribution of opportigst and resources suitable for
women’s participation. For example, differentiattpens of women’s participation in

paid work and by type of sector in Jordan, Iran @ndisia can be partially explained

33



by different economic structures — non-oil, oil eomy and mixed oil economy,
respectively. Export manufacturing economies apeentikely to create female-typed
jobs than oil export economies (Moghadam 2005).

The rise in women’s labor force participation artte tfeminization of
manufacturing elsewhere in Asia, such as Indon&adaysia, Philippines, and South
Korea were a response to a number of push andambtirs. The supply of suitable
(female-typed) jobs generate a pull factor while lnales wages create a push factor
(Moghadam 2005). With the exceptions of Morocco &ndisia, we do not observe a
feminization of manufacturing in the Arab regionnuoensurate with that of East
Asia (Karshenas 2002). Not all MENA countries pexbuexport-oriented
industrialization, many continue to depend on oipats, foreign exchange and
remittances (Moghadam 2005). Historically high makeges in the non-agricultural
sector allowed for the persistence of the singeatiwinner patriarchal family

structure (Karshenas 2002).

Cultural norms, legislation and government policies
Economic structures do not operate on their owrrédilier interact with other

structural factors such as cultural norms, legstaind government policies that can
reinforce women’s place at home or encourage wosnpaiticipation in productive
work in the market. Women’s economic activity ammdmomic resources are shaped
by their productive and reproductive roles and ihieraction between the two
(Beneria 1979; Beneria and Sen 1981). The polittcanomy of the Arab region
along with the pervasiveness of patriarchal normeate what Moghadam (2005)
terms a “patriarchal gender contract” in which nremain the breadwinners and

women the homemakers. The rise in religious ortRgdamong the predominately
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Muslim populations may also play a role (Miles 20khe persistence of patriarchal
laws such as fathers’ and husband’s control ovenerds mobility (e.g. permission
to travel) or the ability to access credit is orspext (Moghadam 2005). While
structural adjustment policies have had both pas#ind negative effects on women’s
labor force participation (Moghadam 2001), womdnis participation in the formal
paid sector and their marginalization into low payijobs have been linked to the
failure of the region’s family systems to catch wgh contemporary economic
realities (Karshenas and Moghadam 2001). Eventiigvehal norms reinforced by
political Islam are not necessarily incompatiblethwivomen’s work, a study of
women'’s labor force participation in urban Turkeyds that they shape the nature of
women’s work leading to the concentration of wonmem small segment of formal
sector jobs and informal work that do not requnavel, late and overnight work
(Okten 2001). Cultural norms and gender systempepeate men’s control over
women and enforce a modest demeanor, which mayt iggb seclusion from the
public sphere and partially explain women’s congdiin in self-employment,
home-based production and unpaid work in familyitesses (Moghadam 2005).
However, economic necessity can overpower normsmudesty and
seclusion, as reflected by the participation of -laeome Egyptian wives and
daughters in factory work (Nadim 1985). A study wiomen’s labor force
participation in the Palestinian territories illkeges that women’s low labor force
participation rates and concentration in margimalizsectors (informal work,
domestic services and low paid agricultural worlds hmore to do with limited

economic opportunities than cultural restrictionsammen’s work (Hammami 2001).
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State policies to invest in women’s health, edwraind employment matter
in terms human capital formation. Women’s educatioattainment in the Arab
region has increased over the decades, and inade@mmtries women’s enrollment
in tertiary education exceeds that of men (Econoamd Social Commission for
Western Asia 2004). However, women'’s labor forcdipi@ation in MENA is about
20 percent and is the lowest in the world (WorlcdhB&2012). The issue of women’s
labor force participation in the region is not nesaily an issue of human capital
endowments per se (Robinson 2005), but ratheraitie df pull factors or supply of
suitable jobs and an overarching environment thabnducive to women’s work.

Labor laws, such as maternity leave and equal pay imstrumental in
institutionalizing support for women’s paid emplogmt and formal sector work.
Discrimination in the labor market in hiring prass and wages, especially given the
preponderance of high male and youth unemploynrerthe region, contributes to
women’s low participation in paid and formal sectoork in the Middle East
(Moghadam 2005). Amendments to family law abolighgxisting restrictions on
women’s ability to accept employment, travel, ama#tet out a loan without the
approval of fathers and/or husbands are also ne@decshenas and Moghadam

2001).

Does work increase women’s household decisionmakimgithority?
Issues of endogeniety between women’s work and enwperment

Research on women in MENA has focused on explaithieg low levels of
labor force participation — the lowest in the worlithe focus on women’s

participation in paid work stems from two underlyinssumptions — the first being
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that access to and control over economic resoyisiesh as income generated by
employment) is “...the most important aadhievablegthough certainly not the sole)

independent variable affecting gender stratificat a variety of “nested” micro and

macro levels ranging from the couple to the stéBiumberg 1991). The second is
the assumption that what was emancipatory for womeleveloped countries would

apply to women in developing countries (Malhotrd &father 1997). The purpose of
this dissertation is to empirically test whethermem’s work and relative economic

advantages increase their authority in the houslehah setting where women'’s work

is rare and traditional gender norms prevail. Myalgincal strategy rests on the

following theorizations of how work participatios expected to increase women’s
authority within the household.

Participation in productive work, especially pa&ohployment, is expected to
influence women’s empowerment in general, and aitthin decisionmaking in
particular by: (a) providing material resourcesc@me) and knowledge; (b) freeing
them from subordinate unpaid positions within thamily; (c) enhancing
communication and negotiation skills; (d) improviself-confidence and feelings of
self-efficacy; and (e) providing social prestigep@sally in occupations that are
socially regarded in high standing (Blood and Wdl&60; Kabeer, Mahmud, and
Tasneem 2011; Malhotra and Mather 1997). Figutu&tiates the pathways through
which women'’s work is theorized to impact womenisharity within the household.

Broadly speaking, there are two distinct perspestion the effects of
women’s work and income-generating activities oeirtttmpowerment within and

outside of the household (Pearson 2004). The notianwork or income-generating
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activities increase women’s empowerment, or leadgréater bargaining power, is
supported in the work of several scholars (Bergm20b; Blood and Wolfe 1960;
Blumberg 1991; Goode 1963; Kessler-Harris 2001; $¢armnd Brown 1980). Other
scholars find that the effects of work are not aisvpositive for women (Bahramitash
2007; Greenhalgh 1991; Hartmann 1979; Kopinak 188450n 1986).

Results of empirical studies suggest that the &ffe€ women’s labor force
participation on their authority in household demsnaking depends on the
following: (a) the nature of work (e.g. formal secand outside of the home versus
informal and in the household) and process by whiomen come to work; (b) type
of decision (e.g. financial versus personal anddefalated); and (c) contextual

setting (e.g. gender norms).

Effects of women’s work by employment status andgess through which women
come to engage in productive work

Evidence from Bangladesh and Nigeria suggest t@atnature of women’s
work is likely to impact their voice and agencyrrif@al and semi-formal work and
work outside of the house are related to the mositipe outcomes for women’s
decisionmaking authority (Kabeer, Mahmud, and Tasn2011; Kritz and Makinwa-
Adebusoye 1999). Whether work is empowering for wonhas to do with the
process in which women come to be engaged in paid \(Jejeebhoy and Sathar
2001). Employment has a different meaning for peersus rich women; for the
former it may very well be a family responsibiliiye to need rather than the basis for

independence (Sathar and Desai 2000; Sharma 1980).
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Effects of women’s work by type of household deaisi

For a sample of Sri Lankan women, current, pastcarasi work experiences
are important for bolstering women’s authority inaincial decisions but not social
and organizational ones (Malhotra and Mather 19Sifpilarly, among a sample of
Bangladeshi women, women’s participation in regufarmal-sector work is
positively correlated with greater authority in pomic decisionmaking, but not

personal or child related matters (Kabeer, Mahmand, Tasneem 2011).

Effects of women’s work by contextual setting

While participation in paid work outside of the lseumay be an important
predictor of women’s authority in household deamsmaking, the size and statistical
significance of effects differ by the extent to waiigender and family norms are
patriarchal (Jejeebhoy and Sathar 2001), and tleathvcountry context (Heaton,
Huntsman, and Flake 2005). In rural Bangladeshijlyaposition (i.e. relationship to
the head of the household) is the most importaaacate of women’s authority in
household decisionmaking while women’s work haseffect (Balk 1997). The
differential effect of work on women’s empowermdyt context may partially have
to do with contextual variations in the acceptaépibf work and the type of work
opportunities available, as well as conceptual amethodological variations in

women’s empowerment and work (Kabeer, Mahmud, aashd&em 2011).

Endogeniety between women’s work and women'’s auiyowithin the household

The positive correlation between women'’s partiégatin productive work
and empowerment within the household could be dubke fact that women who are

empowered within the household are those who keéylto overcome social cultural
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barriers to their participation in paid work (KabeMahmud, and Tasneem 2011).
The endogeniety between women’s work and empowdrralk 1997) can be
addressed methodologically in a number of waysckhidiscuss in the Chapter on

Data and Methods.
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CHAPTER 5. DOES OCCUPATIONAL PRESTIGE MATTER FOR WIEN'’S
HOUSEHOLD DECISIONMAKING

Because this dissertation aims to broaden our gtateting of the conditions
under which women’s work increases authority indehold decisionmaking, | make
the case for including relative spousal occupatigmastige. First, | provide a
background on occupational status in the socianseis literature. Next, | review
empirical evidence on the relationship between patianal status and various
dimensions of women’s empowerment. | provide annagew of how occupational
status has been operationalized in research (ieasunes) and why occupational
prestige scores, specifically Treiman’s Standatérivational Occupational Prestige

Scores, are a suitable for the study at hand.

Occupational status in sociological research

Starting the 1960s, occupational status featurechimently in scholarship on
social stratification and social mobility in advaaccountries (Faunce 1990; Gusfield
and Schwartz 1963; Treiman 1976). Within familydsés, research on occupational
status has explored its impact on a number of geadd family outcomes and
dynamics including: wife and child abuse (McCloske§96); marital satisfaction
(Richardson 1979); psychological wellbeing (Carlaord McCullough 1981); shifts
in marriage (i.e. dissolution) and wives’ work &etories (i.e. labor market exit,
move to traditional or lower status job or advanesth (Philliber and Hiller 1978;
Philliber and Hiller 1983; Smits, Ultee, and Lammei996); and household

decisionmaking patterns (Blood and Wolfe 1960; Omupd970).
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Empirical evidence on occupational status and intrenousehold
gender dynamics

Empirical evidence on the strength of the relatigmdetween occupational
status and gender dynamics within the househofdixed and varies depending on
our operationalization of occupational status, aMether we are considering wives’
or husbands’ status separately or jointly. The ti@ighip between occupational
prestige and time spent doing housework is lessistamt than the impact of other
measures of relative resources, such as earnirjeedumcation (Shelton and John
1996). Men’s occupational status can have a negjatipact on their housework time
(McAllister 1990), a positive association (Deutsthssier, and Servis 1993) or none
at all (Coverman 1985). Women’s occupational statay matter more than men’s.
Men married to women in decisionmaking/authoritgifions are likely to share more
equitably in housework in both Sweden and the Uniftates (Aytac 1990).
Alternatively, women’s relative occupational autbhprdecreases their housework
time (Brayfield 1995). Men’s share of houseworkreases when both spouses are in
professional/managerial occupations compared tsetlo which neither spouse is in
such occupations, although the difference in hoosleus really more of a decrease
in wives’ contribution than an increase in husbafeesesser 1994). A study of equal
occupational status dual-earner couples with adiidiound that equality in public
roles does not necessarily translate into moreitagahism at home (Biernat and

Wortman 1991).
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The case for occupational status in research on hsehold
decisionmaking

Despite the mixed evidence on the association letweecupational status
and intra-household gender relations, the inclusibaccupational status in research
on women’s authority in household decisionmaking losa made on two premises: (a)
notion of occupational prestige as another reso(bmutsch, Lussier, and Servis
1993); and (b) women’s authority in decisionmakimg a factor of both relative
resources and gender identity.

In so far as employment confers resources other if@ome, occupational
status provides confidence and self-efficacy. @Qertecupations, especially white-
collar jobs in which women tend to be concentraithance communication and
negotiation skills which can be leveraged in hoos#hliecisionmaking (Blood and
Wolfe 1960). The operationalization of occupatiosttus in terms of occupational
prestige may be a good measure to include overmbnde economic activity status
(i.e. working or not working) and relative incomethat is a proxy measure of social
prestige (Adler and Kraus 1985).

If men’s sense of masculinity and authority in @atthal societies derive
from making the largest economic contribution, tieaoccupational status matters in
terms of gender performance (McCloskey 1996). Kkanw®le, research points to a
positive correlation between wives’ occupationapesiority and the likelihood of
experiencing wife abuse (Carlton, McCullough, anagiSioto 1981). While the
experience of wife abuse represents an extremmpittey men to enact their gender
identity and gain power, by the same logic, in ipathal societies, wives’

occupational superiority may be correlated withuastl authority in some household
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decisions. The mechanisms of gender deviation ciiore behavior described in my
discussion of the effects of women’s economic athges on the gender gap in
household labor can also be extended to authamithausehold decisionmaking.
Either women relegate greater power in decisionma¢a and/or men exercise greater

veto power or annex authority over a larger shafeasehold decisions.

Operationalizing occupational status in terms of ocupational
prestige

Occupational status can be operationalized in séwveays, here | make the
case for its operationalization in terms of TreirsarBtandard International
Occupational Prestige Scale. | provide a backgroond the classification of
occupations discuss various measures of occupational status,sammarize the

advantages of using prestige scores over otheruresasf occupational status.

Classification of occupations

Classifications of occupations have been develtyasgd on a combination of
objective and subjective criteria. Some of thesassifications are status-based
categorizations of occupations (e.g. occupationastige) while others are meant to
map job titles, requirements, and conditions immal categories (Gottfredson 1980).
In general, occupations have been classified altmg following dimensions:
occupational status; job characteristics and requents; self-direction or work
autonomy; census categories, occupational reinferag rewards; and global
occupational environment characteristics (Gottfoeds980).

Efforts to produce internationally comparable dataoccupations has resulted

with international standards, such as the Inteonati Standards for the Classification
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of Occupations that was developed by the Internatibabor Organization (ILO) in
the 1960s (ISCO-68). ISCO has undergone two rawsiesulting with ISCO-88 and
ISCO-08. The latest revision (ISCO-08) was adomteldecember 2007 and the ILO
only recently released the mapping of ISCO-88 ©Q@808 (ILO 20103. ISCO-88 is

a four level classification of occupations basedskill requirements. The first digit
distinguishes nine major occupational groups wharh: (1) Legislators, Senior
Officials and Managers; (2) Professionals; (3) Teclans and Associate
Professionals; (4) Clerks; (5) Service Workers Bladket Sales Workers; (6) Skilled
Agricultural and Fishery Workers; (8) Plant and Miae Operators and Assemblers;
and (9) Elementary occupations. These nine majoupg breakdown into another
twenty-eight sub-major groups, one-hundred sixta@mor groups and three hundred
ninety unit groups (ILO 2010).ISCO-88 does not differentiate occupations by
employment status — that is, employer, employesetiremployed, and it also blurs

some industry distinctions (Ganzeboom and Treingg6)L

Classifications of occupations by status

ISCO provides an international standard for thesifecation of occupations
by skill level (objective criteria). Standards tbe classification of occupations based
on normative criteria (e.g. status) have been d@esl and mapped to ISCO
occupational categories to facilitate cross-courdoynparisons. Of the two main

classifications of occupational status — occupatigorestige and socioeconomic

% To view mapping of ISCO-88 to ISCO08 see
http://www.ilo.org/public/english/bureau/stat/isswb08/index.htm
3 http://www.ilo.org/public/english/bureau/stat/isig@b88/major.htm
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indices (Ganzeboom and Treiman 1996), | focus @anftimer and explain why

below.

Occupational prestige

Occupational prestige is the most widely appraiged used framework in
social science research and is based on publicepigoos of desirability of an
occupation (Ganzeboom and Treiman 1996; Gottfreds®80). It is a societal
evaluation of occupations based on their standingociety and arguably “the best
indicator of family social position in modern indualized societies” (Otto 1975).
Occupational prestige scores are calculated thr@ugleighted average of ranking
scores over all raters (Zhou 2005). They can hasebgective basis (i.e. ask raters
why they rated occupations as they did), or anative basis by providing raters with
scales on which to rate occupations (e.g. benefisdciety, power, skill, social
standing etc...) (Wegener 1992).

The Standard International Occupational PrestigaeSSIOPS) was
developed by Treiman in the late 1970s from secgnataalysis of occupational
prestige data from 86 studies from over 60 coustizaging in level of development
from western and eastern Europe, north and soutériéenand Asia (Ganzeboom
and Treiman 1996). The construction of prestigeectollows as similar
methodology across all countries whereby raterpareided a number of
occupations to rate and then ratings are aggregated mean score. An analysis of
the prestige scores from these studies revealtasimankings in occupations
irrespective of questionnaire wording, raters’ abstanding and countries’

occupational structure (e.g. country has few pitwtprofessors but raters still provide
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similar ranking for these occupations as ratexumtries where these occupations
are more prevalent). The results were generalzedhter countries using the ILO

International Standard of Classification of Occupad (Treiman 1976).

Applicability of prestige scores in developing cdtias

The universality of prestige scores across indalsgtad countries has been
substantiated by some research (Inkeles and R®&6).1 Within industrialized
countries, some studies point to different ratibgsthe age, race and educational
level of raters (Guppy and Goyder 1984) while ottesearch indicates occupational
prestige is independent of education and has morela with the collective
consciousness of urban and industrial populatidmsiwiead to similar evaluations of
occupations (Balkwell, Bates, and Garbin 1982).sThaises the issue of the
applicability of prestige scores in contexts markgddifferent economic structures,
such as non-industrialized countries or rural af@asnenbaum and Treiman 1979).
Political systems and structures different tharséhof advanced countries may confer
different levels of social prestige to occupati¢@barlin 1980).

Prestige scores of occupations are strikingly simibhcross countries
irrespective of the level of development, and thas been attributed to the diffusion
of Western evaluations of occupations and Westecumational structure due to the
proliferation of industrial technology and orgartiaa (Haller and Bills 1979; Haller
and Lewis 1966; Thomas 1962; Treiman 1976). Rekeamcnational prestige scores
in Chile (Carter Jr and Sepulveda 1964), Iran (Alathyan and Nayebi 2009) and
urban China (Lin and Xie 1988) corroborate the arsality of occupational prestige

rankings.
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Another critique of occupational prestige measisdabkat they are not neutral
to the gender of the incumbents in the occupatmmghe gender of raters (Haug
1975; Hawkins and Pingree 1978; Powell and Jac®8¢;1Powers and Holmberg
1978; Touhey 1974; Xu and Leffler 1992). Researnhgender and occupational
prestige have highlighted differences in occupatiqrestige given to women and
men within the same occupation; differences in pational prestige of sex-typed
occupations (female-typed are always less preditjtan male-typed jobs even if the
latter are not more complex) (Haug 1975; Powell dadobs 1984), and gender
difference in the correlates of occupational pgest{e.g. income and education)
(Bose and Rossi 1983). Some studies show no diiéesein occupational prestige of
women and men (England 1979).

In light of concerns with popular-rated prestigeres discussed above, some
studies on occupational status favor the use absmmonomic indices over the use of
popular-rated prestige scores because the formeebased on objective criteria (i.e
education and income) (Goyder 2005; Grasmick 19Spaeth 1979). Although
occupational prestige may be correlated with otmeio-economic indicators, “a
fundamental sociological insight is that prestilijee other social statuses or social
honors, is related to but distinctive from one’omamic resources or structural

positions” (Zhou 2005: 92).
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CHAPTER 6. THE COUNTRY CONTEXT: GENDER, WORK AND BALY IN
JORDAN

Several studies have addressed the effects of wemvamrk on women'’s
authority within the household. One contribution this dissertation is that it
empirically explores the relationship in a contextere women’s work participation
is low and traditional gender norms prevail. Thepmse of this chapter is to provide
an overview of gender, work and family issues irdda. | focus on socio-economic
and demographic indicators of development and gendems that are relevant to
women'’s productive work and empowerment within timeisehold. | also highlight
some intra-regional differences in levels of soeo@nomic development and gender
norms, linking them to historical differences betwereligious, ethnic and local
groups, as well as geography and natural resowvbesh may have influenced the
development trajectories of different parts of toentry.

Research on women’s labor force participation irddo has focused on its
determinants and correlates, and its relation tonewmic growth. Jordan has
implemented extensive reforms to promote its pe\sector, including investment in
its human capital base (World Bank 2005). Abouetcpnt and 9 percent of GDP is
spent on education and health, respectively (WBddk 2005). These investments

have translated into some tangible gains for wodestribed below.

Family formation: marriage and fertility

Median age at first marriage has increased, buthaitfeof Jordanian women

today marry by the age of 22 (Department of Stasistlordan and Macro
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International Inc. 2008).Childbearing commences soon after marriage; otfesha
Jordanian women have their first baby by the ag23® (Department of Statistics
Jordan and Macro International Inc. 2008)lthough contraceptive use among ever-
married women increased significantly since the0k9®om 40 to 57 percent, rates
have stabilized since 2002 (Department of Stasistmrdan and Macro International
Inc. 2008). Mean ideal family size remains reldinvaigh at 3.9 children per woman
(DOS and Macro Intl. 2008). Total fertility rate dordan decreased from 7.4 in the
late 1970s to 3.6 in 2007 (Department of Statislieslan and Macro International

Inc. 2008), but remains among the highest in there(World Bank 2005).

Women'’s literacy and educational attainment

Literacy levels and educational attainment amonghei have improved and
the gender gap has narrowed. Less than 4 percdotrdénian women cannot read or
write and almost 30 percent have a post-secondagyed (Department of Statistics
Jordan and Macro International Inc. 2008). The gerghp in enrolment in tertiary
education has been slightly in favor of women (éan2006; Kawar 2000) since the
early 1990s (UN MDG database 2010). However, Joagarwomen and men
continue to specialize in gender-typed areas (Deyent of Statistics Jordan 2009).
Women’s completion rates at the tertiary level rent@w and are about one-third of
that of men, and high drop out rates from both hsghool and post secondary

education persist with the primary reason beingiage. (Hendessi 2007)

* Kawar (2000) places age at marriage in the 18723 and the DHS (1990)
estimates women’s median age at marriage in 199@ &round 19. Also, median age
at first marriage pertains to women aged 25-49s/ear

®> Median age at first birth pertains to women aggd!Q years.
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Historical overview of women'’s labor force participation in Jordan

Prior to the 1950s, most of women’s work was as ekima help in private
households and in light industries (Harris 1958)e Tack of industrial production in
the country combined with the availability of emyiwent opportunities in
neighboring countries facilitated outward male raigm. In the 1970s most male
migration from Jordan was into Iraqg, Libya and Sa@ichbia (Moghadam 2005).
High male wages made possible by the oil boom dutins period translated into
sizable remittances that had an income effect omevos participation in paid work
(Moghadam 2005). In the 1980s and into the earl90%9 with rising debt and
changes in the global economy, non-oil producingntes, such as Jordan, switched
to export—based growth in manufacturing and agucal (Moghadam 2005). During
this period, Jordan beefed up its manufacturingosg@JNDP 2002), focusing on
textiles, garments, and pharmaceuticals, whichyaat® among the country’s top
exports along with jewelry, electrical applianceschinery, chemicals, minerals and
plastic products (Jordan Investment Board). Jotas also worked to develop its
services sector (i.e. banking, tourism and telecamoation (Moghadam 2005). In
2007, more than one-half of the country’'s GDP cdroe services, transportation
and communication, 17 percent from industry aneé®@ent from agriculture (Jordan
Investment Board). Less than 3 percent of Jordamd is arable and 11.5 percent is
used for agriculture so employment in this sec®rdaw; in 2009 1 percent of
women’s employment was in agriculture compared t@ Percent of men’s
employment (World Bank 2013c).

