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Introduction 

 Institutional theoretical accounts of global cultural diffusion describe the influence of 

cultural models about societal development and the inherent rights of individual people (Meyer 

2010). These cultural models are expansive in their topical coverage. Some of the cultural scripts 

incorporated in these cultural models include: economic growth is foundational to a developed 

society, education improves well-being, advanced societies respect human rights and are democratic, 

and small families are modern. These scripts are cultural in the sense that they arose from particular 

historical and social circumstances, though today they are evangelized across the world and 

promoted as universally applicable for all people and societies (Latham 2000; Meyer et al. 1997; 

Thornton 2001). Cultural models about human rights and societal development are so prominent 

that movements challenging democratic governance and human rights principles either directly 

confront the legitimacy of these models or instead posit that their propositions are more accurate 

applications of these widely accepted models (Frank and Moss 2017). 

 Cultural globalization in this sense has contributed to many worldwide social changes, such 

as the spread of democratic governance, individual rights and personhood, and formal education 

systems, as well as massive reductions in total fertility rates (Baker 2014; Frank and Meyer 2020; 

Thornton 2005). At the individual-level, citizens’ ideological expressions across diverse countries 

worldwide increasingly match world cultural models and are positively correlated with people’s likely 

exposure to such models via many theorized sources, including international nongovernmental 

organizations, education, media use, and urban living (Charles 2019; Givens and Jorgenson 2013; 

Hadler and Symons 2018; Hadler et al. 2012; Pandian 2018; Roberts 2018).  

 Yet, the evidence is also clear that world cultural models are often presented and 

disseminated across a given society in a modified format. Societal brokers are pivotal, as they receive 

world cultural models and then are tasked with helping diffuse them in a given society (Peters 2020; 
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Swidler and Watkins 2017). In the “vernacularization” (Levitt and Merry 2009) process of applying 

foreign models to new locales, brokers interpret world cultural models through the cultural lenses 

they have acquired through a life of split-consciousness—at once linked to the organizations of 

world culture and firmly rooted in their society and its norms and expectations (Merry 2006:180-

181).  

 I build upon this work, and ask: How does exposure to vernacularized world cultural 

messages influence people’s moral attitudes and self-reported life experiences? I draw on insights 

from multiple branches of research about measuring different cultural modes (e.g. Mohr et al. 2020), 

and the translation and fit of imported public culture in new settings (e.g. Merry 2006). I focus on 

the condemnation of gender violence, an issue of great importance in world cultural models. Stated 

attitudes toward physical intimate partner violence against women have increasingly shifted toward 

greater rejection worldwide (Kurzman et al. 2019; Pierotti 2013), yet there is no documentation of a 

corresponding decline in women’s self-reported victimization of gender violence.  

 I focus empirically on the individual-level effects of a global campaign sponsored by the 

United Nations (UN) that runs from November 25th to December 10th each year: the 16 Days of 

Activism against Gender Violence. I leverage the timing of the 2015-16 Malawi Demographic and Health 

Survey, a nationally-representative survey which was carried out over a five month period that 

fortuitously happened to overlap with the 16 Days campaign, with about half of the respondents 

being interviewed before the campaign and about half afterwards. I consider how world cultural 

models positing that “gender based violence is harmful for development” are presented and viewed 

in Malawi, where existing cultural norms denounce physical cruelty and injustice, yet consider sexual 

refusal within a long-term intimate partnership as a form of abuse (Saur et al. 2005). The Malawian 

case of sexual violence is of particular interest because rejection of physical violence against women 
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has dramatically increased over time (Pierotti 2013), but efforts to influence norms about sex have 

met strong resistance (Swidler and Watkins 2007; Tavory and Swidler 2009).  

 Accounting for differences in individual-level characteristics between these two sets of 

respondents, I examine the effects of the 16 Days campaign on Malawians’ declarations about the 

morality of physical intimate partner abuse against women and women’s ability to refuse having sex 

with their male partner. I also use survey questions about women’s self-reported experiences of 

partner abuse, and the timing of such abuse, to assess whether women’s willingness to report abuse 

increased after the campaign. My analysis provides insights about processes of global cultural 

diffusion at the individual level, including how people’s exposure to vernacularized world cultural 

models informs their stated attitudes and self-reported experiences. 

 

Theoretical Framework 

World Culture and Ordinary People 

 Scholars interested in global cultural diffusion initially established many worldwide trends at 

the national level: the vast majority of countries from all regions of the world signed the same 

international treaties and established similar national policies, and many enacted matching laws (for a 

review, see Schofer et al. 2012). Yet, when scholars turned their attention to nations’ enforcement of 

these treaties, policies, and laws, they uncovered vast decoupling between what countries say they 

will do and what they actually do. National governments’ “empty promises” (Hafner-Burton and 

Tsutsui 2005), however, often lead to political pressures that bind them and eventually lead to 

changes in enforcement. Moreover, even governments that do not make such commitments may be 

bound to these globalized models as they become accepted elsewhere (Meyer 2007:264-265). 