The correlation between export-led growth and wdmelabor force

participation in manufacturing that was observedther Asian countries and Turkey,
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did not occur in Jordan (Moghadam 2005). In 2018,d&rcent of employed women
worked in industry compared to 21 percent of emgtbynen (World Bank 2013c).
The majority of female employment (90 percent)niservices (World Bank 2013c).
This may have to do with the nature of the coustgxport industry which was not
conducive to women’s participation.

The period following the implementation of struauladjustment policies
(1990s) was particularly harsh on women. Durings thperiod women’s
unemployment was double that of men, and educateden were more likely to be
without a job than similarly educated men or ledscated women as job growth was

in areas that did not require a high degree of skiéducation (Moghadam 2005).

Current economic activity levels: employment, unemipyment and
underemployment

Jordanian women’s labor force participation is lowlean countries with
similar levels of socio-economic development (WdBadnk 2005). Official sources
put Jordanian women’s labor force participatioralabut 14 percent (Department of
Statistics Jordan 2009)Moreover, only 12 percent of married Jordanian worare
employed (Department of Statistics Jordan 200%high women'’s participation in
paid work doubled between 1980 and 2000 (Kawar R0Di3 estimated to be at one-
half its potential level (World Bank 2005). Unemyieent levels are generally high

in the country; about 10.3% among men and 24.1%ngm@mmen according to 2010

® Author's calculation based on the figures repotigdhe Jordanian Department of
Statistics Labor Force Survey results for Noven#t¥)9. The following data were
reported: female population aged 15-60 (18,384)ale population aged 15-60
employed (2,089); female population aged 15-60 yieyed (531).
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World Bank data (World Bank 2013€)n addition to high levels of unemployment,
underemployment is pervasive in Jordan and partiglated to the mismatch

between labor market demands and skills (World BH05).

Occupational segregation, wage and non-wage gendtfferentials

When Jordanian women work, they enter highly seajesh sectors and
occupations. This is partially related to the ediocal curricula, which continue to
perpetuate traditional gender roles (Hendessi 200@rld Bank 2005). It is also
related to women’s self selection into traditionajors (e.g. education) or training
programs (e.g. secretarial work) (Hendessi 2007ihvis reinforced by traditional
cultural norms discussed below.

Significant levels of vertical and horizontal opational segregation impede
women'’s labor force participation (Hendessi 200ri/ Bank 2005). Occupational
segregation in Jordan is estimated to be the higheSIENA (World Bank 2005).
Women tend to be clustered in the professionalamsciate professional categories
while men tend to be more evenly spread out acogssipations (Department of
Statistics Jordan 2009). Additionally, most workimgmen are in the educational and
health sectors while most men are in public adrretion and defense sectors, and

whole sale and retail trade and related fields @Dpent of Statistics Jordan 2009).

" Unemployment rates for men and women in the foguérter of 2011 were 10.7 %
and 18.3%, respectively according to the JordaraBeyent of Statistics (2012)
Department of Statistics Jordan. 2012. "Press Relea Unemployment in the 4th
Quarter of 2011." Accessed at
http://www.dos.gov.jo/dos_home_e/main/archive/Unkttip quart.pdf on
10/19/2012.
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As in most developing countries, the public sectmmtinues to be the largest
employer of women in Jordan (Moghadam 2005; Saidl2®orld Bank 2005),
despite downsizing in recent years (Miles 2002)vé&doment jobs offer better pay,
job security and longer paid maternity leave (Hssd007). However, women in
the public sector are clustered in “soft” minissreuch as health, education and social
services (World Bank 2005). Moreover, governmegulations on the private sector
reduce incentives to hire women by increasing tiaed indirect costs of hiring them
(Hijab 1988; Miles 2002). These regulations inclupgaid maternity leave, the
provision of childcare facilities if the establisbnt employs more than 20 women,
and other expenses (Hendessi 2007; World Bank 2005)

While the purpose of such regulations is to protgotmen, they create a
backlash that includes not only occupational segreq, partially related to crowding
into more female-typed and low(er) paying jobs, lal$éo wide gender wage
differentials (Hendessi 2007; World Bank 2005). Werld Bank (2005) estimates
that if discrimination were removed and women weaed commensurate with their
education, then women’s wages would increase bpet6ent in the private sector
and 13 percent in the public sector (World Bank 300Significant nonwage
differences exist as well. For example, men recefamily tax allowances,
irrespective of the employment status of their sgsu However, female employees
need to verify that their husbands are incapadtalecreased or old (World Bank

2005).
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Cultural attitudes, gender and family norms

Gender differentials in the country’s labor marleee partially related to
traditional gender ideologies and norms that clvtamen’s public life participation.
Honor killings are particularly problematic in Jardand are related to a culture that
values women’s modesty and seclusion (Moghadam )2Q@Bdanian family law
remains very conservative. Women require the peiomsof their husbands and/or
fathers to look for a job and remain in it. Patéméhority continues post marriage; a
father can prevent his daughter from working evemer husband approves (Sonbol
2003). In recent years, the country has witnessedcheting up of Islamic discourse
emphasizing women’s domestic role, and this has lie&ed to widespread male
unemployment (Miles 2002).

Cultural attitudes and family norms are particylanstraining for women of
low-income groups (Miles 2002), but have had noaotmpn women’s enrolment in
universities (Jansen 2006). Jordanian society pladagh value on education (Jansen
2006; Hendessi 2007), for both girls and boys (fA#A08) as a status symbol of
modernity and culturedness (Janson 2006). Womehisation is meant to increase
their attractiveness in the marriage market raten the labor market (Janson 2006).
The notion that business and work are for men,thatiwomen belong in the house,
contributes to low completion rates in tertiary eation, and consequently low labor
force participation (Hendessi 2007). Attitudes dbappropriate work, stemming
from concerns for safety and modesty, further limimen’s work options (Kawar
2000). For example, teaching and embroidery arepable in so far as they are
consistent with motherly roles or ‘natural’ ab#i (Kawar 2000). Distance of

workplace from home, transportation, sex segregaitiothe workplace and work
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schedules that permit women to return home befark dre among the factors that
affect whether Jordanian women work and what kihdiark they do (Kawar 2000;
Miles 2002, Hendessi 2007). Focus groups of Joashamen reveal great concern for
the increasing power working wives show within theusehold. Husbands felt
particularly threatened if wives made more moneyifothey were unemployed but
their wives worked. In such circumstances, husbdeekit is warranted to divorce
their wives (Miles 2002).

Traditional gender norms and inequalities withie thordanian family are
reproduced in the workplace, as discussed in theiqus section. Employers prefer
not to hire women because of their perceived comenit to family and lack of
experience (Ali, Mustafa, Khouri, and Markaz al-Btin 1990), and the additional
costs of hiring them discussed above. When empolgge women it is at a lower
pay and position even for the same qualificationsedlected in the gender gap in

wages (World Bank 2005).

Intra-regional variations in socioeconomic developrant and social
norms

There are intra-regional differences in levels@tio-economic development
such as women’s literacy rates, school enrolmdatsrand attainment levels, and
variations in gender norms such as women’s workgyaation. (United Nations
Development Programme and Ministry of Planning bterational Cooperation of
the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan 2011). For examp&proportion of women who
cannot read or write is highest in the Southerregoerate of Karak and lowest in the

Central governorate of Madaba (United Nations Dewelent Programme and
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Ministry of Planning and Interational Cooperatidrtlee Hashemite Kingdom of
Jordan 2011). The smallest gender gap in adutatieis in the Central governorate
of Amman and the Southern Governorate of Aqabalewthe widest gap is in the
Southern governorate of Ma’an. These rates masknaniral differences which are
even wider — rural women have the lowest literatgs (United Nations
Development Programme and Ministry of Planning bterational Cooperation of
the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan 2011).

Access to vocational training, which can facilitataployment, and the
distribution of medium and small enterprises wtgah offer employment
opportunities, are also uneven across Jordan’smedlJnited Nations Development
Programme and Ministry of Planning and Interatidbabperation of the Hashemite
Kingdom of Jordan 2011). Women'’s access to sharatonal training course is
lowest in the South, and the concentration of mmadimd small enterprises is the
highest in the Central region of Amman and Zargathe Southern region of Agaba
(United Nations Development Programme and Minisfri?lanning and Interational
Cooperation of the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan 2011

These intraregional differences may be partiallstesl to divergent
development trajectories that have to do with gaplgy and natural resources that
lead to the concentration of development resourcesrtain areas. For example,
Amman has historically been one of the centeraddstry (Harris 1958). However,
intraregional differences may also be linked tofguad historical differences

between the country’s Bedouin tribes, village dessland urban comminutes, and
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the presence of ethnic and religious minoritiehwistorical ties to the West (Harris
1958).

Although Jordan is predominately Arab and Musliom&, there are a few
religious and ethnic minoritiés The largest religious non-Muslim minority are
Christians — mostly Greek Orthodox, Greek Cathatid Roman Catholics (Harris
1958). The largest non-Arab ethnic minority are @eeassians — descendants of
Sunni Muslims who fled the Caucasus after the Rmssbnquest in the T'&entury
(Harris 1958). Circassians are noted to have magst®vnized customs due to their
historical affiliation with Europe (Harris 1958)rdlan’s Christian minorities also
have greater assimilation to Western customs divein ties to the West by virtue of
the religion they share; they have also historychien more urbanized, educated and
wealthy (Harris 1958).

Contact with the West and the greater assimilgtionestern practices and
values also differentiates the West Bankers (adedtinians) from East Bankers (i.e.
what is traditionally known as Transjordan). Foliogz1948, the West Bank was
annexed and added to the Transjordanian East B&wekTranjordanian East Bank is
largely rural and isolated, while the West Bankitery, consisting of Palestinians, is
mostly urbanized, and by virtue of having been uiigtégish mandate rule, was more
westernized (Harris 1958). The West Bank regioesaore secularized compared to

the historically conservative eastern parts of dor@Harris 1958).

8 The religious composition of Jordan is as follows: 92 percent Sunni Muslim, 6
percent Christian, 2 percent Shi’a Muslims and Druze. Source: Jordan Investment
Board. "Jordan Fact Sheet." Accessed at
http://www.jordaninvestment.com/JordanataGlance/JordanFactSheet/tabid/2
19/language/en-US/Default.aspx on 03/11/2013..
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While tribal affiliation and kinship ties historiltyhave defined the social
organization of Jordanians, there are profoundhcsl differences in the social
values, expectations, livelihoods, and dress oB@ouin nomads/tribes of the
desert, village dwellers and townspeople. Whiled@sa nomads and village dwellers
share similar kinship patterns that are patrilinpatrilocal and based on paternal
authority, town dwellers have been more westernaedtlin tune with ideals of
individualism and social and economic progress (isld958). These historical

differences may patrtially explain present-day dédfeces gender and family norms.
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CHAPTER 7. SUMMARY AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS

In this dissertation, | empirically test the effectf women’ work and relative
economic resources on married women’s authorithiwithe household in Jordan net
of the effects of more culturally relevant souradspower and other background
individual and household characteristics. Econoregources refer to characteristics
of women such as their employment status, incomg& @ccupational prestige.
Culturally relevant sources of women’s domestic povefer to attributes of women,
which based on their gender and position withinféreily or household, gives them
respect, prestige and influence (Dixon-Mueller 199%son and Moore 1983; Mason
1986). Culturally relevant sources of power refléne social context (i.e. gender and
family systems) and include characteristics suchmasital duration, number of
children, whether the woman is married to the healousehold, and whether the
woman is related to her husband prior to marriage€ndogamy) (Mason 1997).

Research on the determinants of household decisikimg authority has been
conducted in a broad range of developing coun{Bésom, Wypij, and Gupta 2001;
Marion 2004; Mason 1997; Mason and Smith 2003; @pgpt070). Many of these
studies have focused on the effects of women’s warlauthority in decisionmaking
(Balk 1997; Handapangoda 2012; Heaton, Huntsmah Féake 2005; Jejeebhoy and
Sathar 2001; Kabeer, Mahmud, and Tasneem 2011z Hnitl Makinwa-Adebusoye
1999; Malhotra and Mather 1997, Rammohan and J&@&9). However, the
conditions under which women’s work increases atthavithin the household
remain unclear. This dissertation makes severalortapt contributions in this

respect.
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First, it explores the effects of women’s work ouatherity in household
decisionmaking in a context where women’s work aser(women’s labor force
participation in Jordan is less than 15%) and rigadiitional gender norms prevail.
Second, it tests the importance of women’s workavigs culturally more relevant
sources of empowerment, such as women’s familjstathird, it distinguishes
between different dimensions of household decisgking — namely, personal
decisions and family management decisions. Fouréxpands our knowledge of the
conditions through which productive work influencgemen’s authority within the
household by looking at the nature of women’s wagtative income and relative
occupational prestige. Relative income and relatoecupational prestige are
dimensions of women’s work that may influence em@onent within the household
by conferring both material and non-material resesrwhich can be leverage in
decisionmaking.

Finally, most research on women in MENA has focusadwomen’s low
labor force participation, the lowest in the wordhd structural-level explanations.
Few studies explore the interrelationship betweendgr, work and family, and
guantitative work in this area is limited. My aytadal approach to exploring the
effects of women’s work and other relative economilvantages rests on several
theoretical strands pertaining to household decsmeaking as a particular facet of
women’s empowerment and women’s work. Refer to f@ddifor a conceptual map
of the determinants of women'’s authority in houdeecisionmaking.

In the preceding chapters | discussed theoretipprcaches to, and the

measurement of, women’s empowerment with a paaicdbcus on women’s
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authority in household decisionmaking. | referredd¢search on both developed and
developing countries to summarize how our undedstan of the importance,
meanings, causes and consequences of women’s emmpemieand its measurement
have evolved and where gaps in our knowledge remain

Women’s empowerment has been conceptualized boghcasdition or state
and a process. It has also been construed in w@ringividual agency and structure.
While individual characteristics and resources erattmpowerment derives from
broader institutionalized power relations. The abods for women’s empowerment
occur on multiple levels of social organizationhe tindividual, family/household,
community, market, government and broader sociedgditionally, context
operationalized in terms of gender or family nornhsyel of socio-economic
development, or type of economic structure in afea&sidence, gives social meaning
to sources of power and conditions the size ofcedfelThe multidimensional nature of
empowerment implies that the causes and conditainempowerment differ by
dimension, and that empowerment in one dimensioyn moa correspond with other
dimensions.

My approach to women’s authority in household deaisaking is based on
the conceptualization of empowerment as accessdocantrol over material and
non-material resources that enables one to chau$eaet free from the control of
others. Three strands of literature on women’sauitthin household decisionmaking
stand out. Resource theory provides a unitary moflebusehold decisionmaking in
which authority is based on relative economic resest Performance theories

emphasize women’s deference in household decisikingmas gender performance
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rather than a product of individual resources. Tiesoof institutionalized patriachy
emphasize institutionalized male dominance whilergodiaing approaches
conceptualize household decisionmaking as a bamgaprocess shaped by cultural
norms (i.e. gender and family systems).

Most empirical research on the determinants of wodseuthority in
household decisionmaking in developing countries fecused on the effects of
women’s work. The focus on women’s work rests oo &gsumptions. First, work
confers material and nonmaterial resources that emooan leverage in household
bargaining. Second, since women’s labor force @pdtion enhanced women’s
empowerment in the West, it is theoretically expdcto have the same effect in
developing countries. Evidence from the field iradés mixed effects of work on
increased authority in household decisionmaking.more traditional contexts,
economic advantages may matter less, or not atathpared to more culturally
relevant sources of power such as number of ligogs and being married to the
head of the household. Even among seemingly egafit@ouples, or in societies
transitioning toward greater equality at home amgbublic, women’s advantages in
relative economic resources may produce a backlashuse of the persistence of
traditional gender ideology that attributes thegémt economic contribution and
position for men. Under such circumstances, wonmean or both may engage in
gender deviation correction behavior to restorenadive roles and behavior — i.e.

male authority within the household.
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Research questions and hypotheses

Based on resource theory in a cultural contexfopmance theories, theories
of institutionalized patriarchy and bargaining aggmhes, and empirical evidence on
the effects of work on women’s authority within theusehold, | address the
following questions:

1. Does work enhance married women'’s decisionmakaghority net of the
effects of culturally relevant sources of power anther background individual and
household characteristics?

If relative economic resources affect women’s harigg power within the
household as resource theory predicts, women whd wbould have greater
decisionmaking authority within the household. Muwer, within the various kinds of
economic activity women undertake, paid work thatfers independent income (in
contrast to unpaid family work or unpaid work) shlibwonfer greater positive
benefits. On the other hand, if deference in hooiseldecisionmaking is more
performance in service of rigid gender norms aglipted by performance theory,
than women’s work will not confer greater decisi@kimg authority.

2. Do women'’s relative advantages in income andwugational prestige
enhance women’s authority in household decisionmadinet of the effects of
individual and household characteristics?

If relative economic resources affect women’s biaigg power within the
household as predicted by resource theory, thaofribe effects of individual and
household characteristics, women whose incomedatdhe same or more than their
husbands are likely to have greater authority insketold decisions than women who

earn less than their spouse or who work but haveanaeings. Additionally, women
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who are in occupations that are equally or moréfiggrestigious than their
husbands are likely to have greater authority insletold decisions than women
whose occupational prestige is lower. Howevergiedence in household
decisionmaking is more performance in servicegitirgender norms as predicted by
performance theory, than women'’s relative advargagecome and occupational
prestige will not be associated with greater deaisiaking authority.

3. Do the effects of women’s work and economic neses (i.e. relative
income and occupational prestige) on women’s autitpmwithin the household vary
by dimension of domestic power (i.e. type of housldhdecision)?

If cultural context gives meaning to sources of poas resource theory in a
cultural context predicts, and if the extent ofgaaning and what can be bargained
over are shaped by social context as predictedabyaining approaches, than
women’s work and economic resources are expectbdve a positive and
statistically significant effect on women’s authgiin personal decisions. On the
other hand, women’s work and economic resourcesxXrected to have a smaller or
statistically non-significant effect on women'’s laotity in family management
decisions which in a patriarchal society may bgexilio greater male involvement.

4. Do regional characteristics, such as levels ot®-economic development
and the extent of patriarchal gender norms, condii regional averages of
women’s household decisionmaking authority and inéince the size of the effects
of women’s work on women'’s authority in householédsionmaking?

If institutionalized power relations in broadercsty shape the dynamics of

intra-household gender dynamics as predicted byrig® of institutionalized
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patriarchy than: (a) women who live in regions nearlby above average levels of
socioeconomic development and less patriarchal sicshould experience higher
levels of household decisionmaking authority refgssl of their own characteristics
and those of their households; and (b) the effeictgomen’s work on their authority

in household decisionmaking should be stronger rems with average or above
average levels of socio-economic development assl patriarchal norms. Similarly,

the effects of women’s work on their authority iausehold decisionmaking should
be smaller in areas marked by below average lefed®cio-economic development
and more patriarchal gender norms.

The hypotheses presented above may be thoughtao€Eemplementary rather
than competing way. For example, if cultural contgiwves meaning to sources of
power, what can be bargained over and how muchabvang can take place, as
predicted by bargaining approaches and the theforgsources in a cultural context,
than economic activity and women’s relative ecormomnaisources can still enhance
women'’s decisionmaking authority net of the effeaftgulturally relevant sources of
power as predicted by the theory of relative resesir However, cultural gender
scripts may mediate the extent to which economsousces enhance women’s
authority within the household — that is, women éndeverage to participate in the

decisionmaking process but not necessarily to eseegxclusive control.
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CHAPTER 8. DATA AND METHODS

This research is based on secondary data analysikis chapter | describe
the survey instrument, sampling procedure, measutéiged and the analytical
sample. | also explain my analytical methodology &pproaching my research
guestions.

The data source for the study is the 2007 Demogeaqid Health Survey
(DHS) for Jordan conducted by the Department ofiSies with primary funding
from the Government of Jordan and USAID and add#aidunding from UNICEF
and UNFPA’ DHS surveys cover a variety of population and themlsues and have
been carried out in many developing countries. aordas conducted four standard
DHS surveys in 1990, 1997, 2002 and 2007 and aninmtsurvey in 2009. The 2007
Jordan DHS is unique in that it offers detailedadah women’s economic activity,
including employment status, relative income anclipational status.

The 2007 Jordan DHS is a nationally representatample of 14,564
households that covers all 12 governorates anchuaibd rural areas. The sampling
frame does not include remote areas and therelmlades the nomadic population.
Populations in group housing are also not coveredlospitals, hotels, prisons, and
work camps. In addition to a household module, @stjannaire was administered to
10,876 eligible ever-married women aged 15-49 whptsn the selected household
the night before the survey interview. The eligillemen response rate was 97.9
percent (Department of Statistics Jordan and Madernational Inc. 2008). Due to

my focus on the effects of women’s relative researon authority in household

9 The survey is entitled the “Jordan Population and Family Health Survey” and is
part of the worldwide Demographic and Health Surveys Programs.
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decisions, my sample is restricted to currentlyrradrwomen. This leaves us with a
sample size of 10,360 currently married women, al®&upercent of the original
sample. Descriptive statistics of my dependentepathdent and control variables are

presented in Appendix Table 1.

Dependent variables

The part of the questionnaire that is of most ggéeffor this study has to do
with questions on various aspects of householdsgeunaking. Women were asked

“who usually decides....” or “who usually makes dams...” on/about the
following: (1) how husband’s earnings are used; l{galth care for yourself; (3)
making major purchases; (4) making purchases fdy ti@musehold needs; and (5)
visits to your family and relatives. Response catieg include respondent only,
respondent and husband, husband only and othee frélquency distributions of
these decisionmaking variables are presented ireAgig Table 2.

In many developing countries, household decisionntpis not confined to
the conjugal pair and may include other co-residilgtives such as parents and in-
laws. However, the majority of households in Jordae nuclear (88 percent of
analytic sample}° Thus, about one percent or fewer women reportetesae else as
the person who usually decides. | recode my depgndeiable in terms of decisions
for which women are the sole deciders (sole autjjorii also construct a secondary

measure of women’s authority in household decismking that accounts for

women’s participation in decisionmaking (sharechatity) that includes women who

19| define a nuclear household as one in which tieeosly one married female and
one married male.
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decide in conjunction with their spouses or alowéile it is difficult to ascertain
whether the respondent is the junior or equal paitmshared decisionmaking (Desai
and Johnson 2005), distinguishing between womenighogity in household
decisionmaking in terms of exclusive control vergqasticipation may reveal the
effects of women’s work on enhancing women’s pgéton in household
decisionmaking that would otherwise be masked if fmeused exclusively on
women'’s sole authority.

In addition to distinguishing between differentdés/ of authority (sole versus
shared), | use principal components factor analisidistinguish between different
dimensions of household decisionmaking. | first elodousehold decisionmaking
authority with all five items described above. Eaghthe five decisionmaking
variables are reverse coded so that the highese ssoassigned to the response
category “Respondent alone”, followed by “Resportidamd Husband”, “Husband
alone” and “Someone Else/Other.” Items that doloatl well on a factor (less than
0.40) are deleted. The extracted components areleldbto best describe the
dimension of decisionmaking within the househol@tteach factor appears to
represent based on variables with the highestigadi0.40 or more) after rotation on
that factor, and in keeping with theory and praatidility.