 Emerging research on global cultural diffusion at the individual level in many ways 

corresponds with earlier research on national-level diffusion processes. Trends of international 
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convergence in publics’ ideological statements parallel isomorphism in governments’ rhetorical 

commitments. Cross-national surveys indicate that people in many countries express similar beliefs 

about the characteristics indicative of societal development, namely economic growth, democracy, 

personal freedoms, technological capacity, education, low fertility, and older ages at marriage 

(Abbasi-Shavazi et al. 2012; Dorius 2016; Lai and Thornton 2015; Melegh et al. 2016; Swindle et al. 

2020; Thornton et al. 2012; 2017). As new dimensions of such models are promoted worldwide, lay 

attitudes often change in sync.  

 Second, initial and sometimes persistent decoupling between “sayings” and more substantive 

“doings” likely occurs at the individual-level, just as scholars have thoroughly documented occurs at 

the national-level. Pierotti (2013) writes, “decoupling may manifest itself as a disconnect between 

stated attitudes and action” (p. 262). Large majorities of lay publics worldwide show alignment in the 

attitudes, aspirations, beliefs, and values they declare toward many different human rights and other 

cultural models of societal development (for a review, see Thornton et al. 2015), yet research 

drawing on ethnographic, qualitative, and archival data documents how people savvily make use of 

cultural models about human rights and development, adhering to and subverting them in different 

moments (Merry 2006; Michelson 2019; Swidler and Watkins 2017; Tsutsui 2018). A most revealing 

example comes from Frye’s (2012) work on educational aspirations in Malawi. Only about 7% of 

Malawian students graduate from secondary school, yet the overwhelming majority of students 

expect to do so. This low correlation between people’s aspirations and reality suggests a strong 

socialization of what constitutes a meaningful and successful life. Accordingly, people’s exposure to 

world cultural models can have an independent causal influence on their understanding of their 

world and their reflections about their own life experiences (Thornton et al. 2015).  

 Equally important is how imported cultural models fit with the widely understood norms of 

a given society. Of crucial significance are processes of vernacularization, which involve 
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intermediary brokers’ translation of universalized cultural models for specific settings (Levitt and 

Merry 2009; Peters 2020; Swidler and Watkins 2017). In understanding the role of such meso-level 

cultural factors, I turn to helpful recent work in the sociology of culture, drawing upon 

interdisciplinary research on human cognition, to distinguish between public culture and personal 

culture (Frye 2017; Lizardo 2017; Mohr et al. 2020; Patterson 2014; Strauss 2018; Strauss and Quinn 

1997). This helps elucidate a theoretical framework of how world culture can flow from foreign 

sources to lay people, and potentially shape their views and perceptions. 

Transmitting World Culture from the Public to the Personal 

 Public culture incorporates material symbols, shared narratives, and institutionalized cultural 

scripts; it can be dichotomized into its macro- and meso-levels (Rinaldo and Guhin 2019). 

International organizations like the World Bank posit macro-level public culture, such as cultural 

scripts about small families facilitating development and women’s empowerment that are in turn 

disseminated on a global scale. They use various tools to broadcast this message, implementing 

targeted development projects, sponsoring global declarations like World Heritage Sites, writing 

numerous reports and disseminating them to national governments, and hosting international 

conferences (Elliott and Schmutz 2016; Swiss 2017; Zapp 2020).  

 Many intermediary brokers at the meso-level are tasked with translating such messages for a 

given audience. This includes contracted civil society organizations’ employees when they implement 

a World Bank project in a given community, as well as school teachers using textbooks written by 

World Bank education specialists (Helleve et al. 2009; Peters 2020). While brokers tend to be more 

informed of world cultural models than most people in their own countries, they also learn other 

cultural models from their own communities and societies. This can lead them to, at times, interpret 

world cultural models in ways that are different than international organizations or other promoters 

of such models originally expected. In addition, brokers sometimes alter their presentation of world 
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cultural models such that it fits their beliefs about what their intended audience needs to hear 

(Helleve et al. 2009). They also have self-interested needs, such as maintaining their job and securing 

social status (Kaler and Watkins 2001; Ugwu 2019; Watkins and Swidler 2013).  

 When individuals are exposed to public cultural symbols, narratives, or scripts—including 

those associated with world cultural models—they are generally capable of remembering this new 

information after very few repetitions or even a single episode, and then deploy it as “declarative” 

personal culture (Johnson-Hanks et al. 2011; Lizardo 2017). Moreover, prior personal culture can 

either facilitate or diminish their embrace of new world cultural models, and this process can ebb 

and flow over time (Luke and Watkins 2002; Watkins and Hodgson 2019). Some imports are easily 

incorporated because they either fill a cultural hole or only slightly modify an existing model; others 

are more complex in their design or present a perceived challenge to longstanding norms (Jijon and 

Kay 2019; Wyrod 2016).  