Results of the principal component factor analgsis presented in Table 1
and indicate that household decisionmaking is umeel by two dimensions which |
refer to as family management decisions (factoarid personal decisions (factor 2)
based on the items with the highest loadings. Dmwsrelating to daily needs, large

purchases, social visits, and husband’s earnirigeaal on factor 1 with loadings of
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0.6 or greater after rotation. The decision retatim personal health loads on factor 2
with a loading of 0.9 after rotation.

Rather than utilizing predicted scores, | constracsummative index for
family management decisionmaking ranging from Oedlecting the number of
decisions (i.e. decisions relating to daily neddsge purchases, social visits, and
husband’s earnings) for which women report havirlg sr shared authority. The use
of a summative index is justified in this casetasomposition is substantiated by the
results of the factor analysis. Additionally, a snative index provides a more
intuitive understanding for the reader than a mtedi score, and facilitates cross-
country comparisons. Since the summative index dole authority in family
management decisionmaking is highly positively sk@with many zero values, |
recode this measure into a binary outcome variabhkhich women who have a score
of 1 or greater on the sole authority in family ragement index are coded “1” and
women with a score of 0 on the index are coded “Ohe frequency distribution on
the index measuring shared authority in family nggemaent decisionmaking is only
slightly skewed, so no transformation of this villgais necessary. | analyze women’s
personal decisionmaking as a binary variable. Thezeall subsequent analyses are
conducted on four dependent variables:

1. Sole authority in at least one family managemeratee decision
(binary)

2. Shared authority in family management decisionngakimdex
(continuous)

3. Sole authority in personal decisionmakitgnary)
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4. Shared authority in personal decisionmak{bgary)

About 66 percent of women in the analytical samglgort being the sole
decision maker on at least one family managemelatece matter. On average,
women in my analytical sample reported particigatim 2.6 of 4 family
management-related decisions. Almost one-half efssimple (47 percent) reported
exclusive authority in personal decisionmaking &h#9 percent reported shared

authority in personal matters.

Independent variables

Because this study focuses on whether economicmes® adequately explain
women’s empowerment within the household, | user fomeasures of economic
activity— current labor force participation, emphognt status, relative income and

relative occupational prestige.

Labor force participation

The DHS asked women “have you done any work ifakieseven days, even
for one hour. By “work” | mean any paid work, angrk in a business completely or
partially owned by yourself, any work in a businessed by the household without
payment or work in any other business.” The sunvggs an expanded definition of
work that captures both paid and unpaid work anchdibased work or work in
family business. The measure of work | use inclugdesien who reported working in
last seven days or had a job but were absent framlast seven days. Approximately

13 percent of the analytical sample is currentlykia.
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Employment status

The second measure is employment status. Work, enpaid, can enhance
women’s authority in household decisionmaking et éffect may vary by the nature
of work (paid versus unpaid or self-employed versusployee). The DHS asked
currently working women “what is your employmentatss?” The variable is
categorical and can take on the following valuespleyee, employer, self employed,
unpaid family worker and unpaid worker. Over 9@ceat of women in the sample
are employees. Unpaid family workers (n= 20) anplaish workers (n=3) constitute a
very small category so | group them when runningmmodels. However, there are
some differences between the two — unpaid familykeas tend to be less educated
and belong to less affluent households comparathpaid workers who tend to be
more educated and come from wealthier families. i#athlly, unpaid family
workers tend to be clustered in occupations typafafamily-run businesses and
farms. Among the three unpaid workers in our sampite reported herself as a

modern health professional, and two reported thexasas clerical workers.

Relative income

The third measure is relative income. The DHS askewchen “would you say
that the money you earn is more than what your dnghkearns, less than what he
earns, or about the same?” This variable is otdind has the following response
categories: more than him; less than him; aboutstimee; husband doesn't bring in
any money; and don’t know. About 87 percent of wonre the analytical sample
report having no income; this reflects mostly womér do not work (n= 8,987) and

a very small number of women who work but are utfar23). Seven percent of
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women report having less income than their spouses. percent of women report
making about the same or more than their husbakd®gligible proportion of the
sample reported husbands with no earnings (n=4@)wamen in this group are all
paid workers, so effectively can be considered &wvehmore relative income.
However, | analyze them as a separate group tcoexhe possibility of gender

compensation behavior under different circumstances

Occupational prestige

The fourth measure is relative occupational stafismen who are currently
working or worked in the last 12 months were asébdut their current occupation.
Wives also reported on their husbands’ occupatiddblS coded occupations
according to 1988 International Standard of Classibn of Occupations (ISCO-88).
| construct a measure of relative occupational tgesby mapping Treiman’s
occupational prestige scores to the occupationt déwives and husbands. See
Appendix Table 3 for the occupation distributionvedmen and men and respective
Treiman occupational prestige score. | calculal&tive occupational prestige scores
as the difference between wives and husbands’ aticunal prestige, similar to a
procedure followed by McCloskey (1996). | classifigmen in my analytical sample
into four groups: both do not work; husband hasemmestige, wife does not work;
husband has more prestige, wife works; and wifedaamse or greater prestige. The
last category (wife has same or greater occupdtfmestige) includes women whose
husbands do not work (n= 141). About three-qusrtédrwomen in the sample are
married to men who have greater occupational gestut the majority of these

cases are attributable to the fact that most wodemot work. About 4 percent
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consists of women who work but whose husbands bes@&ter occupational prestige
and about 10 percent comprises women whose ocouphtprestige is equal to or
greater than that of their husbands. Less than fL#hi® category includes working

wives whose husbands are without work (n=141).

Control variables

Because | explore the effects of work on women'thawty in household
decisionmaking in a context where women’s work aserand traditional gender
norms prevail, | control for culturally relevantuwsoes of power. These include the
following four measures of women’s status withiee thousehold: martial duration,
whether the respondent has at least one livingwbather the respondent’s husband
has co-wives, whether the respondent is relatéetdusband prior to marriage (e.g.
cousins) and the respondent’s relation to the loéadusehold.

Women’s negotiation and communication skills imgawer the course of
marriage. In a society where women are largely ssemothers and have no source
of financial security except their male kin, haviagleast one living son can secure a
women’s position within her marital home and enlgaher bargaining position. Co-
wives may weaken women’s bargaining position if veonmave to compete with the
demands of other wives. Endogamy — the practicenaifrying within one’s social
group or family, may enhance women’s status witthiea household (reflected in
whether women reported being related to husbanar poi marriage, for example
being cousins). Being married to the head of twskhold or being the head of the
household also shifts decisionmaking dynamics worfaof women. Because a very

small number of currently married women report geihe head of the household
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(n=83), I include them along with women who are mear to the household head
(n=9,458).

About 80 percent of women in the sample have &t leae son, 6 percent are
married to husbands who have co-wives, and 43 peere related to their husbands
prior to marriage (i.e. an endogamous marriageg. mhjority of women (91 percent)
are married to the household head.

In addition to culturally relevant sources of dotieepower, which | refer to
as family status measures, | control for a numbeindividual and household
characteristics. These background variables inclwvdemen’s age, women’s
educational attainment, husbands’ educational ratant, husbands’ economic
activity status, whether the husband is livingha same household as the respondent,
household wealth index and place of residence (un@@l and region). Because the
household decisionmaking may be influenced bothgeynder and generational
hierarchies (Sen, Rastogi, and Vanneman 2006)sd ebntrol for the number of
female and male adults in the household. See Appehable one for summary

statistics.

Methods

In the previous section, | described my data. Herexplain the analytical
methodology | select to test my hypotheses andware best suited to the nature of

the data.
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Ordinary least squares regressions

The testing of my hypotheses requires differenthm@s. | conduct ordinary
least squares regressions of women'’s shared atythofamily decisionmaking index
on my explanatory factors and control variablesiclude my variables sequentially
in my analysis building progressively complex madélcontrol for a number of
background characteristics described above. Therieadpmodel | adopt is described

below:

n k
Y= Lo+ BuonX +ZZﬂj X, +¢

i=1 j=1

where

Y is the number of family management decisions fbictv women report deciding
in conjunction with their spouses or alone (i.arsl authority in family management
decisionmaking index);

[, is the intercept;
B.ois the estimated effect of women’s work on the staauthority in family

management decisionmaking index score of womamd; a

n k
Z Z represents the control variables for k numberaftols and n number of
=1 j=1

observations.

| model the effects of women’s employment staffs,..) relative income(f,,.ome

and relative occupational prestiq# on women'’s shanethority in family

prestige)

decisionmaking index in a similar fashion.
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Ordered logistic regressions

Because the shared authority in family managemeaistbnmaking index is
composed of multiple categories (0,1, 2, 3, 4) timte a meaningful rank order in
which a value is ‘higher’ than the previous onalslo use an ordered logistical model
to analyze its correlates. The ordered logisticesegjon model is composed of a
number of logits on binary outcomes which calciddtee odds of falling in the first
category versus higher categories, the second agtegrsus higher categories and
so on. Although each equation can have differeetraepts, the effect of a variable is
held to be equal in all equations (parallel regossassumption), which is not

necessarily realistic but can be tested (Long 2012)

Logistic regressions

The remaining three outcome variabMemen’s sole authority in at least one
family management decisiowomen’s sole authority in personal decisionmaking
and women’s shared authority in personal decisionmakang binary so | analyze

them using a logistic model summarized below:

logit[ p(Y =1)]= B, + Buon X + 2. 2B X,

i=1 j=1
where
Y is one of the binary outcome variables
(1) sole authority in family decisionmaking
(2) sole authority in personal decisionmaking
(3) shared authority in personal decisionmaking

B is the intercept;
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B.ois the estimated effect of women’s work on the siecmaking authority of

woman i; and

n Kk
Z Z represents the control variables for k numberaftols and n number of
i=1 =1

observations.

| model the effects of women’s employment staffs,,.J) relative income(f,.ome
and relative occupational prestiggs, ... ©On women's smléhority in family

decisionmaking and sole and shared authority inqrel decisionmaking in a similar

fashion.

Propensity score matching

Results from the OLS, ordinal logistical and logigk regressions of women’s
authority in family management and personal deomsiaking on women’s work may
indicate correlation but not necessarily causatidhe correlation between women'’s
participation in work and authority in househole¢ideonmaking could be due to the
fact that women who are empowered within the hoolskedre those who are likely to
overcome cultural barriers to their participatiarpaid work (Kabeer, Mahmud, and
Tasneem 2011)

There are several ways to address endogeniety eetwemen’s work and
women’s empowerment within the household. Qualiatiata provide rich detail on
causal pathways to empowerment within the housefi@teer, Mahmud, and
Tasneem 2011). Longitudinal data can also helpautessues of endogeniety
through life course analysis (Kabeer, Mahmud, aash€em 2011). Instrumental

variable methods have been used to estimate teetethf women’s participation in
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credit schemes on women’s bargaining power (Os2@dr) , women’s health
(Nanda 1999), and to explore the effects of womeigsk on a variety of dimensions
of women’s empowerment (Rammohan and Johar 2009).

In my analysis, | adopt two techniques to addreesdsue of endogeniety —
propensity score matching and within-householddigéects. The propensity to
engage in productive work is likely to be correthtath factors that influence the
propensity for women’s decisionmaking authority.ddudress the potential bias due
to unobserved heterogeneity, | use propensity nrajastimation. This technique
was first developed by Rosenbaum and Rubin (1988pensity score matching
methods have been increasingly employed in stuafigsedicine and epidemiology,
as well as in education and other social scienseareh. Unlike traditional matching
estimators which condition on X (a set of covasatpropensity score matching
techniques condition on the propensity score siservations with the same
propensity score share similar distributions ofwtketor of covariates (Dehejia and
Wahba 1999; Mocan and Tekin 2006).

The first step in propensity score matching isneating the propensity score
using a logistical regression where the propersitye is defined as a function of a

vector of covariates X such that L D, |p(X,) - namely, thatditional on the

propensity score, the covariates are independdheadssignment to treatment (Di) —
in this case work participation (Rosenbaum and RabB83). The choice of the
covariates are determined by satisfying the batenproperty — that is, that the
average propensity score of treatment (women wh&wvemd control units (women

who do not work) do not differ within each groupeer and Ichino 2002; Dehejia
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and Wahba 1999; Dehejia and Wahba 2002). Impoemgammon support

condition ensures that each treated unit (womenw®) is matched with a
corresponding control unit (women who do not woilt)is condition may or may not
improve the quality of matches, so may not be resrggBecker and Ichino 2002;
Mocan and Tekin 2006). The average treatment effiethe treated (ATT) is the
average difference in the outcome variable (in ¢thse the extent of women’s
authority in household decisionmaking) betweenttéated and untreated cases, after
the sample of untreated cases is reweighted oprtpensity score of treated cases,
and it is estimated as a nonparametric regres€iabiehdo and Kopeinig 2005;

Mocan and Tekin 2006).

| generate the propensity scores using the STAPaAtorecommand and
then estimate the average treatment effect orrélagetd using the generated
propensity scores (Becker and Ichino 2002). Acewydo Becker and Ichin (2002), a
range of matching methods are available all of wimaply a “...tradeoff between
quality and quantity of matches, and none of theapriori superior to the others”
(p.361).

Thestratified methodlivides the propensity score into intervals sa tha
treatment and control cases within the strata shlaoet the same propensity score
and ATT is calculated as the average ATT of thekldhis approach, however,
risks excluding treatment cases for which therenareontrol cases within the same
strata. Thenearest neighbor methadatches each treatment case to a control case
with the nearest propensity score. However thishEaa poor match if the nearest

control case has a very different propensity sdReglius methodshatch treatment
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cases to control cases within a pre-specified eadibe selection of small radius may
result with better matches, but also the losseztient cases for which there are no
control caseKernel matchingadopts weighted averages of all control casebato t
better matches have a bigger influence on the asbmof ATT (Rendall 2013), in
contrast to radius matching in which all controitsimre equally weighted regardless
of the quality of the match (Caliendo and Kopeiai§5).

For greater confidence in results, | calculateARd@ for each of my four
dependent variables using all four methods dest@b®ve and compare results. |
calculate the propensity score using the followgongariates which are expected to
influence women’s propensity to engage in prodectiwork: woman’s age, woman’s
educational level, husband’s educational levelbbhod’s presence in the household,
household wealth index, whether the woman hasaat tene child under the age of 5;
whether two or more adult males or two or more &f@wmhales live in the household,
urban/rural residence and governorate. Conditionmgariables that are not strictly
exogenous (i.e. correlated with both women’s wakipipation and authority in
household decisionmaking) may introduce bias (Mauah Tekin 2006).

With the exception of the stratification method ¥dnich this command is not
available, ATT standard of errors are computedgiaibootstrap with 50
replications. Bootstrapping is one way to addrbesgtroblem with standard of errors
— namely, “the problem is that the estimated vaeaof the treatment effect should
also include the variance due to the estimatiah@fropensity score, the imputation

of the common support, and possibly also the ardeshich treated individuals are
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matched. These estimation steps add variation loetyennormal sampling
variation.™*

Propensity score matching assumes that givenaf séservable
characteristics, women differ in their choice torkvor reasons uncorrelated to the
outcome of interest — authority in household dedisiaking. Results are robust in so
far as the unobservable characteristics that maeaem more likely to engage in
work do not directly affect their authority in halmld decisionmaking. Otherwise,
results are biased if unobservable characteristatsinfluence the propensity to work
also affect household decisionmaking. Estimateab@fiverage treatment effect on
the treated assume that individuals’ assignmetreiment is independent of each
other (Caliendo and Kopeinig 2005). However, worninng in household in which

other women engage in productive work may be mkedylto work themselves.

Within-household fixed effects analysis can palgtiabldress these shortcomings.

Within-household fixed effects analysis

Household characteristics can influence both womerthances of
participating in paid work and women’s authority fmusehold decisionmaking.
Controlling for unobserved household charactessti&n partially isolate the effect of
work on women’s authority thereby addressing tieitdtions of propensity score
matching discussed above. The only variables thegr éhe within-household fixed
effects model are those that pertain to the woneaedlf — namely, women’s work,

women’s age, women’s education, husbands’ charsitsr (presence in same

1 Source: European Commission website:
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docgenaluation/evalsed/sourcebooks/
method_techniques/counterfactual_impact_evalugtropénsity/propensity _details
en.htm
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household as wife, educational level and currebbridorce participation), marital
duration, whether the respondent has at least imgy Ison, whether respondent’s
husband has co-wives, respondent’s relationshifnéohead of the household, and
whether the respondent is related to her husbaondtprmarriage (endogamy).

The dependent variableromen’s shared authority in family management
decisionmakingis continuous and near normal, so it is analyzsithguthe xtreg
command in STATA. Since the dependent variablesnen’s sole authority in at
least one family management related decision, wasmssle authority in personal
decisionmaking and women’s shared authority in personal decisionmakarg
binary, they are estimated with STATA’s xtlogit corand so only households in

which there are at least two women enter the model.

Multi-level analysis of the effects of work on womis authority in household
decisionmaking

Women’s empowerment within the household is shapedndividual and
household characteristics. Yet, contextual factoes/ influence the distribution of
these resources within the population. For exanggpprtunities to go to school and
employment will influence chances of being educaed engaging in productive
work, in addition to conditioning the size of théfeets of these variables on
outcomes of interest. Although | control for plac€ residence (urban/rural and
governorate) in the preceding analyses, multi-lewellysis controls for observed and
unobserved heterogeneity, which would otherwisd keasmaller standard of errors
and spurious results.

| conduct a hierarchal linear modeling (HLM) an#@yto explore whether

contextual factors influence regional averages ainen’s household decisionmaking
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authority, and if they conditions the effects ofman’s work on authority within the
household — namely whether the positive effectsvomen’s work on household
decisionmaking are stronger in regions marked lg&yaye or above average levels of
socio-economic development and less patriarchaldggemorms. Analysis is
conducted on 24 regions which reflect the govereoira which women reside and
whether or not their locality is urban or rural.

The use of multi-level modeling can be justified dmee principles —
theoretical, empirical and statistical (Luke 200#).Chapter 3 | summarized key
theoretical perspectives on the determinants of &os authority in household
decisionmaking. Theories of institutionalized mptaver posit that women’s status
within the household is not only a function of theadividual characteristics and
those of their households, but also structuraloiactThe pervasiveness of patriarchy
within our cultural, social, economic, political candeological frameworks shapes
women’s comparative resources and influences wénatoe bargained over and how
much bargaining can take place (Agarwal 1997; @slkt al. 1993; Gillespie 1971,
Sen and Batliwala 2000). Empirical evidence reiodgr the multilevel nature of
women’s empowerment with the household. Cross-ecgwsttdies illustrate that the
size and statistical significance of the effectsmmimen’s resources vary from one
context to the other (Bloom, Wypij, and Gupta 200harmalingam and Morgan
1996; Heaton 1996; Jejeebhoy and Sathar 2001; MBE38n). Statistically, the case
for multilevel analysis is strong when the data remdtilevel in nature. Of the three
justifications described above, the third is theakest for the data | use since they are

collected on the individual level. The DHS did mollect governorate level or other
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regional level statistics. To test my hypothesesgheneffects of contextual factors |
had to aggregate up from the individual levelpattion in itself.

The contextual factors in which | am interested r@gional levels of socio-
economic development and extent of patriarchal sornh operationalize level of
socio-economic development in terms of average wsniteracy rate in a given
region. | operationalize gender norms in termswbd tmeasures: women’s work
participation and attitudes toward wife beatingowLlevels of women’s labor force
participation rate may reflect traditional genderms and the notion that women
belong at home. They could also reflect poor wgsgartunities. Women'’s attitudes
toward wife beating may reflect one aspect of pathal norms. Research on gender-
based violence in the Arab region suggest thatjubkgfication of wife beating by
both women and men may be partially related toigratral attitudes (Haj-Yahia
2002; Haj-Yahia and Uysal 2011; Khawaja, Linos, &ieRoueiheb 2008; Obeid,
Chang, and Ginges 2010) in so far as patriarcledlodyy condones male dominance
and control over women, emphasizes women’s obedianc loyalty to men, and
justifies women’s punishment for violating thesems (Smith 1990; Straus 1977).

Summary statistics of regional-level indicatorso€ioeconomic development
and gender norms are presented in Appendix Tallesd 4b. The data are initially
available on the woman-level, but because thegctthe regional context, they can
be aggregated to the regional level. The rejectibmvife beating rate reflects the
percent of women who believe that wife beating @ justified under any of the
seven conditions specified in the interview — namgbing out without telling the

husband, neglecting the children, arguing or imsglthe husband, disobeying the
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husband or having relations with another man. Oeragye, about 93 percent of
women in my analytical sample are literate; aboupedcent of women reject
domestic violence under any circumstance, and alddutpercent of women
participate in productive work. However, there ensiderable spread across regions
(see Appendix Tables 4a and 4b).

Given the multidimensional nature of women’s emponent (and
patriarchy), women’s labor force participation seatgend women'’s disapproval of wife
beating may not go hand-in-hand and this is redldat the data on Jordan. Appendix
Table 4b indicates that while women'’s literacy sad@d rejection of wife beating are
highest in the Central region, women’s labor fopegticipation is the lowest in this
part of the country. By contrast, women’s partitigpa in the labor force is highest in
the Southern region, yet this is a pocket of thentty where women'’s literacy and
rejection of wife beating are low.

Results from ANOVA analysis (not shown here) ilhast statistically
significant differences in the variance in womedéisionmaking authority between
regions for all four measures except sole authantypersonal decisionmaking.
However, these results should be taken with cauti®rthe ANOVA approach to
modeling between-group differences treats groupamaters as fixed effects,
overlooking random variability in group-level cheteristics, and it is less capable of
handling severely unbalanced designs (Luke 2004).

| use a two-level model to explore the effects @fel of socio-economic
development and gender norms on women'’s autharityousehold decisionmaking.

For each of my four dependent variables, | estintat® equations - one at the
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individual level and one at the regional. In eacttance | model both the intercept
(average level of women’s authority) and the wodktigipation gradient (effect of
women'’s work on household decisionmaking autharity)

Typically, HLM analysis involves three steps, tivstfpartitions the variance
in the outcome into its within and between regiotemponents. The fully
unconditional model partitions variance in womeresithority in household
decisionmaking within-regions as a factor of wonsandividual and household level
characteristics, and between-regions as a factoegidnal-level variables — namely,
level of socio-economic development and gender Borifhe between-region
component of the variance is measured by the latssccorrelation (ICC) and is
modeled as a function of regional factors. Howetas step is not appropriate for
dichotomous outcome variables (Lee and Burkam 20€8)t is only carried out for
the dependent variab$hared authority in family management decisionmgkidex.

The second step (within-model or Level 1) involessimating, within each
region, the effects of women's work and other backgd characteristics on
women’s authority in household decisionmaking. iAlependent variables at Level
1 are estimated as fixed effects with the exceptibmomen’s work; that is, their
slopes are kept constant across regions and theedetregion variances of their
relationship to the outcome are fixed.

The third step (between-regions model or Level R)oives exploring the
relationship between measures of regional socio@oic development and gender
norms described earlier, and the regional leveimedé of women’s authority in

household decisionmaking. The results of the HLMdeils, which tested the
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hypotheses put forth in Research Question 4, asepted in the both log odds and
odds metric.