 The public-personal connection of world cultural models is facilitated in contexts where 

many people associate foreign cultural models about development and human rights with power and 

authority, and where international organizations and foreign governments regularly fund data 

collection projects (Swidler and Watkins 2015). This may introduce a kind of social desirability bias 

in which people may be more likely to draw upon their declarative knowledge of cultural scripts 

about human rights and societal development during a survey interview than when they are hanging 

out casually with friends. Several research studies demonstrate this by comparing findings elicited 

across multiple types of data collection strategies (e.g. Angotti and Kaler 2013; Schatz 2003). 

However, this is consistent with Meyer’s (1986) argument that the degree to which people would 

align their “subjective self” with a specific cultural script depends on the level of institutionalization 
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of that script in the broader society.1 Measuring the effects of exposure to world cultural models on 

people’s ideological expressions can capture important evidence of cultural globalization at the 

individual-level (Behrman and Frye 2019:29; Pierotti 2013:261-262; Thornton et al. 2012b:337).  

 As people learn new public cultural models that they associate with organizations or other 

sources of information that they respect and value, their perceptions of their world also shift. They 

may recognize social phenomena that they previously overlooked or took for granted (Zerubavel 

1993). This is especially relevant when it comes to people’s exposure to cultural models about 

human rights and can lead to an “information paradox” (Keck and Sikkink 1998:194-195), in which 

reports of human rights violations increase after societies are exposed to human rights messages 

even when behavior was unchanged and there was not an increase in actual violations.  

 Thinking through the analytical lens of public versus personal culture in this way draws the 

following steps in the process of cultural globalization at the individual level. World cultural models 

about an issue are publicly circulated through a variety of information sources. Meso-level 

intermediary brokers in a society are personally exposed to world cultural models; the version of 

these models they transmit to others in their society depends on their interpretation and translation. 

People are able to rapidly learn this new information and it becomes a part of their agglomeration of 

declarative personal culture. This can shift how they classify and label things in the world, including 

how they remember and reflect on their own experiences.  

 This framework sets up two generalizable expectations regarding the influences of exposure 

to brokered world cultural models about human rights. First, in societies where international 

organizations exert great influence, people’s declarative ideological statements are likely to be 

 
1 “We may hypothesize, then, that modern people—and within modern society, those with the most highly 

institutionalized life courses—show a lower degree of consistency over time on all sorts of measures of the 

subjective self, just as their consistency in reflecting on the life course is enhanced. … Overall, the modern liberated 

subjective self should score well on all the modern virtues” (Meyer 1986b:210; see also Jepperson 2002:246-247). 
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influenced by the world cultural messages about human rights that they are exposed to. However, 

people’s stated ideological expressions are likely to reflect the version of world cultural models that 

intermediary brokers disseminate. Second, exposure to world cultural models about human rights 

often provides people with new categories, resulting in increasing reports of experiencing human 

rights violations. More reports of abuse can occur at the same time that actual abuse is unchanged or 

declining. 

  

The Empirical Case: The 16 Days of Activism against Gender Violence in Malawi 

Bringing the Global Campaign against Gender Violence to Malawi 

 I apply these expectations to the empirical case of gender violence in contemporary Malawi. 

The global movement to condemn gender violence has become an increasingly important 

component of public culture worldwide (Htun and Weldon 2012), receiving an increase in attention 

in international forums during the twenty-first century after initial global estimates that about one-

third of women self-report as victims of physical or sexual violence (UNIFEM 2003). 189 nations 

have ratified the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination of Violence against 

Women and only eight have abstained (UN OHCHR 2020). Goal 5.2 of the current Sustainable 

Development Goals is to “eliminate all forms of violence against all women and girls in the public 

and private spheres” (UN 2017). World cultural models condemning gender violence are explicit 

about physical abuse, and sexual violence is also widely condemned (Frank et al. 2010). However, in 

many contexts the bounds of what constitutes sexual abuse within marriage are more contested 

(Yllö and Torres 2016). World cultural models about gender violence have historically focused on 

men engaging in violent actions toward women in the context of heterosexual relationships, 

although this is beginning to change.  
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 Following a few years of cross-continental feminist meetings in Central and South America, 

activists in the Dominican Republic proclaimed November 25, 1981 as the first Day of Non-Violence 

against Women (Peguero 2005:169; Robinson 2006:150). In 1991, activists from dozens of countries 

worldwide gathered at the Center for Women’s Global Leadership at Rutgers University in the 

United States expanded these efforts into the annual 16 Days of Activism against Gender Violence 

international campaign from November 25 through December 10 (Bunch 2012; Miller 1991). The 

UN began sponsoring the campaign in 2000 (UN 2019). At least 5,167 different organizations in 187 

countries engaged in campaign efforts between 1991 and 2016 (Center for Women’s Global 

Leadership 2016).   

 Malawian activists began holding different public activities in Malawi during the annual 16 

Days campaign period as early as 2000, including marches near Parliament, meetings with victims, 

community leaders, and law enforcement officials, and most notably large-scale awareness 

campaigns in rural and urban areas across the country (Arise!: A Newsletter of the Network against Gender 

Violence, November-December 2000; Semu-Banda 2003; UN 2004:11, 76; UN 2006:2; FEMNET 

2003). Beginning in 2008, activist Emma Kaliya and her organization the Malawi Human Rights 

Resource Centre (MHRRC) vastly expanded their campaign efforts with a large grant from the 

Norwegian Embassy (MHRRC 2007). When the grant was renewed in 2012, they had sufficient 

funds to carry out the campaign in all of Malawi’s 28 districts (MHRRC 2013; Norwegian Embassy 

2012).  

 Their campaign included three large touring buses of activists and campaign volunteers with 

high social status—major national political leaders, district commissioners, and police officials—who 

conducted two or three public presentations in various locations each day (MEGEN 2011; 2012; 

2013). They would spend several hours at each locale performing drama skits, leading public 

discussions, and hearing speeches from local community leaders, all of which was intended to 
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publicly convey the cultural script that gender violence is a violation of people’s human rights. 

Importantly, they held a two-week training for volunteers before leaving on tour to ensure 

messaging was curated to the Malawian context.  

 In later years, their campaign expanded in scope and gradually become a nationally organized 

social movement. The campaign “launch” events in Lilongwe were hosted by UN Women’s new 

country office in 2012, and then by President Joyce Banda in 2013 (MEGEN 2012; 2013). Various 

embassies, international organizations, domestic NGOs, and the national government organized 

their own events and awareness tours (M’bumpha 2014; Nkhoma 2012; Van Kamande 2014; 

YONECO 2017; The Daily Times, December 11, 2014; The Nation, December 10, 2014). During the 

16 Days campaign in 2015, the particular year I examine in the empirical analysis, activities included 

the MHRRC national bus tour, a similar but smaller-scale tour led by the Malawian NGO Youth 

Net and Counselling (YONECO), the national gender conference, several multimedia art 

exhibitions, public concerts, a youth peace parade, expert panel discussions, the nightly lighting of 

the Parliament Building, multiple press conferences, and many speeches by government leaders 

(ECPAT International et al. 2016; UN Women Malawi 2015). Organizers generally provided funding 

for journalists to attend their events and they would in turn publish stories and broadcast programs 

condemning gender violence (Kanyemba 2015; Moyo 2016).  

 What was the effect of the 16 Days campaign in 2015 on Malawians’ personal attitudes about 

gender violence and women’s self-reports of experiencing abuse? Answering this question demands 

a thorough understanding of the flow and vernacularization of cultural messages condemning 

gender violence in Malawi. I note that several recent randomized control trials of behavioral change 

interventions related to gender violence in East, South, and West Africa mostly show declines in 

women’s self-reported experience of partner violence (Abramsky et al. 2014; Alangea et al. 2020; 

Decker et al. 2018; Doyle et al. 2018; Gibbs et al. 2020; Green et al. 2020; see also Roy et al. 2019), 
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though some do not or only show effects on attitudes (Green et al. 2015; Gupta et al. 2013; Vaillant 

et al. 2020; see also Wagman et al. 2015). These studies on targeted treatment effects, however, 

differ from testing the influence of a national social movement because people’s level and type of 

message exposure varies more than in a controlled study.  

The Vernacularization of “Gender Violence” as “Nkhanza” 

 Much of the messaging content of the 16 Days campaign in Malawi is consistent with the 

public culture posited by international organizations denouncing all forms of gender violence. 

However, differences in relationship norms in Malawi versus those implicitly assumed in world 

cultural models highlight meso-level tensions that come from the vernacularization of gender 

violence.  

 Malawian activists have long collapsed various phrases in English like gender violence, gender-

based violence, intimate partner violence, domestic violence, and violence against women into the Chichewa term 

nkhanza (Saur et al. 2005). The Chichewa language comes from the largest ethnic group, the Chewa, 

and it has been widely spread since the country’s independence. Nkhanza means cruelty, injustice, 

and abuse. It is a broader term and is used more liberally than “gender violence” in English 

(Johnson 2018:18-19). There is no direct translation of “gender” in Chichewa (Matiki 2001; 

McNamara 2015; see also Englund 2004:156-159). These translation dilemmas introduce important 

variations in what is commonly considered “violence” in Malawi compared to world cultural models.  

 Table 1 provides a non-exhaustive list of four general behaviors often considered nkhanza in 

Malawi. Beginning with the first listed act, physical partner violence is generally not condoned and 

qualifies as nkhanza (Saur et al. 2005). Couples are expected to instead resolve their disagreements 

through discussion, turning to their customary marriage/partnership counselors (designated aunts 

and uncles) or community leaders for assistance if necessary (Kambalame et al. 2008). 82.6 percent 

of women and 86.3 percent of men in Malawi in 2015-16 stated that they reject the notion that “a 
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husband is justified in beating his wife” (NSO and ICF 2017). These percentages are higher than all 

other African countries with comparable data except Mozambique and South Africa (ICF 2020). 

However, some people do draw upon the notion of kulangiza, which means advising and counseling, 

to justify “educational” (Saur et al. 2005:74) physical beatings of a partner or a child that has erred 

from their normative responsibilities (Chepuka 2013:79-80; Chepuka et al. 2014:4-5; Nthala 

2013:65). 