At level 1, | modekhared authority in family management decisionngukih
woman i in region j as a function of woman’s woridaa number of individual and

household characteristics as follows:
Q

Y, =By + DBy Xai +1;
g=1

where
Y is the authority in household decisionmaking ofwam i in region j;
Boj is the average level of authority in householdsienmaking in region j;
Xqij is a series of woman-level =1, ..., g charactessti
By are the level-1 coefficients measuring the effettindividual woman-level
characteristics on their authority within the hdusd,;
rij is the random error associated with woman i inaegon her authority within the
household.

| model women’s sole authority in family management deoisiaking
women'’s sole authority in personal decisionmakergdwomen’s shared authority in
personal decisionmakingf woman i in region j as a function of woman’snwand a
number of individual and household characteristisfg a logistic model. | control
for the same variables as in preceding statiséicalyses — namely, woman'’s age, and
education, husband’s characteristics (currently kimg, educational level and
presence in the household), household wealth indbether there are one or more
adult males and one or more adult females in theséold and whether the

household is nuclear. | also control for family tgtavariables— namely, marital
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duration, living sons, co-wives, relationship toubehold head and relationship to
husband prior to marriage.

At level 2 (between-regions), | model the intercapt one coefficientg, )

of the level-1 equation — namely, the work partétipn slope as follows:

S
quj =7q0 +Z7/qs\NSJ Uy

where
By is alevel-1 coefficient;
145 (=0, 1, ..., § are level-2 coefficients;
W;; is set of s region level variables for region j;
Ug is the random effect of region |.

| model the intercepBo; (average level of women'’s authority in household
decisionmaking in region j) as a function of wonsework participation rate YWyoa),
women’s literacy rate YMyo2), women'’s rejection of wife beating rate; Wos), and
the random effect of region j on mean authorityhousehold decisionmaking U
This is based on the theoretical notion that womergions marked by higher levels
of development and less patriarchal norms will elgmee greater authority in
household decisionmaking over and above their dvamacteristics.

| model the work participation slope in regiorgj)(as a function of regional-
level measures of women'’s work participation, worsditeracy, and rejection of
wife beating given that | hypothesize that the @fff women’s work participation on
authority in household decisionmaking is mitigalbgdregional levels of development

and the extent to which gender norms are patridr¢halow my intercept to vary
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randomly. All level-1 variables, with the exceptiohmy main explanatory variable,
women’s work participation, are grand mean centaratltheir error terms are fixed.
| group-mean center women’s work participation atidw its error term to vary to
explore whether regional characteristics influerthe relationship between this

variable and women'’s level of authority in househdécisionmaking?

12 l'include weights in the weight-region model bat in this portion of the statistical
analysis (between-regions) due to the fact that hggregating up from the
individual level and do not have weights on thdaegl level.
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CHAPTER 9. RESULTS

In this section, | present the results of bivariatel multivariate analyses

linking the latter to the research questions amabthyeses presented in Chapter 7.

Bivariate analysis

Cross-tabulations of women’s decisionmaking autiiom personal and
family management by labor force participation istatemployment status, relative
income and relative occupational prestige are tided in Tables 2-3. Bivariate
statistics support our contention that patternsledisionmaking authority differ by
type of decision and our conceptualization of wolmeauthority, i.e. whether we
operationalize authority in terms of women decidamgtheir own versus deciding in
conjunction with their spouses.

Table 3 shows that the majority of women in my sken@xercise considerable
input in family management decisionmaking. In each tgpdamily management
decision (Columns VII-X), except for control oveudiband’s earnings, over two-
thirds of women share decisionmaking power withrthasbands or decide on their
own. Jordanian women have greater and more exelusontrol over personal
matters. About 90 percent decide alone or withrthasbands on personal matters
such as health.

When exclusive controbf household decisions is considered, the promorti
of women who have significant power is lower, esgéc for family management
decisions. Table 2 illustrates that about one-tlifdvomen in the sample report
having sole authority in at least one family mamaget decision. With the exception

of decisions relating to the daily needs of the detwld, for each type of family
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management decision (Columns 11-V), 10 percentess lof women report having
exclusive control. The sample is almost equallydtid between women who report
exclusive control over personal matters and thdse @o not.

With regards to my main explanatory variables, dfess-tabulations reveal a
mixed picture. Women who are currently engagedradpctive work are more likely
to exercise authority in both family management padsonal decisionmaking across

both operationalizations of decisionmaking (i.eethfer defined as sole or shared).

Work participation and women'’s authority in househlibdecisionmaking

Among married women in our analytical sample, al®&ipercent of women
who work have exclusive decisionmaking authoritgmoat least one family
management issue, compared to 33 percent of worherde not work(e = 0.001) .
On average women who work are likely to decide wh#tir husbands or on their own
on about 2.85 of 4 family-related decisions comgdoe2.57 among women who do
not work(a = 0.001). About 51 percent of women who work repostlusive control
when it comes to personal health matters compardd@ percent of women who do
not work (o =0.01) . About 93 percent of women who work deah personal
health issues in conjunction with their spousealone compared to 89 percent of

those who do not worka =0.001) .

Employment status and women'’s authority in houseti@ecisionmaking

Based on the cross-tabulations presented in T2d@sl 3, it is difficult to
identify a clear pattern of association betweemidweire of women’s economic

activity and authority in household decisionmakittgppears that unpaid family
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workers are less likely to participate in any tgfidamily management
decisionmaking and even less likely to exercise aathority in this arena. Unpaid
workers (n=3) stands out as exceptionally empowestddn the household when
both dimensions of household decisionmaking (pexisand family) and both
operationalizations of authority (sole and shaezd)considered — this may reflect
women from more affluent classes who take on veleintvork in chartable
organizations or non-profits. Within the categofyaid workers, which includes
employees, employers and the self employed, setii@rad women are more likely
to exercise exclusive control in family managendatisionmaking and personal
decisionmaking. Results from ANOVA model (not shdwere) indicate that
differences in women’s authority in household decisaking by employment status
are statistically significant. However, small saenpizes in many categories reduce

our ability to make generalizations based on tloéservations.

Relative income, relative occupational prestige andmen’s authority in
household decisionmaking

When it comes to relative income, women who malamiathe same or more
than their spouses, and women who are paid wolkgr&hose husbands do not
bring in money, exercise greater (sole and shaxetiority in personal
decisionmaking compared to women who make less ynibraa their spouses, or
women who have no earnings. However, the advantagésrred by making the
same or more income than one’s spouse comparedrt@wwho earn less is not
reflected in family management decisionmaking. Womw&o have the same or
greater occupational prestige than their spousemare likely to have input in both

personal and family management decisionmaking cosoji® women who do not
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work and women who work but are in less prestigiocsupations. Results from
ANOVA model (not shown here) indicate between-grdifferences in mean
outcomes for personal and family management deuisaing are statistically

significant. Substantively, however, the differencdéscussed above are very small.

Culturally relevant sources of domestic power andmen’s authority in household
decisionmaking

Tables 4a and 4b illustrate the association betweaéuarally relevant sources
of domestic power and women’'s sole and shared datyhon household
decisionmaking, respectively. Culturally relevaatisces of domestic power refer to
characteristics of women that in their social cght®nfer prestige and respect given
their gender and place within the household or fiami

Marital duration, having at least one living songdeing married to the head
of the household (or being the household headasseciated with higher levels of
women'’s exclusive decisionmaking power in both disiens. Women in
endogamous marriages (i.e. related to husband torimarriage as a cousin, for
example) also appear more likely to exercise soflkaity in decisionmaking than
women who are unrelated to their spouses priordoiage. Women whose husbands
have co-wives experience reduced decisionmakirtgpaity in family management
compared to women whose husbands have no othes.wive

The relationships between women’s work and othative economic
resources and women’s household decisionmakingatyttare explored in
multivariate analysis that control for a numbebatkground characteristics and
culturally relevant sources of domestic power. Tdmults of these analyses are

discussed below.
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Multivariate models

| estimated multivariate models using methodolegier continuous and
binary dependent variables; including ordinary tesmgiares, logistic regressions and
ordered logistic models. For both financial managem and personal
decisionmaking, | initially tested my models forfavihaving the major input (sole
authority) in household decisionmaking and re-ifa models for wife having some
input, which includes all women who reported dewjdin conjunction with their
spouses or on their own. This differentiation betwesole versus shared decision
making authority provided very different resultsr fdamily management
decisionmaking, and less so for personal decisitimgaThis finding indicates that
women’s relative economic resources are not keyigess in their control of family
management matters. For each set of decisiongskpt the baseline model with my
main explanatory variable and the full model with family status variables and
other background individual and household charesties.

The results indicate that while women’s labor fopagticipation enhances
women’s authority in family management and persatedisionmaking, the effect
varies depending on how | operationalize women’sp@merment within the
household. The statistical significance of the @eof women’s work differs when |
define women’s empowerment within the household decisionmaking in
conjunction with spouse or alone as opposed tausk@ control. For matters related
to family management, women’s work has no statibtgignificance for women’s
exclusive control, but its statistical significanseevident when | define authority in
the household in terms of shared decisionmakingth@rother hand, the positive and

statistically significant effects of work particjpen are evident for both measures of

95



authority in personal decisionmaking (sole and @sigk) even after controlling for
background factors. The associations between sih#ices of economic power and

women’s decisionmaking authority are mixed. | descthese results in detail below.

Family management decisionmaking: effects of workdheconomic resources

In the following sections, | discuss the resufteng multivariate analysis as
they pertain to the dimension of household decmigking that has to do with family

management.

Does work participation enhance women’s family nggamaent decisionmaking
authority?

Table 5 illustrates that women’s participation pnoductive work is not
associated with women’s exclusive control over fgmmanagement matters.
However, as Table 6 illustrates, when authorityeipanded to include shared
decisionmaking, in the baseline model, women’s waakicipation is associated with

a 0.235 increase in women’s family management oeuisaking score(a =0.01) .

Even after controlling for background charactetcstand culturally relevant sources
of power, work participation continues to conferspiwe benefits for women’s
participation in family management decisionmakimgl as associated with a 0.119

increase on the indéx = 0.01)

Does paid economic activity confer additional b&sdbr women’s authority in
family management decisionmaking?

Tables 7 and 8 illustrate the association betweamen’s employment status
and decisionmaking authority in family managemesttaf the effects of our control
variables. Consistent with the results from Tablew®men’s economic activity,

irrespective of its nature (i.e. paid or unpaidashno statistically meaningful
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association with women'’s likelihood of exercisiralesauthority in at least one family
management related decision. When authority inlfamanagement is considered on
the basis of shared decisionmaking, every typecohemic activity, whether paid or
unpaid, is associated with a statistically sigmifitincrease on thefamily management
index compared to women who do not work, except tfoe category of self-
employment, even after controlling for all backgrducharacteristics and traditional
sources of domestic power (see Table 8).

To test whether paid economic activity confersatge benefits than unpaid
economic activity, | re-run my models with unpaidmily workers and unpaid
workers as the reference category (see Table 8a&8khdJUnexpectedly, paid work
that confers an independent income seems to cdeveer benefits for women’s
authority in family management decisionmaking (bsthe and shared) compared to
unpaid work. These results are statistically ngmificant except in one instance;
self- employed women score lower on the sharedoaityhin family management
decisionmaking index compared to unpaid workgrs=0.1) ee (Bable 8b). These
results are counter-intuitive and run counter tevpiling theoretical perspectives on
the determinants of women’s empowerment. The wdg deere collected may not
have adequately captured unpaid work. The smallpkamizes for the various
categories of employment status do not permit wdraav conclusive remarks on the
effects of different types of work on women’s auttyowithin the household.

Comparisons among different types of paid econauiivity are presented in
Tables 8c and 8d. Compared to employees (N=1,268&s who are self-employed

(N=71) are more likely to be the sole deciders bieast one family management
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related decision while employers are less likelywaver the results are statistically
non-significant. When women'’s input in decisionnmakiis considered, being an
employer (N=21) is associated with an increasenendecisionmaking index score
compared to employees, but again the finding ifissitzally non-significant. That
these results do not indicate any statistically mregful differences within different
types of paid economic activity does not imply thahe exist, but possibly that lack

of statistical power of these sub-categories of enimwork.

Do women'’s advantages in relative income enharee fidamily management
decisionmaking authority?

The association between women’s relative incone family management
decisionmaking authority net of the effects of @htrol variables are presented in
Tables 9 and Table 10. Women'’s relative incomentastatistically significant effect
on women’s sole authority in family management siecimaking (Table 9).
However, when authority is considered in terms e€isionmaking conducted in
conjunction with the spouse or alone, earning #reesor more is associated with a
0.173 increase on the decisionmaking index 0.01) congprevomen who do
not work or women who are in unpaid work, holdirlgaher variables constant.
Similarly engaging in paid work but earning lesarttone’s husband is associated
with a 0.0790 increase on the index=0.05)  compared tmevowho do not work
or are unpaid workers. On the other hand, women arboin paid work but whose
husbands do not work (effectively, women who hareatgr relative income) suffer a
penalty; their score on the index decreases by7@.0Bowever, this association is

statistically non-significant, possibly due to thexy small size of this group (n=42).
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To test whether advantages in relative income coadelitional benefits for
women’s authority in family management decisionmgktompared to women who
earn less than their spouses, | re-run the samelmoth “women who earn less” as
the reference category (see Tables 10a and 10B)eTit no statistically significant
difference in the odds of being the sole decisioaken on at least one family
management decision between women who earn the sameore compared to
women who earn less than their spouses. Howevenernovho earn about the same
or more than their husbands participate in a greaaienber of family management
decisions than women who earn less even after watdor family status and other

background variablex=0.1) (see Table 10b). Unexpectediynen who work for

pay but whose husbands have no earnings - efféctwemen who have an
advantage in relative income, participate in a gnaumber of family management
decisions compared to women who earn less thanttbhebands but the difference is
not statistically significant.

Additionally, women whose husbands do not work whb are personally
engaged in paid work participate in fewer familyated decisions compared to
women who earn more than their working spousesTab& 10c). This suggests that
being a working women with a dependent husbandesaar penalty with it, or is not

as rewarding as making about the same or moreaimam-dependent spouse.

Do women'’s advantages in relative occupationaltgefnhance their family
management decisionmaking authority?

The effects of women’s relative occupational pgeston sole and shared
authority in family management decisionmaking aespnted in Table 11 and Table

12, respectively. Consistent with measures of econcstatus, women’s relative
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occupational prestige is not associated with womeXclusive control in family
management decisionmaking in any statistically ifigant way. When family
management decisionmaking is considered on the bagroviding input with one’s
spouse or alone, women'’s relative advantages inpatmnal prestige is associated

with a 0.230 increase in their index scqre=0.01) comp&wesdomen who do not

work, but whose husbands work. Even after contrglfor culturally relevant sources
of domestic power and other background characdiesjsvomen’s relative advantages
in occupational prestige enhance their participatio decisionmaking on family

management-related issues; being in an equallyare mprestigious occupation than
one’s husband is associated with a 0.139 increadbe index score compared to

women who do not work, but whose husbands werk 0.01)

Results of multivariate models comparing women vane in an equally or
more prestigious occupations than their husbandsase who are in less prestigious
occupations are presented in Table 12a and Talile Hding background factors
constant, women who are in equally or more presigjioccupations than their
spouses experience lower decisionmaking authonitfamily management related
issues on both measures of authority (i.e. solesiwaged) compared to women who
are in less prestigious occupations. However, theselts are statistically non-
significant.

Results from the ordered logistic regressions ofnen’s sole and shared
authority in household decisionmaking on women’srkivoemployment status,
relative income and relative occupational prestage consistent with the findings

reported from the ordinary least squares regresggae Appendix Tables 5-9).
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Personal decisionmaking: Effects of women’s workéeconomic resources

Two dimensions, family management and personal sasonaking, or
decisions that relate to a woman’s personal healtiderline household
decisionmaking. In this section | repeat the analgbove for the dependent variables
sole authority in personal decisionmakirgnd shared authority in personal
decisionmakingResults indicate that personal decisionmaking diffeom family
management in that women’s work and other relageenomic resources can

influence women'’s exclusive control in this arealbeit with mixed results.

Does work participation enhance women'’s personekaeimaking authority?
The results of the logistic regressions of womesole and shared authority in

personal decisionmaking on women'’s participatioproductive work are presented
in Table 13 and Table 14, respectively. Women wigi paid work are 1.3 times
more likely to exercise exclusive control on mattezlating to their personal health

compared to women who do not wgek=0.01) . The positivea# of women'’s

work participation on their odds of exercising ermile power over decisions that
relate to their own health remain relatively undajeh both in magnitude and
statistical significance even after we control rnumber of family status and
background variables. The effects of women’s work authority in personal
decisionmaking are even larger when we considet gécisionmaking. Holding all
control variables constant, women who work are aloG times more likely to
decide with their husbands, or on their own, ontensatrelating to their own health

than women who do not worfer = 0.1)
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Does paid economic activity confer additional b&sdbr women’s authority in
personal decisionmaking?

Controlling for background variables, the positetects of paid forms of
economic activity on exclusive power in personaktara compared to not working,
is statistically significant for employees only €s€able 15). There is no statistically
significant difference between unpaid work and wotking when it comes to sole
authority in personal decisionmaking. The lack tatistical significance may be due
to the small size of these groups; only 21 of wonmetne sample are employers, 71
are self-employed, and 23 are unpaid workers coaap@ar 8,987 who do not work.

When the possibility of providing input in persorg®cisions is considered,
the positive effects of paid economic activity teda to not working are more evident
(see Table 16). Employees are about 1.6 times rikety to decide with their

husbands(a=0.05) on matters of their own health, andeseffloyed women are

about 6.7 times more likely to partake in sharedsienmaking than women who do

not work(a=0.05) even after we control for cultural souradspower and other

background factors. Additionally, there is no sttatal difference in the chances of
joint decisionmaking on personal matters betweemamwho work and women who
are in unpaid work.

To test whether paid forms of economic activityfer greater benefits than
unpaid work, | re-run the regressions with “unpdahily workers and unpaid
workers” as the omitted category. The greater fisneonferred by paid forms of
economic activity compared to unpaid workers iglemt in Table 16a, however they
are statistically non-significant when exclusiventol is considered. When personal

decisionmaking is measured in terms of decidindhwibhe’s husband or alone, the
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benefits of paid work compared to unpaid work amgé and statistically significant
net of the effects of controls. Compared to unpchily workers and unpaid

workers, employees and self employed women are tab® (¢=0.1) and 24
(e=0.01)times more likely to decide with their husbands, cor their own, on

matters related to their personal health, respelgtivwomen employers are about 1.6
times more likely to experience shared personaisaeunaking authority compared
to women who are in unpaid work but this assoamtsostatistically non-significant.
To test differences within different kinds of padonomic activity, | re-run
the models using “employee” as my reference caje(g@e Table 16b). Net of the
effects of control variables, there is no statahc significant difference in the
association between different kinds of paid ecomosautivity and women’s sole
personal decisionmaking authority. When shared aaityh is considered, self-
employed women are about 4 times more likely toiddeon personal matters in

conjunction with their spouses or on their own caneg to employeds: =0.1)

Do women'’s advantages in relative income enharaie plersonal decisionmaking
authority?

The effects of women'’s relative income on sole ahd@red authority in
personal decisionmaking are presented in Table i Bable 18, respectively.
Consistent with the results of the analyses oras®ciation between different types
of economic activity and women’s sole authoritypersonal decisionmaking, net of
the effects of controls, women who are in paid wane more likely to decide alone
compared to women who do not work or those wharatepaid forms of economic
activity irrespective of the relative magnitudetiogir earnings. Women who are paid

workers but whose husbands have no earnings arat &dimes more likely;
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(«=0.05) to be the sole decision makers on issues pertpitairtheir own health

even after we control for family status and othackground variables (see Table 17).
Results are statistically non-significant for womehose income is the same or
greater.

The benefits of advantages in relative income fomen who earn about the
same or more than their spouses and for women vank but whose spouses do not
bring in any money are larger and statisticallyngigant when shared authority in
personal decisionmaking is considered (see TableTH& odds of providing input in
personal matters, or deciding alone, compared tmemwowho do not work or are
unpaid workers, rise to 2.6 and 5.6 respectivelpweler, this does not tell us
whether women who earn about the same or morethignspouses are more likely
to exercise sole or shared authority in personaisdmaking compared to women
who earn less.

The results of the logistic regression of womeke @and shared authority in
personal decisionmaking on women'’s relative incovhere the reference category is
“‘women who earn less” are presented in Table 1Bar€lis no statistical significance
between women who earn about the same or more antew who earn less when
exclusive control is considered. However, when auty is defined in terms of
shared decisionmaking, women who earn as muche@shihsbands or more, as well
as women who are in paid work but whose husbandstibring in money are about
2.2 and 4.6 times more likely to be involved inidemmaking relating to their own
wellbeing than women who earn less than their huddaeven after we control for all

background characteristigg=0.1)
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Do women'’s advantages in relative occupationaltge®nhance their personal
decisionmaking authority?

The association between women'’s relative occupatiprestige and women’s
sole and shared authority in personal decisionngakiet of the effects of family
status and other characteristics are presentedbleTL9 and Table 20, respectively.
Consistent with previous analyses on the effectsvofk on women’s personal
decisionmaking authority, any type of work, regasdl of its relative prestige,
enhances women’s exclusive authority in personaltihenatters net of background
factors. However, this association is statisticallynificant only for women who are
in less prestigious occupations. Additionally, womgho do not work and whose
husbands do not work are less likely to exert estekicontrol on personal health

issues than women who do not work but whose husbdodvork(« = 0.05) . Similar

results are evident when we consider the assogidigtween women’s relative
occupational prestige and joint decisionmaking @rspnal matters (Table 20).
However, these results do not indicate whether womeabout the same or more
prestigious occupations fare better than womersa prestigious occupations.

To explore whether women’s advantages in relatigeupational prestige
confer greater benefits on their authority in paedadecisionmaking compared to
women in less prestigious occupations, | re-run mydel with “women in less
prestigious occupations than their husband’ as mifted category (see Table 20a.).
Results indicate that net of the effects of woméarsily status and other background
characteristics, being in an occupation that isalgur more prestigious than one’s
spouse does not confer greater benefits in perste@sionmaking (sole or shared)

compared to being in a less prestigious occupaticather the association is negative
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and statistically non-significant. These resultsra permit us to draw conclusive
remarks about the association between women'’s atiomal prestige and the extent
of women'’s authority in household decisionmakingdidcuss the limitations of these

findings in the Discussion chapter.

Do the effects of work and relative economic resoes vary by dimension of
household decisionmaking?

Household decisionmaking among Jordanian couesnderlined by two
distinct dimensions — decisions that have to dd e daily management of the
household and those that have to do with womerrsop@l health. In the previous
sections | reviewed the results of my models edtilgathe association between
women’s work and other economic resources and tli@sensions separately.
Results suggest that women’s work and advantagesthiar relative economic
resources may confer additional benefits in bothpeas of household
decisionmaking. A comparison between models ipossible, however it is possible
to draw some conclusions as to whether the efi@ctgomen’s work and economic
resources on their authority within the househcdddyvby dimension of domestic
power.

Women’scontrol overfamily management issues is not shaped by women’s
labor force participation, in contrast to women@ntol over personal decisions
(comparison of Tables 5 and 13). Even after coliigpofor a host of family status and
other background variables, women’s labor forcetigpation is statistically
significant in explaining variation in women’s aatlty in personal decisionmaking.

While engaging in productive work enhances womeekslusive control over
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personal matters, when it comes to family managémemcreases their ability to
participate in the decisionmaking process withrtepouses.

Participating in paid forms of economic activitpnders addition benefits
compared to unpaid types of work for shared autyamni personal decisionmaking,
but has no statistically significant effect on fhmmanagement matters (comparison
of Tables 8b and 16a). Advantages in relative ire@monfer additional benefits for
women’s participation in both personal and familyamagement decisions
(comparison of Tables 10b ad 18a). Differences iomen’s control over or
participation in family management matters and @eakissues are not explained by
advantages in relative occupational prestige (cois@as of Tables 12a-12b and

20a).

Nuclear versus extended household: does it matenfomen’s decisionmaking
authority?

The analysis of women’s decisionmaking authoritysttfar has made no
distinction between nuclear and extended househéltisough about 88 percent of
married women in the analytic sample live in nuckeauseholds, empirical evidence
indicates both gender and generational hierarchitgn households (Malhotra and
Mather 1997; Malhotra, Vanneman, and Kishor 1996)explore these effects, | re-
run the regressions of women’s authority in houkkldecisionmaking on women’s
work and relative economic resources separatelyvfmmen in nuclear households
and those living in extended households and coniparestimated coefficients. The

results of these analyses are summarized in Appdratiles 10-17.
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Family management decisionmaking in nuclear veestesnded households
The positive effect of women’s work on women'’s rathauthority in family

management decisionmaking is statistically sigaiiicfor women who live in nuclear
households but not those who reside in extendeddmids (see Appendix Table
10). Employment status is statistically unrelatedwomen’s authority in family
management decisionmaking for both women in nucteat extended households
(see Appendix Table 11). Advantages in relativeoime enhance women’s
bargaining power in family management decisionmgkinly for women who live in
nuclear households (see Appendix Table 12). Amoog@n who live in nuclear
households, making about the same or more moneyadhe’s husband is associated
with a 0.110 increase in women’s score on the shaméhority in family management
index (a=0.05). On the other hand, this association is negatinestatistically non-
significant for women in extended households. Womadvantages in relative
occupational prestige are statistically unrelatedwomen’s authority in family
management decisionmaking in both nuclear and dgtéhouseholds (see Appendix

Table 13).

Personal decisionmaking in nuclear versus extehdedeholds
Work enhances women'’s personal decisionmakingoaityhnet of the effects

of culturally relevant sources of domestic powed ather background factors only
for women residing in nuclear households (see Agpemhable 14). Among nuclear
households, women who work are 1.265 tinfes=0.05) more likely to exercise
exclusive control over personal matters and 1.4@@d (a=0.1) more likely to
participate in such decisions compared to women oot work, after controlling

for individual and household factors. Although warise employment status is
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statistically unrelated to women’s sole authoritypersonal decisionmaking across
both types of households, paid forms of work corafdditional benefits for shared
authority in personal matters for women who livenuclear households but not those
in extended households (see Appendix Table 15).0fl¢te effects of background
individual and household characteristics, womenleyges in nuclear households are
7.635 timega =0.05) more likely to decide in conjunction with theircgses or
alone on matters related to their own wellbeing parad to women in unpaid forms
of work. Self-employed women in nuclear househalds 92.56 timeq«a=0.01)
more likely to share authority in personal decisiaking compared to women in
unpaid forms of work even after we control for midual and household factors.

The benefits of women’s advantages in relative nmeon terms of enhancing
their position to participate in decisions that éade do with their own wellbeing
accrue for women in both nuclear and extended lmlde (see Appendix Table 16).
Net of control variables, women in nuclear housdtalho earn about the same or
more than their spouses are 2.084 tirfres- 0.1)more likely to participate or decide
alone on personal matters compared to women who keass. Among extended
households, the positive benefits of advantage®lative income are even higher;
compared to women who earn less then their spouseaen who make about the
same or more are 7.380 timés =0.1)more likely to exercise shared authority in
personal decisionmaking than women who earn less tiieir husbands. Advantages
in relative occupational prestige are statisticaliyrelated to women’s personal

decisionmaking in both nuclear and extended houdst{see Appendix Table 17).
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To summarize, the positive benefits of women’'s waie statistically
significant for women’s authority in both dimenssoof household decisionmaking in
nuclear but not extended households. While employnstatus is statistically
unrelated to family management decisionmaking igas of household structure,
when it comes to shared authority in personal d@wuisaking, the additional benefits
of participating in forms of employment that confiedependent income (employees
and more so self employment) is evident only formea in nuclear households.
Whereas advantages in relative income are expedeanly by women who live in
nuclear households when it comes to shared awhanitfamily management
decisionmaking, women’s participation in personatisionmaking is enhanced by
advantages in relative income in both nuclear attdneled households. Moreover,
the effects of advantages in relative income fomen’s shared authority in personal
decisionmaking arebigger for women in extended households. Advantages in
occupational prestige are statistically unrelatecross both dimensions of
decisionmaking for women in both nuclear and ex¢éenbdouseholds. These results
suggest that women’s decisionmaking authority iteeded households is associated
with factors other than their economic status aifterdsubstantially from intra-
household power dynamics in nuclear householdsarge, positive and statistically
significant effect of women’s advantages in relatimcome on women’s shared
authority in personal decisionmaking in extendeddetiolds may have more to do

with access to income than work itself.
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Does work empower women within the household? Addiag the issue of
causality

The results of the multivariate models indicaterelation between work and
relative economic resources, but they do not imgdyrelation. To test whether
women’s work leads to greater decisionmaking powghin in the household, |

conduct a propensity matching technique on all fmucome measures.

Results of propensity score matching
| estimate the propensity score for my analytgaiple by including all the

covariates linearly, and recoding husband’s edaoatilevel and household wealth
index into fewer categories in order to satisfy tiaancing property? Appendix
Table 18 reports the results from the logistic esgion that predicts the propensity
scores. The overwhelming majority of the covariaées statistically significant
predictors of women'’s participation in productivenk.

The propensity score matching procedure startsdiing the analytical
sample into equally spaced intervals of the propgmssore and testing the equality
of this score for the treatment group (women whakyvand the control group
(women who do not work). If the propensity scoretloé two groups differ, the
interval is split and the test is repeated. Thicpdure also tests for the equality in
the means of the covariates between the treatnasesand control cases within each
propensity score block. | impose the common sup@striction in the calculation of

the propensity score to ensure that each treatosesa has a corresponding match in

13 Husband's educational level is originally fouregries — none, primary,
secondary and higher but the variable was recoadl¢das the latter two groups —
secondary and higher were combined into one. Silyilne household wealth index
consisted of five groups — poorest, poorer, midddfer, and richest and was
recoded so that the latter two categories of rielmer richest are combined into one.
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the control group. The final number of blocks thatisfies the balancing property is
9. Table 21 presents the distribution of the numdfeworking women (treatment
cases) and non-working women (control cases) athessropensity score blocks.

T-statistics of the equality of the means of theac@tes between treatment
and control cases within each block are presemiéichble 22. The great majority of
women who do not work and women who do work araetidal in their observed
characteristics within each block. Differences kewwomen who work and women
who do not work are statistically significant aetf.05 level for only 19 of 306
combinations. The mean propensity score is 0.20%ta& standard deviation is 0.108
for women who work, while the mean propensity sdorevomen who do not work
is 0.120 and the standard deviation is 0.084.

Table 23 presents the estimated average treagffect on the treated (ATT)
that resulted from the various methods of matchindgjscussed in the Methods
section. | include weights in the calculation ok tpropensity score and in the
matching routine | calculate standard of errorsngisbootstrapping with 50
replications:* | also impose the common support restriction toaee all cases of
non-working women who do not match to a working vaom

The results are consistent across different magchaethods. For example,
women’s labor force participation tends to increassmen’s propensity to decide
alone on family related matters by about 2-4 pdegm points. It increases the

propensity to decide exclusively on personal matbgr2-4 percentage points as well.

1 Bootstrapping of standard of errors is conductedfl matching methods except
STATA's “stratification” method as this commandnst available. Additionally, the
STATA commands for estimating average treatmemcgdfdo not allow for the
inclusion of weights in this step.
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In contrast to multivariate regression analysis,TAGstimates can be compared to
simple differences in means or proportions (Ren2@ll1). Thus, the estimated ATT
is the difference in decisionmaking authority betwevomen who work and women
who do not work after the sample of non-working vemm(control cases) is
reweighted on the propensity scores of working worfieeatment group) — namely,
the probability that a woman with a given set ofmcteristics will engage in
productive work (treatment) (Caliendo and Koped@95; Rendall 2011).

Among the possible matching techniques reportedable 23, | use the
results of kernel matching to compare against thariate association of engaging in
productive work and women’s authority in househd&tisionmaking, presented in
Table 24. | selected this method over the restesithere are many comparable
untreated cases, and using more than one nearghbaeand giving greater weight
to better matches improves precision (Caliendokamgkinig 2005).

Overall, 37.7 percent of married women who workorégd having the sole
say in at least one family management related mecisompared to 33.1 percent of
women who do not work. After controlling for soa@gconomic factors that influence
the propensity to work, we can say that an addich72% of women would
experience exclusive control in at least one famibnagement decision if they were
to engage in productive work. This is smaller thhe difference between women
who work and who do not work (33.7 — 33.1=4.6), lymm a greater propensity for
sole authority in family management decisionmakangpng women who work. After
accounting for this higher propensity by matchitigg incidence of exclusive control

in family management matters is 1.09 times higld&:.1( /[33.1-2.72]=1.09) among
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women who work. Similarly, the propensity scoreireate of women’s labor force
participation on women’s sole and shared authantypersonal decisionmaking is
smaller than the observed difference in decisionngaketween women who work
and those who do not, implying a greater propen8ity authority in personal

decisionmaking among women who work. Even aftetrotimg for this propensity

by matching, the incidence of exclusive control afchired authority in personal
matters is 1.07 (46.8.1 /[46.8-3]=1.07) and 1.0de8 higher (88.6/[88.6-3.75]=1.04)
among women who work, respectiveéfy.

We would interpret the propensity score estimatate “work effect” on the
other three measures of household decisionmakirg similar fashion. If women
were to engage in productive work, the number afiliamanagement decisions in
which women decide in conjunction with their hustiswor alone would increase by
0.204. The additional percent of women who woul@reise exclusive control in
personal matters would increase by about 3 perifetitey were to engage in
productive work and the percent that exercise shaaethority in personal
decisionmaking would increase by 3.75%. To the r@xteat my estimates are not
affected by the endogeniety of the choice to wtitky suggest that women’s labor
force participation increases the propensity thaten will decide either exclusively

or jointly in household decisionmaking.

Results of within-household fixed effects

The results from the propensity score matchingregte are robust in so far

as the variables on which we match are strictlygexous and that non-observable

15 In explaining the results of the propensity saoatching, | adopt the same
analysis style as Rendall (2011).
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characteristics, for which this type of analysigslmot control, do not simultaneously
influence the propensity to engage in productivekwand women’s authority in
household decisionmaking. Additionally, estimatéshe average treatment effect on
the treated assume that individuals’ assignmente@ment is independent of each
other(Caliendo and Kopeinig 2005). However, womgimgd in household in which
other women engage in productive work may be nikedylto work themselves.

To address this issue and that of unobservablecteaistics | conduct a fixed effects
model. Since this is a within-household fixed eféeanalysis, only variables that
reflect women’s individual characteristics entee thhodel. In the case of the three
binary outcome variables (sole authority in at fease family management decision,
sole authority in personal decisionmaking and gharauthority personal
decisionmaking), only households where there aréeadt two women enter the
model.

The results of within-household fixed effect regiess are presented in
Tables 25-27. Women who work are 3.3 times morel\iko experience exclusive
control in at least one family management decisiompared to women who do not
work, however, this model is statistically non-sfgpant (see Table 25). Engaging in
productive work is associated with a 0.447 incre@se= 0.05) in the index score
when shared authority in family management is aereid (see Table 26). Women
who work are about 6 times more likely to exercgs#e authority in personal
decisionmaking compared to women who do not w@ark= 0.05) (see Table 27).

The comparable statistic for the within-househaoixked effect model of shared
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authority in personal decisionmaking is 0.803 beither this statistic or the model

are statistically significant.

Contextual effects on women’s authority in familyanagement and personal
decisionmaking

Empirical evidence from developed and developiogntries indicate that
contextual (i.e. structural) factors, located a tBvel of community, market, and
state influence women’s empowerment in a numbevayfs. Conceptually, structural
factors may matter more for the marital balance pofwer than individual
characteristics since men dominate not as indivédoaly but as a class due to
institutionalized male privilege (Gillespie 197 Ejrst, context shapes the causes and
correlates of a given dimension of women’s empovesitm(Dharmalingam and
Morgan 1996; Jejeebhoy 2000; Kulik 2011; Mason })9B@r example, in traditional
societies, economic resources may be less impddamtomen’s power compared to
culturally relevant social capital, such as the hamof sons. Second, contextual
factors may condition the magnitude of the effeststhe correlates of women’s
empowerment (Heaton, Huntsman, and Flake 2005; dfi@hand Mather 1997;
Rodman 1967; Rodman 1972).

To test whether women’s household decisionmakirtgaaity is shaped by
contextual factors, | undertake a hierarchical dmenodeling analysis of my four

dependent variablé§. | operationalize context in terms of three regldegel

18 | use Bartlett's test (Snedecor and Cochran Soed@eorge W. and William G.
Cochran. 1989%tatistical Methods, Eighth Editiolowa State University Press.) to
test whether variances are equal between grogsdgions). Results of analysis of
between-group variance (not shown here) indicatedhleast one region’s variance
is different from the others for all four outcomarsables except sole authority in
personal decisionmaking. Similar results are ole@wwhen using Levene’s test of the
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measures — women’s literacy rate, women’s labocefoparticipation rate, and
women’s rejection of wife beating rate. These measwe expected to capture some
aspects of regional-level socio-economic develognaewl the extent of patriarchal
gender norms, which can foster opportunities ornambss for women’s increased
authority in household decisionmaking.

If contextual factors matter as suggested by thieateframeworks and
empirical evidence, than women who live in regiongh average or above average
rates of women'’s literacy, labor force participatend rejection of wife beating, will
on average experience higher levels of authorithonsehold decisionmaking than
women in regions were rates are low(er). To exptheseffect of regional levels of
socio-economic development and gender norms onethienal average of women’s
household decisionmaking authority | model thercgpt. To explore whether the
effect of women’s work is stronger in regions mark®y average or above average
rates of women'’s literacy, labor force participatiand rejection of wife beating (i.e.
high levels of socioeconomic development and lessigsgchal gender norms) |
attempted to model the work participation slope.wiweer, | found that this
relationship did not vary systematically betweegioas so | could not successfully
model it as a random Level 2 outcome. Thus, Idittes effect and only modeled the
intercept. The results of HLM analyses of womenigtharity in household

decisionmaking are presented in Tables 28-36.

assumption of equal variance, which is an alteveat the Bartlett test in that it is
less sensitive to departures from normality.
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HLM analysis of sole authority in family managemeetisionmaking
The within-regions model of women’s sole authorityfamily management

decisionmaking (Table 28) indicates that women’sotaforce participation is
positively correlated with women’s sole authorityat least one family management
decision but the association is statistically nimi§icant’ This is consistent with
our earlier findings from the logistic regressioi sole authority in family
management decisionmaking on women’s work.

The results of the fully conditional model are désed in Table 29. The
analysis includes variables that describe regionserms of their socioeconomic
development and gender norms and tests our hypsthbsut the effects of context
on women’s sole authority in family management siecmaking. The estimated
average of regional averages of tuglsthat a woman will be the sole decision maker
for at least one family management decis(eg,) inoregy with average women’s
literacy rates, average women’s labor force pauditon rates, and average rates of
women’s rejection of wife beating is 0.50x =0.001) controlling for women’s
economic status, family status and other backgrotimtacteristics® As average
women'’s literacy ratdy,,) increases so do women’s @ddgeing the sole decision
maker on at least one family management issuetheravords, a 1-SD increase in

the regional average literacy rate for women reswith a 1.51 increase in the odds

of being the sole decider on at least one familyhageament decisiorfer = 0.01).

17 Based on population average model with robuststahof errors. The association
between women’s work and sole authority in at least family management
decision is statistically non-significant even waith controlling for other individual
and household characteristics.

18 Based on population average model. Odds ratial@itated from the coefficient b
as follows: odds ratio="e
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Average women’s labor force participation régg;) trelaverage rate of women’s
rejection of wife beatindy,,) are statistically untethto women'’s sole authority in

family management decisionmaking. The lack of statl significance of the effects
of regional women'’s labor force participation ratesl rejection of wife beating rates
may be patrtially related to high multicollinearitgjowever, even after entering them
separately, these measures remained non-significhns, | conclude that women are
more likely to have sole authority in family managent issues in regions with higher
women’s literacy rates, over and beyond their owhavior and regardless of their
characteristics or those of their households.

Comparing the variance components across modaksrdtes a progressive
decrease. Without any explanatory variables, thmree component of the intercept
(average of regional averages) is 0.171. The vesiaof the intercept remains
unchanged when only women’s work participationnisluded. After controlling for
women’s individual and other background charadiesshe variance in the intercept
decreases to 0.167 (see chi-square table at thenbatf Table 28). This modest
decline implies that individual explanations arecamplete. Controlling for
contextual factors reduces the variance comporiethieontercept to 0.115 (see chi-
square table at the bottom of Table 29). Our madglains about 31 percent of
between-region variance in women’s exclusive cdntreer family management

related decisionmakiny. Explaining away all regional level variance is not

19 The percent of explained between-region varias@alculated by subtracting the
residual variance in the intercept listed in thestjuared table at the end of table 29
(0.115) from the initial variance in the intercéipted in the chi-squared table at the
end of table 28 (0.167) and dividing by the estadanitial variance: [(0.167-
0.115)/0.167] = 0.31.
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necessarily the goal. However, that the biggestirdean the variance component
occurs when contextual measures are entered imontbdel provides empirical
evidence that social context can exert importaféces on women’s empowerment

within the household over and above their own attarsstics.

HLM analysis of shared authority in family managemeecisionmaking
Running a fully unconditional model with no expléorg variables for

women'’s shared authority in family management decimaking shows that less than
one percent of the variance in women’s shared aityhio family decisionmaking
occurs between regiofi$ See Table 32 for variance components. A summatiief
within-model for women’s shared authority in famihanagement decisionmaking is
presented in Table 30. Within regions, my modeldatés that women’s labor force

participation is associated with a 0.121 increége 0.001) in women'’s index score

net of the effects of women’s family status measuend other background
characteristics. The reliability for the interce@ierceps =.890) is adequate (over
0.100) therefore | proceeded with modeling it.

The results of the fully conditional model are suanized in Table 31. The
reported reliability for this model waShercepr= 0.841 indicating the precision with
which we can estimate the random effects for tiercept. The estimated average of
regional averages of women’s score on the shardtbty in family management

index (7,,) in regions with average rates of women’'srdity, average rates of

women'’s labor force participation, and averagesratewomen’s rejection of wife

beating is 2.591«=0.001) controlling for women’s econorsiatus, family status

0 Interclass correlation (ICC) = 0.00784/(0.00784%¥909)=0.0099=1%.
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and other background characteristics. Average wémkteracy rates(y,,) and
average women’s labor force participation rafgs) e saatistically unrelated to the

average of regional averages of women’s sharedoatythin family management
decisionmaking index score. To test whether thé& Iaficstatistical significance of
regional rates of women’s literacy and labor forgarticipation is not due to
multicollinearity, | enter each one of these measunto my model separately, but
they remain non-significant. The relationship isifige and statistically significant

for women’s rejection of wife beatingy,,) . Every 1-Sbrrease in the rate of

women'’s rejection of wife beating is associatechvait0.043 increasgr = 0.001) in
the shared authority in family management indexescdhese results suggest that
living in regions with high rates of women'’s reject of wife beating is associated
with greater shared authority in family managemssiies over and above women’s
individual and household characteristics.

As shown in Table 32, my fully conditional modebéins 100 percent of the
variance in the average of regional averages of evdsnshared authority in family
management decisionmakiffgln addition, the variance in the intercept is ander
statistically significant, indicating that the mdbdeas able to explain enough of the
variance in the intercept that it was no longeralde between regions.

HLM analysisof women'’s sole authority in personal decisionmaking
The within-regions model of women’s sole authoriip personal

decisionmaking is displayed in Table 33.Within-regions, the model indicates that

L The percent of variance in the intercept explamedthin —
between/within=(0.004-0.000)/0.004=1=100%
22 Based on the population average model with rosiastdard of errors.
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women’s labor force participation is associatedhvat0.301 increaséx =0.01) in

the log odds that women will exercise exclusivenatity in personal health matters,
net of the effects of women’s family status andeotbackground characteristics.
Stated differently, women who work are about 1ig%t more likely to decide on
alone on matters of personal health compared toemorho do not worlké>

The results of the fully conditional model are suanized in Table 34% The
estimated average of regional averages of the ttddsa woman will have exclusive

control over her own healtly,,) in regions with averagomen’s literacy rates,

average women’s labor force participation rates]y awerage rates of women’s
rejection of wife beating is 0.908«=0.05), controlling for women’s economic
status, family status and other background chaiatits® Average women's

literacy (y,,) , average women'’s rejection of wife beat(n,,) , and average women'’s
labor force participation(y,;) are statistically untethto women’s sole authority in

personal decisionmaking even when they are entapdrately into the model. Other
characteristics of social context may be betteieduior explaining regional variation
in this dimension of household decisionmaking.

Comparing the variance components across modesgtrdites that my models
contribute little to explaining variance in women&ole authority in personal
decisionmaking between regions. Without any exptawyavariables, the variance
component of the intercept is 0.0177. The variasfdbe intercept barely changes to

0.017 when only women’s work participation is irddal, and declines to 0.015 when

23 Odds ratio is calculated from coefficient b asdals: odds ratio="e
24 Based on the population-average model with robiastdard of errors.
25 Odds ratio is calculated aSwhere b is the coefficient.
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individual and household characteristics are cdietio(see chi-squared table at the
bottom of Table 33). Controlling for contextual fais reduces the variance
component in the intercept to 0.013 (see chi-sgutaiele at the bottom of Table 34).
The variance of the intercept remains statisticaignificant. The multivariate,

multilevel model presented in Table 34 accountsdpproximately 13 percent of
between-region variance in women’s sole authontypersonal decisionmaking,
indicating that many other regional factors affébts dimension of women’s

empowerment.

HLM analysis of women’s shared authority in perdatecisionmaking
Table 35 presents a summary of the within-modelwaimen’s shared

authority in personal decisionmakift.Within-regions, the model indicates that

women'’s labor force participation is associatechwt2.247 increaséx =0.001) in

the odds that women will participate in decisioakted to personal health matters,
net of the effects of women’s family status andeotbackground characteristics.
Stated differently, women who work are about 9.4859%s more likely to decide
either jointly with their spouse or alone on mattef personal health compared to
women who do not work.