[Table 1] 

 Influential, long-time Malawian activists explain that, normatively, a woman is not expected 

to have sex if she is menstruating, recently had a baby, or is sick (Kanyongolo and White 2017:180-

181). The use of physical force to rape one’s partner in particular is often considered unjust and 

cruel, and is the second form of nkhanza listed in Table 1 (Masina 2014). Consistent with this, the 

majority of women in Malawi, 70.1 percent, say that they can say no to their male partner if they do 

not want to have sex (NSO and ICF 2017).  

 Still, some question whether physically forcing one’s partner is nkhanza, arguing that marital 

rape is “impossible” because the partners consent to provide sexual access to one another when 

initializing their union (e.g. The Nation, November 21, 2012). This argument highlights the tension 

between world cultural models of what constitutes gender violence and the central role of 

relationship expectations and duties in the Malawian definition of nkhanza. As many scholars 

explain, social relationships in Malawi are socially and economically intertwined (Englund 2004; 

2012; Swidler 2009). This intertwining is especially thick in heterosexual intimate relationships 

(Poulin 2007; Swidler and Watkins 2007; Verheijen 2013), which constitute the vast majority of 

publicly-disclosed, long-term intimate partnerships since the state outlaws homosexuality. Men are 

expected to provide money for their partner and children, including school fees, whereas women are 
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expected to take care of all household members (see The Nation, December 10, 2012). Not fulfilling 

these gendered duties is considered abuse and is the third form of nkhanza in Table 1.  

 An integral part of a person’s commitment to their partner is to regularly have sex with them 

(Swidler and Watkins 2007; Tawfik and Watkins 2007), and the denial of sex is the fourth widely 

perceived form of nkhanza outlined in Table 1. “Conjugal rights” are legally protected in Malawi, a 

vestige of British common law (Hayes 2016; see also Shanley 1989:156-188). Desire for sex is often 

described using metaphors of hunger (Tavory and Swidler 2009; Undie et al. 2007; The Daily Times, 

April 27, 2010). Partners are described as being “forced” to seek sex elsewhere if their partner 

refuses, which is considered a dangerous endeavor given the HIV/AIDS epidemic (Kasalika 2013; 

Watkins 2004; The Nation, December 28, 2012).  

 Refusing to have sex with one’s partner is also highly suspicious, in part because it has 

economic implications, especially for women. If a man does not want to have sex with his long-term 

female partner, she not only wonders if he has a girlfriend and may acquire HIV/AIDS, but also 

whether he will stop providing money to her and their children, leaving them in a dire situation 

(Swidler and Watkins 2007). On the other hand, a woman that refuses to have sex with her long-

term male partner is often thought to be getting both money and sex from another man 

(Kamyongolo and Malunga 2011:12). While it is generally uncommon for people to report the abuse 

they experience to the police or community leaders, women that do report abuse often file a 

complaint that their male partner is not providing them with money whereas men often file 

complaints that their female partner is denying them of their conjugal rights (Masina 2014; The 

Nation, December 28, 2012).  

Messaging About Gender Violence in Practice 

 Many intermediary brokers in Malawi hired by international organizations to lead public 

presentations during the 16 Days campaign and other “trainings” (Swidler and Watkins 2009) about 
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gender violence reproduced these norms about what constitutes nkhanza in a long-term heterosexual 

intimate partnership. On the one hand, they widely condemned physical forms of violence, strongly 

reinforcing the norm in Malawi and world cultural script that such behavior is unjustified. They also 

strongly encouraged being open about the abuse one has experienced, and they strengthened 

institutional supports for people to report abuses. Conversely, they often encouraged women to 

have sex with their husbands, defining the act of refusing one’s partner’s sexual advances as a form 

of nkhanza or “gender violence.” This stands in contrast to world cultural models that generally 

promote women’s autonomy, individual rights, and sexual consent.  

 Outside observers of domestic NGOs’ presentations noted that NGO facilitators often 

directly recommended that participants sexually submit to their partners’ wishes, in part to respect 

their partner’s conjugal rights and in part to protect themselves from HIV/AIDS should their 

partner go elsewhere for sex. Further, facilitators did not intervene when participants publicly told 

other onlookers at presentations that people are entitled to conjugal rights (Clarbour 2016; Gaynor 

and Cronin 2016:64). A guidebook for faith leaders, developed as part of a large HIV prevention 

project, implores leaders to counsel couples to not demand sex following birth or other 

circumstances, but then states, “you will not deny each other sex just as the Bible says;” it also 

provides citations from the Qur’an (Magombo et al. 2012:95).  

 These same ideas were expressed in public presentations given as part of the 16 Days 

campaign in Malawi. A newspaper article featuring an interview of the director of the MHRRC’s bus 

tour during the 16 Days campaign in 2014, Marcel Chisi, states, “Chisi says men’s groups have 

revealed that it is not only women who face GBV (gender-based violence) but also men: ‘The main 

problem that men present here is to do with conjugal rights’” (Mthawanji 2014). YONECO, another 

prominent, Malawi-based but internationally-supported NGO giving public presentations during the 

annual 16 Days campaigns since at least 2015, felt comfortable enough with one man’s response to 
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their facilitator’s question about the types of abuse people face in their community to post it on their 

YouTube channel. The video, titled “WOMEN SHOULD NEVER REFUSE SEX TO THEIR 

HUSBANDS,” features the man’s response in which he describes conjugal rights and their 

importance (YONECO 2017).  