The results of the fully conditional model are suanized in Table 367 The
estimated average of regional averages of the ddalsa woman will decide in

conjunction with her husband or alone on mattersesonal healt{y,,) in regions

with average women'’s literacy rates, average womkatior force participation rates,

and average rates of women’s rejection of wife ibgais 8.434 («=0.001)

?° Based on the population average model with rosiastdard of errors.
2" Based on the population average model with rosiastdard of errors.
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controlling for women’s economic status, family teta and other background

characteristics. Average women’s litera€y,) and ayerwomen’s rejection of
wife beating (y,,) are positively associated with thgioral average of women'’s

shared authority in personal decisionmaking. Ev&r$D increase in average
women'’s literacy rates is associated with a 1.09drelase in women’s odds of

participating in decisions that related to theimowellbeing e = 0.1). Women living

in regions that are 1 SD above the mean in the oht®omen’s rejection of wife
beating experience a 1.115 increase in the odds@éling alone or jointly with their

spouses on personal matt¢gs=0.01). Women'’s labor force participatiofy,;) = does

not have a statistically significant contextuakeffeven when it is entered separately
into the model to avoid issues of multicollineanitith other regional measures. Thus,
| conclude that women are more likely to have smag in matters of personal
wellbeing when living in regions with above averagees of women’s literacy and
above average rates of women’s rejection of wifatibg regardless of their
individual or household characteristics. This coné the hypothesis about the effects
of regional characteristics on shared authoritgarsonal decisionmaking.

The model presented in Table 36 explains aboute8ent of between-region
variance in women’s shared authority in personatisienmaking (see the chi-
squared table at the bottom of Table ¥6jdditionally, controlling for contextual
factors renders the residual variance in the iefgrao longer statistically significant

indicating that the model was able to explain efoafjthe variance that it was no

28 The percent of variance in the intercept explamedthin —
between/within=(0.047-0.015)/0.047=0.68=68%
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longer variable between regions. These results igeovempirical support that
individual-level explanations alone do not suffieed that social context exerts

significant effects on women’s empowerment wittia household.

CHAPTER10. DISCUSSION

At the beginning of this dissertation, | posed daestion “do economics
trump culture?”, and using several multivariate moes of analysis, | test whether
women’s labor force participation and relative emmit resources empower them
when it comes to decisionmaking within the houseéleden after we control for
culturally relevant sources of domestic power atiiobackground characteristics.
The results of this dissertation are consistertt witiltidimensional
conceptualizations of women’s empowerment, but #deg expand our theoretical
model by providing empirical support for the corahs under which economic
resources might trump cultural factors, and whdtucal factors matter more, or
when the two interact.

Economic and cultural explanations are better thbofas complementary
rather than competing accounts of women'’s decisaking authority within the
household. This research demonstrates that whireesits work participation may
have a causal effect on improving women’s bargagipiosition within the household,
relying solely on women’s own characteristics dmuse of their households to
explain power dynamics within the household prosioleomplete explanations.
Below | expand on these points and highlight somgoirtant non-findings,

limitations and future directions for research.
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Economic and cultural factors are complementary ralter then
competing explanations

For currently married Jordanian women, participatioproductive work is
associated with greater control and participatiohausehold decisionmaking even
after controlling for women’s family status, othedividual characteristics and
household factors. However, the effects of womerosk differ by dimension of
household decisionmaking and whether we definecaiiyras exclusive control or
the ability to decide in conjunction with one’s sge. The effects of women’s work
and relative economic resources on women’s houdetedisionmaking authority
also differ markedly between women in nuclear axtdreded households.

Engaging in productive work enhances women’s atitiparticipatein
family management decisions while it confers gneelt@nces of exercisirgxclusive
control over personal decisions. Advantages in relaticenme do not confer
additional benefits in terms of exclusive contreéoeither dimension of household
decisions. However, making about the same or niae dne’s spouse is associated
with higher levels of women’s participation in bd#dmily management and personal
matters, over and above the effects of women’sl{astatus, individual
characteristics and household factors, comparedttavorking or working and
making less than one’s spouse.

The benefits of participation in productive worldaadvantages in relative
income on women’s chances of exercising sharededtithn family management
and personal decisionmaking are only experiencegdyen in nuclear households.
The differential impact of women’s work and rel&tigconomic resources on

women'’s household decisionmaking authority by hbokestructure suggests that

126



patterns of marital power in extended householfferdsubstantially from nuclear
ones. In extended households, both gender andiagedhies matter, and adherence
to traditional gender norms may also matter mareohtrast to nuclear households,
the extent of women’s decisionmaking authorityxteaded households is far more
likely to be negatively influenced by the preseand number of adult women and
men. There may be a selectivity bias in the tygegamen who select into marriages
that result with extended households; such womenbeanore likely to subscribe to
traditional gender scripts in which men are expgtbeplay the dominant role as
providers and guardians.

| interpret the differential impact of women’s pradive work and relative
income by dimension of household decisionmakinggllef authority and household
structure to imply that cultural gender scripts andial context shape whether or not
economic resources impact household decisionmalkingmics, which aspects of
these dynamics, and the extent of their influefite results of this dissertation
demonstrate empirically that theories of relatigeremic resources, gender
performance, institutionalized patriarchy and bargg approaches are
complementary rather then competing explanations/@mmen’s authority within the
household. In this respect, the findings presehexd are consistent with existing
research which has dispelled black-and-white comnedigations of women’s
empowerment that emphasize comparative advantageoimomic resources, or those
that focus exclusively on cultural gender scripts: example, approaches to
household decisionmaking based on relative econagsmurces cannot explain why

women who make more than their spouses, or coméritmore to household expenses,
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spend more time in housework or experience decim#égeir husbands’ participation
(Bittman et al. 2003; Brines 1994). Similarly, &@e on cultural gender scripts
cannot account for high levels of women’s labocéoparticipation in some Muslim
countries, such as Indonesia (40 percent) and idald$2 percent), compared to
very low levels of participation in other countri@¥orld Bank 2013a).

A growing body of research has documented the diognsionality of
women’s empowerment and demonstrated that diffeiem¢nsions are correlated
with different factors (Dharmalingam and Morgan €99ejeebhoy and Sathar 2001,
Malhotra 1997; Malhotra and Mather 1997; Mason }9B6r example, in traditional
societies, women'’s schooling and participationnodpictive work matter less than
culturally relevant sources of domestic power saglluration of marriage, number
of sons, and being married to the head of the HmidéJejeebhoy 2000; Kulik 2011,
Mason 1997).

The results presented in this dissertation expamdheorizations of the
multidimensionality of women’s empowerment, andtipatarly the conditions for
women'’s authority in household decisionmaking, mpeically demonstrating under
what circumstances economic factors matter mone ¢bural ones and vice versa,
as well as how much these factors matter. Eveargely traditional societies with
low levels of women’s labor force participationyadtages in economic resources
may trump cultural gender scripts if women livenurclear households in which they
do not have to contend with generational hieracHieving apart from in-laws may
not only facilitate women'’s ability to leverage ithadvantages in relative economic

resources to gain a greater say in household deomsiking, but it may also free men
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from the burden of doing their own gender to sacefin front of their parents or in-
laws. The differentiated impact of women’s worktgge of decision even within
nuclear households suggests that economic consatesand cultural norms may
interact and shape the extent to which women’ssgaiigspheres considered to be
“masculine” such as employment, translate intoesatgr stake in the management of

the household.

Multidimensionality of household decisionmaking

The nature of household decisionmaking in Jordasammety is underlined by
a distinction between decisions that have to db thié daily management of the
household and those that pertain to women’s owibeielg. Jordanian women are far
more likely to exercise exclusive control over perad matters. The daily
management of the household is one arena in whiches can have influence as co-
participants, yet this is one aspect of the houseinovhich men are also more likely
to decide on their own.

Additionally, these two dimensions of householdisieamaking differ in
their nature and correlates. While participatiopiaductive work enhances women’s
chances of exercising exclusive control over peakdacisionmaking, it improves
women'’s chances of partaking in decisions that haw® with the management of
the household. The differential impact of womentkvby household decision and
level of authority may partially have to do witketfact that family management
decisions by nature differ fundamentally from paalecisionmaking in that they
have to do with the wellbeing of others so spoasedikely to participate. The

differentiation in household decisionmaking anccitsrelates in Jordanian society
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may also have to do with cultural gender scripisso far as men are expected to act
as the guardians and protectors, we would expeat th decide on matters that have

to do with the wellbeing of others

Individual level explanations are incomplete: sociacontext matters

My research demonstrates that women’s economiairess, net of other
background characteristics and those of their Hoalds, are under some conditions
positively associated with their household decisiaking power. However, the story
does not end here. My results expand research arews household
decisionmaking authority by providing further enigat evidence that characteristics
of regions in which women reside can exert impdrédfects on the extent of
women’s control over, or participation in, decisdhat have to do with the daily
management of their families and their personalbeeéig.

There are important regional effects on women’si@autly in household
decisionmaking, even after controlling for womergkative economic resources,
husbands’ characteristics, women’s family statuh s whether their husbands have
co-wives, whether they are related to their spopses to marriage, number of living
sons and being married to the household head ngleé head, as well as household
factors such as whether their husbands live wigmtland whether they live in
nuclear households. Individual models tend to @madrithe pervasiveness of cultural
norms which shape day-to-day behavior and actsyi@d structural level factors that
can facilitate or complicate women'’s abilities &citle on their own, free from the
control of others, on issues that have to do viithrhanagement of their families and

their own wellbeing. For example, the availabiliywell-paying female suited jobs
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may encourage women and their families to overtoadtitional gender norms,
especially in the context of high living costs.

Regional characteristics were associated with bertwegion differences in
average levels of women'’s authority in householdslenmaking. Regardless of
women'’s characteristics, regions with high levdlgromen’s literacy and/or
women’s rejection of wife beating are associatetth Wwigher levels women’s of
household decisionmaking power. This implies thauch regions, even women
who do not work are more likely to have exclusivatcol over, or participate in,
household decision€n the other hand, regional levels of women’s ldbare
participation do not seem to influence the extént@men’s household
decisionmaking. | discuss this important non-fidand its implication for our

theorizations of women’s empowerment in the lagtstion.

Some important non-findings

There are several important non-findings that akevant to our theorizations
of women’s empowerment and the conditions undeclwhie expect women’s labor
force participation to enhance the extent of worsenithority within the household.
These non-findings include the following: distirets in level of decisionmaking
authority by type of economic activity (i.e. paidrgsus unpaid), effects of
occupational prestige, lack of a systematic diffieeein the effects of work by
regional characteristics, and the associationmilfastatus variables with the extent
of women’s household decisionmaking authority. Belalescribe these non-findings

in detail.
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Is there a difference between paid and unpaid work?

In this research, | could not detect any statil{icaeaningful difference
between participating in different forms of paidniw@ersus unpaid work for the
extent of women’s authority in family managementisienmaking. In only one
circumstance, paid work (self-employment) confeldi@onal benefits for shared
authority in personal decisionmaking The lack afistical association between
employment status and women'’s authority in housketetisionmaking may have
more to do with underreporting and undercountihgidybe that women who
participate in unpaid family work or unpaid formfsweork do not consider such
activities to be work and accordingly did not regiof® Investigators may have not
consistently probed for accurate responses thati@gawomen’s unpaid work, which
has a long history of been undercounted. In oulyioal sample, only 23 women are
unpaid workers. The lack of statistically significaifference between unpaid versus
paid work may be a result of small sample size s€hesults do not permit us to
conclude that partaking in paid forms of econonaitvity do not confer additional
benefits for women’s household decisionmaking caegb#o unpaid work. First,
differences between paid and unpaid work have deeamented in other research.
Second, the results of this research indicateatiaantages in relative income are
positively and statistically associated with enteahshared authority in both

dimensions of household decisionmaking.

29 For some details on differences in the charadtesisf unpaid family workers and
unpaid workers, including types of occupationsgréfack to Chapter 8, Section on
Independent Variables.
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(How) does occupational prestige matter?

The results on the association between occupatmeatige and married
women'’s authority in household decisionmaking aneech The results do not
support the contention that women in equally orerarestigious occupations than
their husbands exercise greater authority (whetkelusive or shared) in household
decisionmaking compared to women in less prestgamcupations. Based on my
results, | cannot identify a consistent patternudliboe association between women'’s
relative occupational prestige and the extent eif thuthority in household
decisionmaking in which women in more or less pgesiis occupations exercise
greater authority than women who do not work, bamgn who are in more
prestigious occupations have greater authority thamen in less prestigious
occupations. It may be that women in managerialpantessional occupations are
more likely to participate in or exercise exclusoantrol over household decisions
compared to women in less skilled occupations (@mehen who do not work),
independent of their husbands’ occupations. Rekdhat includes absolute measures
of women’s occupational status might be more effeah shedding light on the

association between occupational status and holasébcisionmaking authority.

Do regional levels of women’s labor force particiff@n matter for women’s
authority in household decisionmaking?

| was interested in modeling the work participatstope to test whether the
positive benefits of women’s work are even largeregions marked by high levels of
socioeconomic development and less traditional gendrms. However, | failed to
detect a systematic difference in the work paréitign slope between regions. This

non-finding is important but may be a problem attistical power related to modest
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within-region sample sizes that include a sufficiemmber of women who work.
Additionally, my model failed to detect a contextatiect for women’s labor force
participation. Regional rates of women'’s labor &participation were statistically
unrelated to regional averages in women'’s housetettsionmaking authority, and
this may be partially explained by the lack of a&ion in women'’s labor force
participation rates between regions. Women'’s |dbie participation rate ranges
from a high of about 25 percent in urban Karak tovaof 5.5 percent in rural Zarga.
This is a wider spread than that of women'’s regectf wife beating rate but lower
than that of women’s literacy rate.

Another possible explanation for the lack of stai#éd association between
regional rates of women’s labor force participat@om the extent of women’s
authority in household decisionmaking may havedoevith the multidimensional
nature of women’s empowerment discussed abovera@tapter 2. Regions with the
highest levels of women'’s literacy and rejectiomte beating also have the lowest
levels of women'’s labor force participation (referAppendix Table 4b). Regions
with the lowest levels of women'’s literacy and I@ivievels of disapproval of wife

beating are regions in which women'’s labor forceipi@ation rates are highest.

(When) does family status matter?

In this dissertation | was interested in testingethler women’s participation
in productive work could increase the extent ofrthathority within the household
after controlling for factors that would hypothetily influence women’s domestic
power in a traditional context such as Jordan. Agnibve culturally relevant factors

that may enhance women'’s influence or prestigeiwitie household are the number
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of living sons, co-wives, being related to the sgprior to marriage (e.g. first
cousin) and matrtial duration (Mason 1997). The ingrace of family status variables
for the extent of women’s authority in householdid®nmaking varies by type of
decision and household structure. When it com@sitbcipating in decisions that
have to do with the daily management of the housklnearital duration is

statistically important for women in both nucleadaxtended households, but it has
a bigger positive effect in extended householdsil&\Having co-wives has a
negative effect on women’s shared authority overfamanagement decisions, this
association is statistically significant only foomen in nuclear households.
Women'’s authority in personal decisionmaking, weetthared or exclusive, does
not seem to be influenced by women'’s family statMemen’s family status may
impact the extent of their authority within the sehold and additional research may
address this set of factors to further exploredlassociations. The data at hand
permit us to conclude, that for decisions whicharurally construed to be part of
men’s decisionmaking prerogative in their capaagyprotectors and providers, some
family status variable may be influential over ambve the advantages conferred by
participation in productive work, and these effeny be more pronounced for

women who live in traditional households.

Implications for research on women’s work in MENA region

Research on women'’s labor force participation NV region and efforts to
expand women’s access to paid employment have fméally motivated by the
underlying assumption that participation in prodweivork may potentially confer

both material and non-material resources whichicgamove women'’s lives and the
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wellbeing of others in their household. The reseatchand aims to empirically
explore whether these assumptions, which we obsemeveloped countries and
other developing regions with sizable proportioheomen in the labor force, can
also hold true in a context where women'’s labocdquarticipation rates are low and
traditional gender norms prevail.

On the micro-level, the results of this dissertasopport the contention that
women'’s participation in productive work may enhatite extent of women’s
participation in decisions that have to do with tladly management of their
households, as well as improve their chance ofoestag exclusive control on issues
that have to do with their own wellbeing, net diertfactors. However, on the macro-
level, women'’s labor force participation rates ad seem to be related to the extent
of women’s authority in household decisionmakinbisTcould have to do with lack
of variation and/or the multidimensional naturexamen’s empowerment as
discussed above. Nonetheless, the results ofdkesarch have two implications for
literature on women’s work in the MENA region arftbgs to promote women'’s
access to paid work opportunities First, enhaneingien’s labor force participation
may not,on the macro-levebe positively correlated with other dimensions of
women’s empowerment. Traditional gender norms naagialy explain low levels of
labor force participation, but cultural scripts ptleo economic realties as more
women engage in remunerative work. Second, comtgnia invest in women’s
education, training, and job placement may on tiea¥level improve women’s
sense of empowerment within their households asdiply on the macro-level shift

cultural gender scripts.
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Limitations and future directions

This analysis relies on women'’s reporting, so wiheoemes to distinctions
between exclusive control and shared decisionmadinigority, social desirability
effects may influence women'’s responses. Cultugablgr scripts may also influence
women’s own perceptions of the extent of their oardver household decisions.

This research sheds light on the pathways througbhamvork improves
women'’s control over, or participation in, househdécisions. However, this
research did not detect meaningful differences betwpaid and unpaid work. This
may very well have to do with reporting and datheobion, yet, these results
underscore the contention that conventional measaifreeomen’s work are
insufficient for explicating household power dynamiSome aspects of household
decisionmaking require the life-long developmenhegotiation and communication
skills (Malhotra and Mather 1997). Collecting infaation on quasi work (e.g.
volunteer work and training) and whether the resigom has ever worked could shed
more light on the pathways through which work emesmomen within the
household. Women'’s labor force participation ranelSIENA region are low, but
there is a marked difference by marital status emvArab women work most do so
prior to marriage (World Bank 2013b). The positeféects of improved
communication and negotiation skills and confidemagy persist long after dropping
out of the labor force. Including prior work expErce may help us get a better
handle on how work impacts women’s empowermentiwithe household.

Qualitative research in the form of focus groupthvioth women and men
can shed more light on the pathways through whigtkvempowers women within

the household, as well as the strategies that wadept within the constraints they
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face to make decisions. Why is women'’s decisionngakiuthority marked by a sharp
delineation between exclusive control over persomatters and shared authority in
family management? Is this part and parcel of threcessions women make in one
domain to gain in others? How and when do womerthee economic and social
resources to get what they want?

In this dissertation | make a distinction betweso tevels of women'’s
authority — exclusive control versus shared authanitwo distinct dimensions of
household decisionmaking. But is there a substarmifference between being able
to decide alone versus having to negotiate witHsosygouse when it comes to other
demographic outcomes of interest? For examplarduesearch can explore the
difference between child health and schooling cues depending on the level of
their mother’s decisionmaking authority. Differeade level of empowerment may
have a substantive impact on women’s own wellbéivigmen’s depression rates are
in MENA region are the highest in the world, and gender gap is also the widest
(Freund 2013). A number of factors, including omgparmed conflict and civil strife,
may partially explain the extraordinarily high lévef depression rates among
women in MENA and that fact that the gap is theesidHowever, these rates may
be related to levels of women’s agency and empoeetin the region (Freund
2013). Being able to participate in family managaehdecisions is better than being
shut out of this process altogether. Yet there beag cost associated to having to
negotiate with husbands on issues that have toittictiee wellbeing of others that

eventually takes a toll on women’s own wellbeing.
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TABLES

Table 1. Factors for different dimensions of woraenlthority in household decision making with theables that are
most correlated (factor loadings of 0.40 or more)

Factor Assigned factor label Variables most correlatedding Factor loading after
number 0.40 or more post rotation) rotation
1 Family management decisions Large purchases 0.754
Daily needs 0.706
Social visits to family 0.635
Husband's earnings 0.641
2 Personal decisions Personal health 0.926

Table 2. Married women's sole authority in houselecisionmaking by various economic status messur

Large Daily Social Husband Sole authority

Variables Per(f)onal purchases needs visits earnings in +1 family
() (1 (IV) (V) decisions (VI)
Current work statt8
Currently working (N=1,373) 0.51 0.15 0.29 0.12 0.05 0.38
Currently not working (N=8,987) 0.47 0.10 0.26 0.10 0.04 0.33
Nature of current wofR
Employee (N=1,258) 0.50 0.14 0.28 0.11 0.04 0.37
Employer (N=21) 0.43 0.14 0.29 0.14 0.14 0.43
Self employed (N=71) 0.55 0.25 0.44 0.16 0.11 520.
Unpaid family worker (N=20) 0.50 0.20 0.20 0.15 0.00 0.35
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Table 2. Married women's sole authority in housetklecisionmaking by various economic status messur
Large Daily Social Husband Sole authority

Variables Per(f)onal purchases needs  visits earnings in +1 family
(1 (1) (IV) (V) decisions (VI)
Unpaid worker (N=3) 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.33 0.00 01.0
Relative incom&
Wife earns more or same as husband (N=540) 051 0.18 0.27 0.11 0.05 0.37
Wife earns less income than husband (N=766) 049 0.12 0.29 0.11 0.04 0.38
Husband doesn't earn any income (N=42) 0.67 0.26 0.41 0.21 n/a 0.48
Wife has no earnings (N=9,010) 0.47 0.10 0.26 100. 0.04 0.33
Relative occupational prestige
Husband works, wife does not work (N=7,521) 0.46 0.09 0.27 0.10 0.04 0.34
Husband more prestige, wife works (N=384) 0.50 150 0.28 0.11 0.04 0.38
Wife same or more prestige (N=989) 0.51 0.15 0.29 0.12 0.05 0.38
Both do not work (N=1,466) 0.52 0.13 0.22 0.12 .0%0 0.31
All Married Women (N=10,360) 0.47 0.11 0.26 0.10 0.04 0.34

Notes: Values are unweighted.
W ncludes both paid and unpaid work.
@) pertains to currently working women.

®) Category "wife has no earnings" mostly pertainsémen who do not work (n=8,987) and women in utipeork (n=23)"
Y Includes working women whose husbands do not work41).
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Table 3. Married women's shared authority in hbaokkdecisionmaking by various economic status nress

Large Daily Social Husband Shared family

. Personal o :
Variables (Vi1 purchases needs visits earnings management
(V1) (IX) (X) (XI) index (XI1)

Current work statid

Currently working (N=1,373) 0.93 0.85 0.80 0.92 0.30 2.85

Currently not working (N=8,987) 0.89 0.66 0.68 0.83 0.42 2.57
Nature of current wofR

Employee (N=1,258) 0.94 0.85 0.80 0.92 0.29 2.86

Employer (N=21) 0.76 0.95 0.76 0.95 0.29 2.95

Self employed (N=71) 0.97 0.86 0.79 0.89 0.24 752.