 This also happened at other NGO presentations that I attended during the 16 Days 

campaign in 2016. At one such presentation, for example, attendees were invited to publicly share 

forms of nkhanza in their community and discuss how people should combat these problems. One 

woman came forward to use the microphone and said, “When a wife has refused to have sex with 

her husband, the husband sleeps with his own daughter. That’s violence too. … A man [may] even 

sleep with his stepdaughter—it happens because of a woman refusing to do her work.” The two 

NGO facilitators then invited the crowd to clap and they thanked her for explaining things so 

clearly. The comment was taken in stride and the presentation continued. These types of interactions 

during the campaign period—whether through presentations, media coverage about gender 

violence, or other means—likely strengthened the notion that refusing to have sex with one’s 

partner is a form of gender violence. 

Research Hypotheses 

 My consideration of the vernacularization of world cultural models about gender violence 

through domestic understandings of nkhanza leads to several research hypotheses respecting the 

influence of the 16 Days campaign in 2015. I consider the campaign as an external event that likely 

exposed many Malawians to vernacularized messages about gender violence. If they were not 

directly exposed to such messages via activists’ public presentations and marches, special events, or 

media programming, they may have heard about these messages from others (see Arias 2019; Smith 

et al. 2018).  
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 World cultural models positing that physical forms of gender violence are not justifiable are 

consistent with the normative understandings of nkhanza that brokers disseminated. Subsequently, 

my first hypothesis is that being interviewed after the 16 Days campaign, compared to prior, 

increased a person’s likelihood of rejecting physical intimate partner violence against women. Since 

the campaign likely reinforced the notion that refusing sex to one’s partner is a form of nkhanza, my 

second hypothesis is that there was a decrease after the campaign in a woman’s likelihood of stating 

that she personally can say no to her partner if she does not want to have sex.  

 The 16 Days campaign may have lessened the silence over gender violence, helping people 

feel safe to share their experiences of abuse and providing people with a new framework to define 

their life experiences (Bulte and Lensink 2019; Iyer et al. 2012; see also Baldwin et al. 2019; Danese 

2020). Malawian activist Emma Kaliya endorsed this idea, stating in a newspaper interview that 

increasing reports of domestic violence to the police are probably because “nowadays people have 

had a lot of awareness” compared to before when people were “just keeping quiet” (Masina 2014). 

Thus, my third hypothesis is that the campaign increased women’s likelihood of reporting their 

partner physically abused them. I do not make a similar hypothesis about women’s reports of 

experiencing sexual partner violence given conflicting messages during the campaign; on the one 

hand, brokers condemned the use of physical force to rape one’s partner, but on the other hand, 

they supported the idea that refusing to have sex with one’s partner is abusive. 

   

Data 

 I frame my hypotheses around an empirical design leveraging the overlapping timing of the 

16 Days of Activism against Gender Violence campaign in Malawi and the 2015-16 Malawi Demographic 

and Health Survey (DHS). My analytical strategy is to first compare various survey-based indicators 

of attitudes about gender violence and self-reported experiences of violence before and after the 
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campaign. Taking into account differences between the characteristics of people interviewed before 

and after the campaign, I then turn to logistic regression models to assess the effects of the 

campaign at the individual-level by focusing on the influence of whether a respondent was 

interviewed before or after the campaign. Comparing outcome variables for survey respondents 

interviewed before and after an important event is a long-standing research strategy (for a review, 

see Muñoz et al. 2020). For example, social scientists recently used terrorist events (e.g. Gorman and 

Seguin 2018), civil conflict and repression (e.g. Jakiela and Ozier 2019), speeches by the Pope (Bassi 

and Rasul 2017), and sports game outcomes (e.g. Depetris-Chauvin et al. 2020) as influential events 

in the midst of survey data collections.  

 The 2015-16 Malawi DHS is part of an internationally recognized cross-national survey 

program. The data are nationally representative: households are selected from enumeration areas, 

which are selected across Malawi’s 28 districts. Women from all selected households and men from 

one-third of households are asked to participate. This yielded one sample of 24,562 women and 

another sample of 7,478 men, all of whom were interviewed between October 19, 2015 and 

February 14, 2016. In addition, one woman from one-third of selected household received an 

additional domestic violence survey module, which was given at the same time as the main survey. 