Unpaid family worker (N=20) 0.75 0.55 0.55 0.80 0.65 2.55

Unpaid worker (N=3) 1.00 0.67 1.00 1.00 0.00 72.6
Relative incom&

Wife earns more or same as husband (N=540) 0.94 0.87 0.79 0.92 0.27 2.86

Wife earns less income than husband (N=766) 0.93 0.84 0.80 0.92 0.31 2.86

Husband doesn't earn any income (N=42) 0.95 0.91 0.88 0.81 n/a 2.60

Wife has no earnings (N=9,010) 0.89 0.66 0.68 830. 042 2.57
Relative occupational prestige

Husband works, wife does not work (N=7,521) 0.89 0.66 0.70 0.84 0.41 2.60

Husband more prestige, wife works (N=384) 0.92 .840 0.76 0.92 0.33 2.84

Wife same or more prestige (N=989) 0.94 0.85 0.81 0091 0.28 2.85

Both do not work (N=1,466) 0.87 0.61 0.60 0.79 .510 2.40
All Married Women (N=10,360) 0.89 0.68 0.70 0.84 0.40 2.60

Notes: Values are unweighted.
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Table 4a. Married women's sole authority in hoosdecisionmaking by various culturally relevatates measures

) Personal
Variables

Large

Daily Social Husband
decisions purchases needs visits earnings

Sole authority

Marital duration

0-4 years (N=2,158) 0.40 0.07 0.21 0.06 0.04 70.2

5-9 years (N=2,042) 0.47 0.09 0.25 0.09 0.04 103

10-14 years (N=1,924) 0.48 0.10 0.29 0.10 0.04 360

15-19 years (N=1,783) 0.50 0.12 0.30 0.12 0.04 380

20-24 years (N=1,288) 0.52 0.14 0.27 0.14 0.05 370

25-29 years (N=805) 0.52 0.14 0.27 0.11 0.05 50.3

30+ years (N=360) 0.53 0.17 0.30 0.16 0.05 0.40
Number of living sons

No sons (N=1,949) 0.41 0.09 0.22 0.07 0.03 0.29

At least one son (N=8,411) 0.49 0.11 0.27 0.11 .040 0.35
Co-wives

Husband does not have other wives (N=9,721) 0.47 0.10 0.26 0.10 0.04 0.34

Husband has other wives (N=627) 0.55 0.14 0.2316 0 0.03 0.32
Respondent's relation to head of household

Not married to head/not head (N=819) 0.39 0.08 0.23 0.09 0.03 0.31

Respondent is household head or married to
household head (N=9,541) 0.48 0.11 0.26 0.10 0.04 340
Relationship to husband prior to marriage (endogamy

Not related to husband prior to marriage (N=5,887) 0.47 0.11 0.26 0.11 0.04 0.33

Related to husband prior to marriage (N=4,472) 480 0.10 0.27 0.10 0.04 0.34
All Married Women (N=10,360) 0.47 0.11 0.26 0.10 O04. 0.34

Notes: Values are unweighted.
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Table 4b. Married women's shared authority in lbbo&l decisionmaking by various culturally relevatatus measures

Personal Large Dally Social Husband Shared

Variables decisi eeds .. earnings authority in
ecisions purchases visits fami
amily mgmit.
Marital duration
0-4 years (N=2,158) 0.87 0.68 0.69 0.83 0.38 725
5-9 years (N=2,042) 0.89 0.67 0.69 0.83 0.40 825
10-14 years (N=1,924) 0.90 0.70 0.73 0.85 0.38 .64 2
15-19 years (N=1,783) 0.91 0.69 0.72 0.85 0.39 632
20-24 years (N=1,288) 0.91 0.68 0.68 0.86 0.44 632
25-29 years (N=805) 0.90 0.67 0.66 0.84 0.48 22.6
30+ years (N=360) 0.85 0.63 0.63 0.83 0.48 2.54
Number of living sons
No sons (N=1,949) 0.87 0.68 0.69 0.82 0.39 2.56
At least one son (N=8,411) 0.90 0.68 0.70 0.85 410 2.62
Co-wives
Husband does not have other wives (N=9,721) 0.90 0.69 0.71 0.85 0.38 2.63
Husband has other wives (N=627) 0.81 0.47 0.49.670 0.73 2.29
Respondent's relation to head of household
Not married to head/not head (N=819) 0.86 0.64 0.64 0.76 0.39 2.40
Respondent is household head or married to
household head (N=9,541) 0.90 0.68 0.70 0.85 0.40 .62 2
Relationship to husband prior to marriage
Not related to husband prior to marriage (N=5,887) 0.89 0.69 0.70 0.84 0.40 2.62
Related to husband prior to marriage (N=4,472) 0.89 0.67 0.69 0.84 0.41 2.59
All Married Women (N=10,360) 0.89 0.68 0.70 0.84 0.40 2.60
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Table 5. Logistic regression of women's sole autyhor at least one family management decision omen's work

Variables Baseline  Model 2 Model 3 Model 4  Full model
Respondent currently working 1.038 1.048 1.005 1.01E+00 1.03E+00
Respondent’s educational attainment (ref: no educat
Primary 1.244 1.232 1.245 1.184
Secondary 1.371* 1.375* 1.404* 1.323*
Higher 1.317* 1.247 1.323 1.255
Respondent’s age (years) 1.110%** 1.078** 1.081**
Respondent age squared 0.999** 0.999* 0.999*
Husband's educational attainment (ref: none)
Primary 1.012 1.015 1.008
Secondary 1.071 1.076 1.095
Higher 0.957 0.958 0.946
Husband currently working 1.226** 1.221** 1.187*
Household wealth (ref: poorest)
Poorer 1.099 1.108 1.109
Middle 1.121 1.129 1.131
Richer 1.259** 1.280** 1.249*
Richest 1.300** 1.328** 1.226
Husband in the household 0.306*** 0.301*** 0.335***
Respondent has at least one living son 1.02 1.029
Respondent's husband has other wives 1.112 1.182
Respondent is married to household head or ise¢hd h 1.026 1.014
Respondent related to husband prior to marriage 0.977 0.984
Duration of marriage (years) 1.018* 1.021**
Number of adult males 0.949 0.948
Number of adult females 0.965 0.945
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Table 5. Logistic regression of women's sole autyhor at least one family management decision omen's work

Variables Baseline  Model 2 Model 3 Model 4  Full model
Region (ref.: Amman)
Balga 0.484***
Zarga 0.493***
Madaba 0.608***
Irbid 1.214**
Mafraq 1.18
Jarash 0.684***
Ajlun 0.872
Karak 1.148
Tafiela 0.683***
Ma'an 0.9
Aqgaba 0.439***
Urban 1.424***
Constant 0.623***  0.467*** 0.128*** 0.224** 0.184**
Wald Chi2 (df) 0.142 (1) 5.037(4) 80.48(15) 90.8(22) 305.2(34)
N 10360 10360 10357 10344 10344

Notes: Results reported as odds ratios. Work irsyzhid and unpaid work. Weights included.
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 6. OLS regression of women's shared authioriigmily management decisionmaking on women'skwor

Variables Baseline Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Full model
Respondent currently working 0.235*%**  (0.134*** 0.108*** 0.110*** 0.119***
Respondent’s educational attainment (ref: no
education)
Primary 0.057 0.026 0.014 0.011
Secondary 0.257*** 0.197*** 0.177*** 0.175***
Higher 0.417*** 0.278*** 0.276*** 0.278***
Respondent's age (years) 0.0265*** 0.007 0.007
Respondent's age squared -0.000286** 0.000 0.000
Husband's educational level (ref: no education)
Primary 0.015 -0.008 -0.010
Secondary 0.044 0.016 0.016
Higher 0.141** 0.110* 0.115*
Husband currently working 0.0799*** 0.0660** 0.0637**
Household wealth (ref: poorest)
Poorer 0.040 0.044 0.033
Middle 0.0586** 0.0708** 0.0530*
Richer 0.157*** 0.178*** 0.156***
Richest 0.155*** 0.178*** 0.147***
Husband in the household 0.046 -0.048 -0.052
Respondent has at least one living son 0.000 0.000
Respondent's husband has other wives -0.149*** -0.148***
Respondent is married to HH head or is the head 0.1172%** 0.112%**
Respondent related to husband prior to marriage -0.004 -0.001
Duration of marriage (years) 0.00835***  0.00849***
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Table 6. OLS regression of women's shared authioriigmily management decisionmaking on women'skwor

Variables Baseline Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Full model
Number of adult males -0.0221* -0.0209*
Number of adult females -0.0482*** -0.0433***
Region (ref.: Amman)
Balga -0.0676*
Zarga 0.0538**
Madaba 0.111*
Irbid -0.0820***
Mafraq -0.128***
Jarash -0.090
Ajlun -0.109*
Karak -0.0975*
Tafiela -0.060
Ma'an -0.032
Agaba -0.050
Urban -0.033
Constant 2.629*** 2.360*** 1.626*** 2.102*** 2.156***
R-squared 0.007 0.022 0.038 0.047 0.051
N 10360 10360 10357 10344 10344

Notes: Household decisionmaking index ranges from @eflecting the number of family managementigleas in which women

decide in conjunction with their spouses or aldleights included.
*** n<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 7. Logistic regression of women's sole auityhor at least one family management decision omen's employment status

Variables Baseline  Model 2 Model 3 Model 4  Full model
Women's employment status (ref.: does not work)
Employee 1.015 1.02 0.98 0.993 1.013
Employer 0.662 0.652 0.581 0.568 0.548
Self employed 1.442 1.469 1.388 1.347 1.332
Unpaid family worker/unpaid worker 2.031 2.144 2.153 2.07 1.818
Women's education (ref.no education)
Primary 1.242 1.23 1.243 1.182
Secondary 1.383** 1.387* 1.414** 1.332*
Higher 1.338* 1.262 1.333 1.262
Women's age (continuous) 1.112%** 1.081** 1.083**
Age squared 0.999** 0.999* 0.999*
Husband's education (ref: no education)
Primary 1.01 1.015 1.009
Secondary 1.067 1.073 1.093
Higher 0.958 0.959 0.948
Husband currently working 1.220** 1.215* 1.182
Household wealth (ref: poorest)
Poorer 1.103 1.11E+00 1.11E+00
Middle 1.123  1.13E+00 1.13E+00
Richer 1.265** 1.287** 1.253*
Richest 1.308** 1.337** 1.23E+00
Husband in household 0.306*** 0.301*** 0.335***
Respondent has at least one living son 1.019 1.028
Respondent's husband has co-wives 1.107 1.181
Respondent is HH head/married to head 1.027 1.014
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Table 7. Logistic regression of women's sole auyhor at least one family management decision ome&n's employment status

Variables Baseline  Model 2 Model 3 Model 4  Full model
Respondent related to husband prior to marriage 0.974 0.982
Marital duration (continuous) 1.017* 1.021**
Number of adult males 0.949 0.948
Number of adult females 0.964 0.945
Region (ref.: Amman)
Balga 0.483***
Zarga 0.492***
Madaba 0.608***
Irbid 1.208*
Mafraq 1.179
Jarash 0.684***
Ajlun 0.871
Karak 1.148
Tafiela 0.684***
Ma'an 0.901
Aqgaba 0.439***
Urban 1.428%***
Constant 0.623**  (0.463*** 0.123*** 0.217* 0.178*
Wald Chi2 (df) 2961 (4) 8.192(7) 83.82(18) 93.94(25) 308.2(37)
N 10360 10360 10357 10344 10344

Notes: Results reported as odds ratios. Unpaid everfn=3) are included with unpaid family workansZ3) because they are a very
small group. Weights included.
*** n<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 8. OLS regression of women's shared authioriigmily management decisionmaking on women'sleympent status

Variables Baseline Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Full model
Women's employment status (ref.: does not work)
Employee 0.238*** 0.123*** 0.0998*** 0.103*** 0.112%**
Employer 0.476*** 0.429*** 0.313** 0.319** 0.316**
Self employed 0.0399 0.0616 0.0353 0.0233 0.0338
Unpaid family worker/unpaid worker 0.311* 0.353* 0.351* 0.372** 0.403**
Women's education (ref.no education)
Primary 0.0587 0.0278 0.0154 0.0132
Secondary 0.257*** 0.198*** 0.177*** 0.176***
Higher 0.420*** 0.281*** 0.279*** 0.281***
Women's age (continuous) 0.0266*** 0.0072 0.0077
Age squared -0.000288** -0.000105 -0.000114
Husband's education (ref: no education)
Primary 0.0145 -0.00967 -0.0111
Secondary 0.0437 0.0147 0.0148
Higher 0.139** 0.107 0.112*
Husband currently working 0.0792*** 0.0651** 0.0628**
Household wealth (ref: poorest)
Poorer 0.0399 0.0439 0.0338
Middle 0.0595** 0.0717** 0.0540*
Richer 0.158*** 0.179*** 0.157***
Richest 0.155*** 0.178*** 0.148***
Husband in household 0.0448 -0.0492 -0.0537
Respondent has at least one living son -4.42E-05 0.000357
Respondent's husband has co-wives -0.154*** -0.153***
Respondent is the household head or married to head 0.111%** 0.112%**
Respondent related to husband prior to marriage -0.00411 -0.000661
Marital duration (continuous) 0.00831***  0.00844***
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Table 8. OLS regression of women's shared authioriigmily management decisionmaking on women'sleympent status

Variables Baseline Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Full model
Number of adult males -0.0217* -0.0205*
Number of adult females -0.0484*** -0.0435***
Region (ref.: Amman)
Balga -0.0666*
Zarqa 0.0544**
Madaba 0.113*
Irbid -0.0820***
Mafraq -0.128***
Jarash -0.089
Ajlun -0.108*
Karak -0.0970*
Tafiela -0.0593
Ma'an -0.0307
Aqgaba -0.0491
Urban -0.0327
Constant 2.629*** 2.359*** 1.626*** 2.102*** 2.154***
R-squared 0.008 0.022 0.038 0.047 0.051
N 10360 10360 10357 10344 10344

Notes: Household decisionmaking index ranges from @eflecting the number of family managementisleas in which women
decide in conjunction with their spouses. Weightduded.
*** n<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 8a. Logistic regression of women's sole attthm at least one family

management decision on women's employment status

820.9

Variable Odds ratio
Women's employment status (ref.: unpaid family veoskunpaid
workers)
Employee 0.557
Employer 0.301
Self employed 0.733
Women who do not work 0.55
Women's education (ref.no education)
Primary 1.182
Secondary 1.332*
Higher 1.262
Women's age (continuous) 1.083**
Age squared 0.999*
Husband's education (ref: no education)
Primary 1.01E+00
Secondary 1.09E+00
Higher 0.948
Husband currently working 1.182
Household wealth (ref: poorest)
Poorer 1.112
Middle 1.132
Richer 1.253*
Richest 1.232
Husband in household 0.335***
Respondent has at least one living son 1.028
Respondent's husband has co-wives 1.181
Respondent is the household head or married to head 1.014
Respondent related to husband prior to marriage
Marital duration (continuous) 1.021**
Number of adult males 0.948
Number of adult females 0.945
Urban 1.428***
Constant 0.323
Wald Chi2 (df) 308(37)
N 10344

Notes: Region dummies included but not shown Ra&i@ights included.
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 8b. OLS regression of women's shared auyhiarfeamily management

decisionmaking index on women's employment status

Variable Coefficient
Women's employment status (ref.: unpaid family veoskunpaid
workers)
Employee -0.291
Employer -0.0871
Self employed -0.369*
Women who do not work -0.403**
Women's education (ref.no education)
Primary 0.0132
Secondary 0.176***
Higher 0.281***
Women's age (continuous) 0.0077
Age squared -0.000114
Husband's education (ref: no education)
Primary -0.0111
Secondary 0.0148
Higher 0.112*
Husband currently working 0.0628**
Household wealth (ref: poorest)
Poorer 0.0338
Middle 0.0540*
Richer 0.157***
Richest 0.148***
Husband in household -0.0537
Respondent has at least one living son 0.000357
Respondent's husband has co-wives -0.153***
Respondent is the household head or married to head 0.112***
Respondent related to husband prior to marriage 006861
Marital duration (continuous) 0.00844***
Number of adult males -0.0205*
Number of adult females -0.0435***
Urban -0.0327
Constant 2.557***
R-squared 0.051
N 10344

Notes: Household decisionmaking index ranges fromd @eflecting the number of
family management decisions in which women deaidesonjunction with spouses or

alone. Region dummies included but not shown heeeglits included.

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 8c. Logistic regression of women's sole aitho at least one family

management decision on women's employment status

Variable Odds ratio
Women's employment status (ref.. Employee)
Employer 0.54
Self-employed 1.315
Unpaid family worker/unpaid worker 1.794
Women who do not work 0.987
Women's education (ref.no education)
Primary 1.182
Secondary 1.332*
Higher 1.262
Women's age (continuous) 1.083**
Age squared 0.999*
Husband's education (ref: no education)
Primary 1.009
Secondary 1.093
Higher 0.948
Husband currently working 1.182
Household wealth (ref: poorest)
Poorer 1.112
Middle 1.132
Richer 1.253*
Richest 1.232
Husband in household 0.335***
Respondent has at least one living son 1.028
Respondent's husband has co-wives 1.181
Respondent is the household head or married to head 1.014
Respondent related to husband prior to marriage 820.9
Matrital duration (continuous) 1.021**
Number of adult males 0.948
Number of adult females 0.945
Urban 1.428%***
Constant 0.180**
Wald Chi2 (df) 308.2 (37)
N 10344

Notes: Region dummies included but not shown Rafeights included.
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 8d. OLS regression of women's shared auyhiarfamily management

decisionmaking index on women's employment status

Variable Coefficient
Women's employment status (ref.: Employee)
Employer 0.204
Self-employed -0.078
Unpaid family worker/unpaid worker 0.291
Women who do not work -0.112%**
Women's education (ref.no education)
Primary 0.0132
Secondary 0.176***
Higher 0.281***
Women's age (continuous) 0.0077
Age squared -0.000114
Husband's education (ref: no education)
Primary -0.0111
Secondary 0.0148
Higher 0.112*
Husband currently working 0.0628**
Household wealth (ref: poorest)
Poorer 0.0338
Middle 0.0540*
Richer 0.157***
Richest 0.148***
Husband in household -0.0537
Respondent has at least one living son
Respondent's husband has co-wives -0.153***
Respondent is the household head or married to head 0.112%**
Respondent related to husband prior to marriage 000861
Marital duration (continuous) 0.00844***
Number of adult males -0.0205*
Number of adult females -0.0435***
Urban -0.0327
Constant 2.266***
R-squared 0.051
N 10344

0.000357

Notes: Household decisionmaking index ranges fromd @eflecting the number of
family management decisions in which women deaideohjunction with their
spouses or on their own. Region dummies includeéahbushown here. Weights

included.
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 9. Logistic regression of women's sole autyhor at least one family management decision omen's relative income

Variables Baseline Model2 Model3 Model 4 Ful
model
Women's relative income (ref.. women who don't warkvomen with
no earnings)
Earns about the same or more than husband 0.9940.999 0.974 0.988 1.001
Earns less than husband 1.042 1.045 0.988 0.992 1.014
Husband has no earnings (wife is in paid work) .990 1.03 1.007 1.031 1.002
Women's education (ref.no education)
Primary 1.25 1.235 1.248 1.186
Secondary 1.375** 1.377*  1.405* 1.322*
Higher 1.330* 1.257 1.331 1.26
Women's age (continuous) 1.111%** 1.079**  1.081*
Age squared 0.999** 0.999* 0.999*
Husband's education (ref: no education)
Primary 1.02 1.02E+00 1.02E+00
Secondary 1.08 1.085 1.108
Higher 0.965 0.967 0.957
Husband currently working 1.226** 1.222* 1.186
Household wealth (ref: poorest)
Poorer 1.098 1.108 1.108
Middle 1.119 1.128 1.129
Richer 1.258*  1.280** 1.249*
Richest 1.300**  1.330** 1.227
Husband present in the household 0.306***  0.301***  (0.335***
Respondent has at least one living son 1.02 1.029
Respondent's husband has co-wives 1.113 1.184
Respondent is the household head or married to head 1.024 1.012
Respondent related to husband prior to marriage 0.978 0.985
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Table 9. Logistic regression of women's sole autyhor at least one family management decision omen's relative income

Variables

Baseline Model2 Model3 Model 4 Full
model

Marital duration (continuous)
Number of adult males
Number of adult females
Region (ref.: Amman)

Balga
Zarga
Madaba
Irbid
Mafraq
Jarash
Ajlun
Karak
Tafiela
Ma'an
Aqgaba
Urban
Constant

Wald Chi2 (df)

N

1.018*  1.021**
0.948 0.947
0.964 0.945

0.482%+*

0.493*+*

0.608**

1.214**

1.178

0.683*+*

0.872

1.149

0.683**

0.901

0.439%*

1.422%

0.624%%  0.466** 0.125%*  0.221*  0.182*
0.101(3) 5.038(6) 80.47(17) 90.78 (24) 305.2 (36)
10358 10358 10355 10342 10342

Notes: Results reported as odds ratios. Weightsded.
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 10. OLS regression of women's shared auyhiarfamily management decisionmaking on womeriatires income

Variables Baseline Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Full model
Women's relative income (ref.. women who don't warkvomen
with no earnings)
Earns about the same or more than husband 280.175%** 0.168*** 0.169*** 0.174%**
Earns less than husband 0.223**  (0.114*** 0.0656* 0.0662*  0.0787**
Husband has no earnings (wife is in paid work) 0.159 -0.154 -0.100 -0.066 -0.072
Women's education (ref.no education)
Primary 0.056 0.026 0.014 0.011
Secondary 0.254*** 0.196*** 0.176*** 0.174***
Higher 0.414*** 0.276*** 0.274*** 0.277***
Women's age (continuous) 0.0265*** 0.007 0.007
Age squared -0.000286** 0.000 0.000
Husband's education (ref: no education)
Primary 0.016 -0.007 -0.009
Secondary 0.045 0.018 0.018
Higher 0.145** 0.115* 0.119*
Husband currently working 0.0746*** 0.0617** 0.0589**
Household wealth (ref: poorest)
Poorer 0.040 0.044 0.034
Middle 0.0589**  0.0712** 0.0535*
Richer 0.157*** 0.178*** 0.156***
Richest 0.155*** 0.179*** 0.148***
Husband present in the household 0.041 -0.051 -0.055
Respondent has at least one living son 0.000 0.000
Respondent's husband has co-wives -0.145**  -0.144***
Respondent is the household head or married to head 0.109** 0.109**
Respondent related to husband prior to marriage -0.003 0.000
Marital duration (continuous) 0.00841** (0.00854***
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Table 10. OLS regression of women's shared auyhiarfamily management decisionmaking on womeriatires income

Variables Baseline Model 2 Model 3 Model 4  Full model
Number of adult males -0.0223* -0.0212*
Number of adult females -0.0487*** -0.0438***
Region (ref.: Amman)
Balga -0.0676*
Zarga 0.0546**
Madaba 0.111*
Irbid -0.0798***
Mafraq -0.128***
Jarash -0.089
Ajlun -0.109*
Karak -0.0963*
Tafiela -0.059
Ma'an -0.031
Agaba -0.048
Urban -0.033
Constant 2.630*** 2.363*** 1.636*** 2.111%** 2.165***
R-squared 0.008 0.022 0.038 0.047 0.051
N 10358 10358 10355 10342 10342

Notes: Household decisionmaking index ranges from @eflecting the number of family managementigleas in which women
decide in conjunction with spouses or alone Weigitkided.
*** n<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 10a. Logistic regression of women's sole@itthin at least one family

management decision on women's relative income

Variables Odds ratio
Women's relative income (ref.: women who earn less)

Women who do not work or women with no earnings 0.987

Earns about the same or more than husband

Husband has no earnings (wife is in paid work) .980
Women's education (ref.no education)

Primary 1.186

Secondary 1.322*

Higher 1.26
Women's age (continuous) 1.081**
Age squared 0.999*
Husband's education (ref: no education)

Primary 1.021

Secondary 1.108

Higher 0.957
Husband currently working 1.186
Household wealth (ref: poorest)

Poorer 1.108

Middle 1.129

Richer 1.249*

Richest 1.227
Husband present in the household 0.335***
Respondent has at least one living son 1.029
Respondent's husband has co-wives 1.184
Respondent is the household head or married to head 1.012
Respondent related to husband prior to marriage 850.9
Marital duration (continuous) 1.021**
Number of adult males 0.947
Number of adult females 0.945
Urban 1.422%**
Constant 0.184**
Wald Chi2 (df) 305.2 (36)
N 10342

0.987

Notes: Region dummies included but not shown Rafeghts included.