Privacy could not be obtained in four percent of these cases and 6,379 women ultimately 

participated in this module. The DHS provides separate survey weights for the women’s sample, 

men’s sample, and women’s domestic violence sample. Though scholars have proposed 

improvements to the survey questions about gender violence in the DHS (e.g. Merry 2016; Yount et 

al. 2014), the surveys and the domestic violence module specifically are of high quality. International 

experts designed the module and continue to use it as a model for other survey programs (Heise and 

Hossain 2017; Kishor 2005; Kishor and Johnson 2004), and the instrument used to measure gender 

violence in the survey is empirically validated (Schraiber et al. 2010). 
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Measures 

 Relying on the 2015-16 Malawi DHS, I use a variety of outcome variables, a key indicator of 

whether a respondent was interviewed before or after the 16 Days campaign, and a number of 

independent variables. All variables are described below and descriptive statistics—calculated using 

the complex survey design attributes of the strata, clustering, and women’s, men’s, and domestic 

violence module weights—are provided in the Appendix. 

 Outcome Variables. I examine several outcome variables related to Malawians’ attitudes 

about and experiences of physical and sexual violence. These variables follow common strategies in 

the literature using DHS data. Since survey questions about women’s experience of partner abuse do 

not distinguish whether they were married or cohabiting with the partners that abused them, I use 

the term partner rather than spouse or husband and wife, unless referring to the wording of a 

specific survey question. 

 I use five linked questions in the DHS to create a binary measure of rejection of physical 

partner violence (e.g. Pierotti 2013). These questions, which were asked of all respondents, are: “Is a 

husband justified in hitting or beating his wife in the following situations: (1) If she goes out without telling him? (2) If 

she neglects the children? (3) If she argues with him? (4) If she refuses to have sex with him? (5) If the food is not 

properly cooked?” I code respondents that replied “no” to all five situations as rejecting physical 

partner violence.  

 I rely on a dichotomous indicator of women’s ability to refuse having sex with their partner, 

as pulled from the survey question, “Can you say no to your (husband/partner) if you do not want to have 

sexual intercourse?” This question notably asked about the respondent’s personal ability to refuse 

unwanted sex with their partner rather than their attitude about the justification of unwanted sex 

generally. Only currently partnered women were asked this question. 
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 Turning next to women’s statements about experiencing abuse, I recognize that 

retrospective reports about interpersonal violence are the “tip of the iceberg” (Palermo et al. 2014) 

and likely underestimate the actual violence women experience, including in Malawi specifically (Fan 

et al. 2016). For this reason, women’s reports of abuse are useful for assessing whether the 16 Days 

campaign may have increased women’s ability to disclose abuse and their willingness to discuss it.  

 I rely on a series of questions from the domestic violence module in which ever partnered 

women were asked to confirm whether their current or most recent male partner has done “any of the 

following things to you: Push you, shake you, or throw something at you? Slap you? Twist your arm or pull your hair? 

Punch you with his fist or with something that could hurt you? Kick you, drag you, or beat you up? Try to choke you 

or burn you on purpose? Threaten or attack you with a knife, gun, or other weapon?” For each of these 

questions, those who responded affirmatively were subsequently asked whether each act occurred 

“during the last twelve months” or sometime before the past year. This temporal distinction is crucial 

given my study design. Reports about partner violence experienced in the past year are too broad of 

a time frame to determine whether the 16 Days campaign decreased self-reported violence. For 

example, a women interviewed in the middle of January could have experienced abuse in the month 

since the campaign or during many months before the campaign but within the past year. Reports 

about violence prior to the past year, however, are useful for assessing the effects of the campaign 

on women’s willingness to report abuse. Any increase after the campaign period in women’s self-

reports of partner violence they experienced over a year ago is likely due to their exposure to 

campaign messages condemning nkhanza. I therefore create multiple binary variables identifying: (1) 

women that reported being physically abused by their partner in any of these ways in the past year; 

(2) women that reported experiencing any of these forms of physical partner violence before the 

past year, yet not during the past year.  
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 Following this logic, I also construct two binary measures of women’s self-reports of any 

sexual partner violence they experienced (1) in the past year, or (2) only before the past year. To do 

so, I use the following three survey questions asked of women given the domestic violence module 

about their partner’s behavior toward them: “Physically force you to have sexual intercourse with him when 

you did not want to? Physically force you to perform any other sexual acts you did not want to? Force you with threats 

or in any other way to perform sexual acts you did not want to?”  

 Exposure to the 16 Days Campaign. The 16 Days of Activism against Gender Violence campaign 

in Malawi circulated cultural scripts condemning gender violence (nkhanza) across Malawi though 

many different sources. I therefore consider all people in Malawi to have experienced this treatment. 

I divide respondents into two groups: those interviewed before the 16 Days campaign and those 

interviewed after. I refer to these groups as the before and after groups. It is unclear whether 

respondents interviewed during the campaign period would have been exposed to campaign 

messages at the time of their personal interview or not, so I exclude them from the main analysis 

presented and instead include them in robustness checks. 

 The 16 Days campaign is generally held from November 25 to December 10 each year, but 

in 2015 it began with a National Gender Conference on November 24 and was extended to 

December 12, a Saturday, for a Youth Peace Parade among other activities (UN Women Malawi 

2015). I therefore consider the 16 Days campaign to have spanned a somewhat longer period from 

November 24 through December 12, 2015. The number of respondents that were interviewed 

before this period was 13,795. An additional 5,727 people were interviewed during the campaign and 

12,518 after it concluded.  