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 10b. OLS regression of women's shared adyharfamily management

decisionmaking index on women's relative income

Variables Coefficient
Women's relative income (ref.: women who earn less)
Women who do not work or women with no earnings -0.0787**
Earns about the same or more than husband (.0954
Husband has no earnings (wife is in paid work) 0.151
Women's education (ref.no education)
Primary 0.0114
Secondary 0.174%**
Higher 0.277***
Women's age (continuous) 0.00739
Age squared -0.00011
Husband's education (ref: no education)
Primary -0.00869
Secondary 0.018
Higher 0.119*
Husband currently working 0.0589**
Household wealth (ref: poorest)
Poorer 0.0341
Middle 0.0535*
Richer 0.156***
Richest 0.148***
Husband present in the household -0.0549
Respondent has at least one living son -1.12E-05
Respondent's husband has co-wives -0.144***
Respondent is the household head or married to head 0.109**
Respondent related to husband prior to marriage 49EL06
Marital duration (continuous) 0.00854***
Number of adult males -0.0212*
Number of adult females -0.0438***
Urban -0.0332
Constant 2.244%**
R-squared 0.051
N 10342

Notes: Household decisionmaking index ranges fromd @eflecting the number of
family management decisions in which women deaidesonjunction with spouses or

alone. Region dummies included but not shown Waeaghts included.

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

161



Table 10c. Effect of women'’s relative income on veors family management authority

Sole say in at least one
family mana?)ement
1

Shared authority in family
management decisionmaking

decision index®

Variables Odds ratio Coefficient
Women's relative income (ref.: women who earn sanraore)

Women who do not work or women with no earnings 0.999 -0.174***

Women who earn less 1.013 -0.0954*

Husband has no earnings (wife is in paid work) 1.002 -0.246*
Women's education (ref.no education)

Primary 1.186 0.0114

Secondary 1.322* 0.174***

Higher 1.26 0.277***
Women's age (continuous) 1.081** 0.00739
Age squared 0.999* -0.00011
Husband's education (ref: no education)

Primary 1.021 -0.00869

Secondary 1.108 0.018

Higher 0.957 0.119*
Husband currently working 1.186 0.0589**
Household wealth (ref: poorest)

Poorer 1.108 0.0341

Middle 1.129 0.0535*

Richer 1.249* 0.156***

Richest 1.227 0.148***
Husband present in the household 0.335*** -0.0549
Respondent has at least one living son 1.029 -1.12E-05
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Table 10c. Effect of women'’s relative income on veors family management authority

Sole say in at least one
family mana?)ement
1

Shared authority in family
management decisionmaking

decision index®
Variables Odds ratio Coefficient
Respondent's husband has co-wives 1.184 -0.144%**
Respondent is the household head or married to head 1.012 0.109**
Respondent related to husband prior to marriage 0.985 -1.49E-06
Marital duration (continuous) 1.021** 0.00854***
Number of adult males 0.947 -0.0212*
Number of adult females 0.945 -0.0438***
Urban 1.422%** -0.0332
Constant 0.182** 2.339***
Wald Chi2 (df) 305.2 (36)
R-squared 0.051
N 10342 10342
Notes:

@) Results of logistic regression of women's soleisat least one family management decision.

®) Results of ordinary least squares regression afiev’s shared authority in family management dewisaking index. Index ranges
from 0-4. Shared authority includes women who regeciding in conjunction with spouses or alone.

Region dummies included but not shown here. Weiglasided.
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 11. Logistic regression of women's sole aitthm at least one family management decisiomomen's relative occupational
prestige

Variables Baseline Model2 Model3 Model 4 Full
Relative occupational prestige (ref.: women dowtkyhusband works)
Both don't work 0.849 0.875 0.728 0.735 0.76
Wife less prestige, husband more prestige 0.942 0.954 0.883 0.886 0.885
Wife more prestige or same as husband (inclogaswho don't work) 1.05 1.074 1.013 1.025 1.05
Women's education (ref.no education)
Primary 1.219 1.23 1.243 1.182
Secondary 1.319* 1.367*  1.397** 1.317
Higher 1.258 1.235 1.312 1.243
Women's age (continuous) 1.111%** 1.080**  1.082**
Age squared 0.999** 0.999* 0.999*
Husband's education (ref: no education)
Primary 1.01 1.013 1.008
Secondary 1.067 1.072 1.092
Higher 0.96 0.961 0.951
Husband currently working 0.925 0.931 0.933
Household wealth (ref: poorest)
Poorer 11 1.108 1.109
Middle 1.121 1.128 1.13
Richer 1.261*  1.281** 1.250*
Richest 1.306**  1.333** 1.231
Husband present in the household 0.307***  0.302***  0.336***
Respondent has at least one living son 1.021 1.03
Respondent's husband has co-wives 1.111 1.182
Respondent is the household head or married to head 1.03 1.018
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Table 11. Logistic regression of women's sole aitthm at least one family management decisiomomen's relative occupational

prestige
Variables Baseline Model2 Model3 Model 4 Full
Respondent related to husband prior to marriage 0.976 0.983
Marital duration (continuous) 1.018*  1.021**
Number of adult males 0.949 0.948
Number of adult females 0.966 0.947
Region (ref.: Amman)
Balga 0.484***
Zarga 0.492***
Madaba 0.610***
Irbid 1.214**
Mafraq 1.183
Jarash 0.685***
Ajlun 0.875
Karak 1.156
Tafiela 0.685***
Ma'an 0.903
Aqgaba 0.439***
Urban 1.428***
Constant 0.635***  (0.493*** 0.167** 0.289 0.229*
Wald Chi2 (df) 3.103 (3) 7.138 (6) 82.02 (17) 92.38 (24) 306.5 (36)
N 10360 10360 10357 10344 10344

Notes: Results reported as odds ratios. Weightsded.

*** n<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 12. OLS regression of women's shared auyhiarfamily management decisionmaking on womeneatike occupational

prestige
Variables Baseline Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Full model
Relative occupational prestige (ref.: women who'dwork,
husband works)
Both don't work -0.115**  -0.0507* 0.0149 0.0155 0.0155
Wife less prestige, husband more prestige 0.198***  (0.124*** 0.0597 0.0661 0.0768
Wife more prestige or same as husband 0.230***  (0.132*** 0.130*** 0.131%** 0.140%***
Women's education (ref.no education)
Primary 0.0488 0.0261 0.0137 0.0114
Secondary 0.2471*** 0.197*** 0.177*** 0.176***
Higher 0.400*** 0.275*** 0.273*** 0.276***
Women's age (continuous) 0.0267*** 0.0071 0.00757
Age squared -0.000288**  -0.000104 -0.000113
Husband's education (ref: no education)
Primary 0.0161 -0.00764 -0.00918
Secondary 0.0448 0.0165 0.0167
Higher 0.144** 0.113* 0.118*
Husband currently working (y/n) 0.0958 0.0822 0.0798
Household wealth (ref: poorest)
Poorer 0.0395 0.0435 0.0333
Middle 0.0581** 0.0703** 0.0525*
Richer 0.157*** 0.178*** 0.155***
Richest 0.155*** 0.179*** 0.147***
Husband present in the household 0.0453 -0.0476 -0.0519
Respondent has at least one living son -0.000248 0.000162
Respondent's husband has co-wives -0.148*** -0.147***
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Table 12. OLS regression of women's shared auyhiarfamily management decisionmaking on womeneatike occupational
prestige

Respondent is the household head or married to head 0.111%** 0.111%**
Respondent related to husband prior to marriage -0.00401 -0.000485
Marital duration (continuous) 0.00841***  0.00855***
Number of adult males -0.0222* -0.0210*
Number of adult females -0.0481*** -0.0432%**
Region (ref.: Amman)
Balga -0.0672*
Zarga 0.0536**
Madaba 0.112*
Irbid -0.0820***
Mafraq -0.128***
Jarash -0.0904*
Ajlun -0.109*
Karak -0.0963*
Tafiela -0.0599
Ma'an -0.0316
Agaba -0.0504
Urban -0.0324
Constant 2.644*** 2 381*** 1.608*** 2.084*** 2.137***
R-squared 0.009 0.022 0.038 0.047 0.051
N 10360 10360 10357 10344 10344

Notes: Household decisionmaking index ranges from @eflecting the number of family managementigleas in which women
decide in conjunction with their spouses or aldeights included.
*** n<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 12a. Logistic regression of women's sole@itthin at least one family

management decision on women's relative occupadtpreatige

Variables Odds ratio  Odds ratio
Relative occupational prestige (ref.: wife lessspoge,
husband more prestige)
Women who don't work, husband works 0.832* 1.13
Both don't work 0.730*** 0.858
Wife more prestige or same as husband (inclotks
who don't work) 0.998 1.186
Women's education (ref.no education)
Primary 1.182
Secondary 1.317
Higher 1.243
Women's age (continuous) 1.082**
Age squared 0.999*
Husband's education (ref: no education)
Primary 1.008
Secondary 1.092
Higher 0.951
Husband currently working 0.933
Household wealth (ref: poorest)
Poorer 1.109
Middle 1.13
Richer 1.250*
Richest 1.231
Husband present in the household 0.336***
Respondent has at least one living son 1.03
Respondent's husband has co-wives 1.182
Respondent is the household head or married to head 1.018
Respondent related to husband prior to marriage 830.9
Marital duration (continuous) 1.021**
Number of adult males 0.948
Number of adult females 0.947
Urban 1.428%***
Constant 0.203*
Wald Chi2 (df) 306.5 (36)
N 10344

Notes: Region dummies included but not shown Rafeights included.
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 12b. OLS regression of women's shared adyharfamily management
decisionmaking index on women's relative occupaiinestige

Variables Coef Coef

Relative occupational prestige (ref.: wife less
prestige, husband more prestige)

Women who don't work, husband works -0.242%** -0.0768
Both don't work -0.439*** -0.0613
Wife more prestige or same as husband (includes
men who don't work) 0.0102 0.0632
Women's education (ref.no education)
Primary 0.0114
Secondary 0.176***
Higher 0.276***
Women's age (continuous) 0.00757
Age squared -0.000113
Husband's education (ref: no education)
Primary -0.00918
Secondary 0.0167
Higher 0.118*
Husband currently working 0.0798
Household wealth (ref: poorest)
Poorer 0.0333
Middle 0.0525*
Richer 0.155%**
Richest -0.147***
Husband present in the household -0.0519
Respondent has at least one living son 0.000162
Respondent's husband has co-wives 0.147***
Respondent is the household head /married to head 1110*
Respondent related to husband prior to marriage 000a.85
Marital duration (continuous) 0.00855***
Number of adult males -0.0210*
Number of adult females -0.0432***
Urban -0.0324
Constant 2.214%**
R-squared 0.051
N 10344

Notes: Household decisionmaking index ranges fromd @eflecting the number of
family management decisions in which women deaideohjunction with their
spouses or alone. Region dummies included buthwat fiere. Weights included.
*** n<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 13. Logistic regression of women's sole aitthin personal decisionmaking on women's work

Variables Baseline Model2 Model 3 Model 4 Full model
Respondent currently working 1.306***  1.295**  1.310** 1.318*** 1.294**
Respondent’s educational attainment (ref: no educat
Primary 1.054 1.275 1.283 1.276
Secondary 0.861 1.245 1.255 1.234
Higher 0.894  1.433**  1.477* 1.449*
Respondent's age (years) 1.070** 1.046 1.044
Respondent's age squared 0.999 1 1
Husband's educational level (ref: no education)
Primary 0.811 0.81 0.81
Secondary 0.833 0.833 0.825
Higher 0.671*  0.667** 0.652**
Husband currently working 0.938 0.929 0.937
Household wealth (ref: poorest)
Poorer 0.977 0.994 1.012
Middle 0.723**  0.739***  0.765***
Richer 0.793** 0.824* 0.869
Richest 0.708*** 0.744** 0.815
Husband in the household 0.370***  0.340**  (0.333***
Respondent has at least one living son 1.133 1.127
Respondent's husband has other wives 1.173 1.177
Respondent is married to household head or isd¢hd h 1.247 1.248
Respondent related to husband prior to marriage 1.062 1.06
Duration of marriage (years) 1.003 1.003
Number of adult males 0.998 0.993
Number of adult females 0.97 0.965

Region (ref.: Amman)
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Table 13. Logistic regression of women's sole aitthon personal decisionmaking on women's work

Variables Baseline Model 2 Model3 Model 4 Full model
Balga 1.398***
Zarga 1.102
Madaba 1.345%**
Irbid 1.313***
Mafraq 1.317***
Jarash 1.029
Ajlun 1.225**
Karak 1.098
Tafiela 1.257**
Ma'an 0.929
Aqgaba 0.984

Urban 1.074

Constant 0.833*** 0.939 0.573 0.718 0.636

Wald Chi2 (df) 7.672 (1) 11.43 (4) 96.33 (15) 107.6 (22) 146.4 (34)

N 10360 10360 10357 10344 10344

Notes: Results reported as odds ratios. Work dedipaid and unpaid work. Personal decisionmalafigats women's authority to
make decisions related to their own health. Weigidkided.
*** n<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 14. Logistic regression of women's sharetdaity in personal decisionmaking on women's work

Variables

Baseline Model 2 Model 3

Model 4 Full model

Respondent currently working
Respondent’s educational attainment (ref: no educat
Primary
Secondary
Higher
Respondent's age (years)
Respondent's age squared
Husband's educational level (ref: no education)
Primary
Secondary
Higher
Husband currently working
Household wealth (ref: poorest)
Poorer
Middle
Richer
Richest
Husband in the household
Respondent has at least one living son
Respondent’'s husband has other wives
Respondent is married to household head or ise¢hd h
Respondent related to husband prior to marriage
Duration of marriage (years)
Number of adult males
Number of adult females
Region (ref.: Amman)
Balga
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1.713*** 1.452* 1.386

1.178 1.257
1.822***  2.081***
2.319**  2.501***

1.038
1

0.698
0.867
0.841
1.066

0.962

1.11
0.945
1.199
1.492

1.413*

1.218
2.017%**
2.570***

1.015

1

0.622*
0.766
0.749

1.04

0.945
1.093
0.939
1.185
1.309
1.057
0.621**
0.939
1.059
1.021
0.988
0.934

1.476*

1.138
1.847**
2.416%**

1.023

1

0.620**
0.762
0.752
1.029

0.912
1.032
0.876
1.094
1.291
1.06
0.639**
0.951
1.08
1.021
0.997
0.949
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Table 14. Logistic regression of women's sharetdaity in personal decisionmaking on women's work

Variables Baseline Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Full model
Zarga 1.636***
Madaba 1.126
Irbid 0.85
Mafraq 0.865
Jarash 0.963
Ajlun 0.974
Karak 0.858
Tafiela 0.731*
Ma'an 0.676**
Aqgaba 0.675**

Urban 1.107

Constant 9.180*** 5,123*** 1.231 2.803 2.519

Wald Chi2 (df) 7.774 (1) 31.37 (4) 54.98 (15) 74.45(22) 131.1(34)

N 10360 10360 10357 10344 10344

Notes: Results reported as odds ratios. Work dedipaid and unpaid work. Personal decisionmalafigats women's authority to
make decisions related to their own health. Indudemen who decide in conjunction with their speausealone. Weights included.
*** n<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 15. Logistic regression of women's sole authn personal decisionmaking on women's emplaynstatus

Variables Baseline Model2 Model3 Model 4 Full model
Women's employment status (ref.: does not work)
Employee 1.286* 1.274**  1.293*  1.305** 1.283*
Employer 0.945 0.959 0.997 0.978 1
Self employed 2.015**  1.956* 1.894* 1.848* 1.79
Unpaid family worker and unpaid workers 1.164 1.113 1.081 1.034 0.979
Women's education (ref.no education)
Primary 1.048 1.268 1.277 1.27
Secondary 0.862 1.243 1.254 1.233
Higher 0.899 1.435**  1.476* 1.448**
Women's age (continuous) 1.071** 1.047 1.045
Age squared 0.999 1 1
Husband's education (ref: no education)
Primary 0.809 0.81 0.81
Secondary 0.832 0.834 0.826
Higher 0.673* 0.670* 0.655**
Husband currently working 0.938 0.93 0.938
Household wealth (ref: poorest)
Poorer 0.977 0.994 1.012
Middle 0.722***  0.738***  0.764***
Richer 0.793** 0.823* 0.868
Richest 0.708*** 0.743** 0.814
Husband in household 0.370***  0.340***  (0.333***
Respondent has at least one living son 1.132 1.126
Respondent's husband has co-wives 1.177 1.181
Respondent is the household head or married to head 1.249 1.25
Respondent related to husband prior to marriage 1.061 1.059
Marital duration (continuous) 1.003 1.003
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Table 15. Logistic regression of women's sole authn personal decisionmaking on women's emplaynstatus

Variables Baseline Model 2 Model3 Model 4 Full model
Number of adult males 0.999 0.994
Number of adult females 0.97 0.965
Region (ref.: Amman)
Balga 1.396***
Zarga 1.101
Madaba 1.343***
Irbid 1.311%**
Mafraq 1.318***
Jarash 1.026
Ajlun 1.223**
Karak 1.098
Tafiela 1.259**
Ma'an 0.931
Aqgaba 0.984
Urban 1.073
Constant 0.833*** 0.937 0.569 0.707 0.628
Wald Chi2 (df) 10.08 (4) 13.24 (7) 97.63 (18) 108.8 (25) 147.2 (37)
N 10360 10360 10357 10344 10344

Notes: Results reported as odds ratios. Persecaidnmaking reflects women's authority to makesiens related to their own
health. Unpaid workers are a very small group (rseBb)hey are included with unpaid family workersZ8). Weights included.
*** n<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 16. Logistic regression of women's shareldaity in personal decisionmaking on women's emplegt status

Variables

Baseline Model2 Model 3

Model 4 Full model

Women's employment status (ref.: does not work)
Employee
Employer
Self employed
Unpaid family worker/unpaid worker
Women's education (ref.no education)
Primary
Secondary
Higher
Women's age (continuous)
Age squared
Husband's education (ref: no education)
Primary
Secondary
Higher
Husband currently working
Household wealth (ref: poorest)
Poorer
Middle
Richer
Richest
Husband in household
Respondent has at least one living son
Respondent's husband has co-wives
Respondent is the household head or married to head
Respondent related to husband prior to marriage
Marital duration (continuous)
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1.907***  1.588** 1.534*
0.556 0.503 0.417
6.976** 7.499*** 6.700**
0.232** 0.257* 0.237*

1.16 1.238
1.802**  2.061***
2.260%**  2.424%**

1.036
1

0.7
0.873
0.858
1.077

0.957
1.099
0.934
1.192
1.498

1.565**
0.454
6.522**
0.249

1.199
1.998***
2.496***

1.013

1

0.626*
0.775
0.766
1.054

0.94
1.082
0.929
1.182
1.324
1.053

0.643**
0.943
1.064
1.022

1.639**
0.446
6.677**
0.278

1.122
1.831***
2.348***

1.022

1

0.624*
0.772
0.769
1.042

0.906
1.021
0.866
1.091
1.306
1.055
0.662**
0.955
1.084
1.021



Table 16. Logistic regression of women's shareldaity in personal decisionmaking on women's emplegt status

Variables Baseline Model 2 Model3 Model 4 Full model
Number of adult males
Number of adult females 0.832
Region (ref.: Amman) 1.629***
Balga 1.11
Zarqa 0.851
Madaba 0.862
Irbid 0.952
Mafraq 0.965
Jarash 0.856
Ajlun 0.726**
Karak 0.669**
Tafiela 0.670***
Ma'an 1.102
Aqgaba 0.989 0.999
Urban 0.935 0.95
Constant 9.180*** 5,194*** 1.266 2.811 2.539
Wald Chi2 (df) 20.72 (4) 44.17 (7) 69.05 (18) 89.69 (25) 147 (37)
N 10360 10360 10357 10344 10344

Notes: Results reported as odds ratios. Persacaidnmaking reflects women's authority to makesdens on their own health.
Includes women who decide in conjunction with sgsusr alone. Unpaid workers are a very small g{dls#8) so are they included
with unpaid family workers. Weights included.

*** n<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 16a. Logistic regression of women's persdaeisionmaking on women's
employment status

Variables SOIe. Shargd
authority authority
Women's employment status (unpaid family workers
and unpaid workers)
Employee 1.319 5.870*
Employer 1.02 1.582
Self employed 1.833 23.80***
Women who do not work 1.027 3.588
Women's education (ref.no education)
Primary 1.271 1.12
Secondary 1.233 1.824***
Higher 1.448** 2.338***
Women's age (continuous) 1.041 1.018
Age squared 1 1
Husband's education (ref: no education)
Primary 0.809 0.625*
Secondary 0.823 0.771
Higher 0.653** 0.767
Husband currently working 0.936 1.039
Household wealth (ref: poorest)
Poorer 1.013 0.91
Middle 0.764*** 1.027
Richer 0.87 0.872
Richest 0.815 1.105
Husband in household 0.337*** 1.319
Respondent has at least one living son 1.127 1.053
Respondent's husband has co-wives 1.178 0.664**

Respondent is the household head or married to head 1.241 0.907
Respondent related to husband prior to marriage 581.0 1.084
Marital duration (continuous) 1.003 1.021
Number of adult males 0.971 0.979
Number of adult females 0.975 0.932
Urban 1.072 1.101
Constant 0.657 0.816
Wald Chi2 (df) 147.1 (37) 148.1 (37)
N 10344 10344

Notes: Results reported as odds ratios. Personalioiemaking reflects women's

authority to make decisions related to their owaltie Includes women who decide
in conjunction with spouses or alone. Unpaid waslae a very small group (n=3) so
they are included with unpaid family workers (n=28ggion dummies included but
not shown here. Weights includétr p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 16b. Logistic regression of women's persdeaisionmaking on women's
employment status

Variables Sole . Sharec_j
authority authority
Women's employment status (ref.: employee)
Employer 0.774 0.270
Self employed 1.39 4.054*
Unpaid family workers and unpaid workers 0.758 0.170*
Women who do not work 0.779** 0.611*
Women's education (ref.no education)
Primary 1.271 1.120
Secondary 1.233 1.824***
Higher 1.448** 2.338***
Women's age (continuous) 1.041 1.018
Age squared 1 1.000
Husband's education (ref: no education)
Primary 0.809 0.625*
Secondary 0.823 0.771
Higher 0.653** 0.767
Husband currently working 0.936 1.039
Household wealth (ref: poorest)
Poorer 1.013 0.910
Middle 0.764*** 1.027
Richer 0.87 0.872
Richest 0.815 1.105
Husband in household 0.337*** 1.319
Respondent has at least one living son 1.127 1.053
Respondent's husband has co-wives 1.178 0.664**
Respondent is the household head or married to head 1.241 0.907
Respondent related to husband prior to marriage 581.0 1.084
Marital duration (continuous) 1.003 1.021
Number of adult males 0.971 0.979
Number of adult females 0.975 0.932
Urban 1.072 1.101
Constant 0.866 4.788
Wald Chi2 (df) 147.1 (37) 148.1 (37)
N 10344 10344

Notes: Results reported as odds ratios. Personalioiemaking reflects women's
authority to make decisions related to their owaltie Includes women who decide
in conjunction with spouses or alone. Unpaid waslae a very small group (n=3) so
they are included with unpaid family workers (n=28ggion dummies included but
not shown here. Weights included

*** n<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 17. Logistic regression of women's sole aitthim personal decisionmaking on women's relainame

Variables Baseline Model2 Model3 Model 4 Full model

Women's relative income (ref.: women who don't warkvomen with
no earnings)

Earns abou