 Independent Variables. To assess the effects of the 16 Days campaign on various outcomes, 

the groups of respondents interviewed before and after the campaign must be sufficiently balanced 

across important cultural, socioeconomic, and demographic attributes. Any imbalances should be 
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controlled for in a multivariate regression framework. I incorporate a number of additional 

covariates in my analyses that are established in the literature as potentially confounding predictors 

of my outcomes variables.  

 Scholarship on cultural globalization at the individual-level theorizes that world cultural 

models about gender equality are disseminated to lay people through school curriculums, 

international Christian religious networks, and various activities in urban areas and work 

environments (e.g. Boyle et al. 2002). I therefore use a continuous variable of respondents’ years of 

education along with three dichotomous indicators for living in an urban area, identifying as 

Christian, and working in a non-agricultural job. In the literature on gender violence specifically, 

these variables are often shown to predict attitudinal rejection of physical partner violence (e.g. 

Pierotti 2013). Media is another a source of transnational cultural diffusion, so I use three dummy 

variables for individuals’ at least weekly use of newspaper, radio, and television use, respectively. 

Media in Malawi contains both cultural scripts normalizing violence from foreign entertainment 

media companies and cultural scripts condemning gender violence from international organizations 

heavy influence, complicating the relationship between Malawians’ personal media use and the 

outcome variables (Swindle 2020).  

 I use several socioeconomic and demographic predictors often associated with gender 

violence attitudes and self-reports. This includes a measure of respondents’ household wealth 

quintile, which is based on an asset-based index common across cross-national survey programs like 

the DHS (Cools and Kotsadam 2017). I further use a continuous variable for age and a binary 

variable for matrilineal ethnicity, the latter of which is uniquely important in Malawi because land 

passes through women in matrilineal ethnicities; women from matriarchal ethnicities generally have 

more social influence in their community compared to women in patriarchal ethnic groups (Ibik 

1970; Johnson 2018; Kuzara 2014). I measure partnership status categorically: never been in a long-
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term intimate partnership, previously partnered, currently in a monogamous partnership, and 

currently in a polygamous partnership. Partnership is positively associated with rejection of physical 

partner violence in many societies across Africa (Hindin 2014). In Malawi, polygamy is negatively 

associated with rejection of physical partner violence (Rani et al. 2004). Divorce, separation, and 

widowhood are strongly related to higher self-reports of retrospective partner violence (Capaldi et al. 

2012). 

Analytical Strategy 

 To provide a first cut at evaluating possible changes in Malawi surrounding gender violence 

following the 16 Days campaign, my analysis begins with a visual assessment of daily changes in the 

outcome variables across the duration of the survey data collection. This is followed by a 

comparison among those interviewed prior to the 16 Days campaign versus those interviewed after 

the campaign finished in the percentage of respondents coded as “yes” for the outcome variables. I 

incorporate the survey design attributes (strata, clustering, and weights) when calculating these 

estimates. I then provide weighted p-values from bivariate regression models testing the effect of 

being interviewed after the 16 Days campaign on each outcome variable. To estimate the statistical 

significance of the difference between the estimates for each outcome variable, I also provide 

weighted p-values from bivariate regressions in which I test the influence of being interviewed after 

the 16 Days campaign on each outcome variable. I cluster standard errors by interview week because 

of my interest in a temporal effect. While these descriptive analyses are informative, it is unclear to 

what extent any observed differences in the outcome variables among survey respondents 

interviewed before the campaign versus those interviewed after it are due to distinctions in group 

characteristics. Accordingly, I further examine the balance across the two groups of respondents for 

all independent variables, in the same manner I do for the outcome variables. 
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 This motivates a set of logistic regression models in which I test the effects of the 16 Days 

campaign on each outcome variable. In all models, I include as controls any independent variables 

that are imbalanced between the groups of survey respondents interviewed before and after the 

campaign period. I also include fixed effects for geographic districts. This is important because it 

helps account for historical differences that may shape gender dynamics. For example, Christian 

missionaries from Europe were especially prevalent in Rumphi and other districts where they 

established missions, and these missionaries encouraged a patriarchal family structure and division of 

labor (Hayes 2016; Kudo 2017). Islamic traders brought Islam to Machinga, Mangochi, and other 

nearby districts, bringing a different set of gender ideologies (Sicard 2000). Matrilineal land 

possession and inheritance are common among the Chewa and other ethnic groups across most of 

the central and southern districts, which also contain the country’s largest two cities (Mandala 1984; 

Peters 1997). Finally, I use the sampling weights provided by the DHS and I further adjust my 

models by clustering coefficients’ standard errors by interview week because of my interest in 

identifying a temporal effect (Bassi and Rasul 2017).  

 

Analysis 

Descriptive Changes After the 16 Days Campaign 

 I first examine daily rates in the outcome variables across the data collection period. I 

provide this information in a series of scatterplots, one for each outcome variable, in Figures 2 and 

3. These temporal observations offer hints at the effects of the 16 Days campaign. Dot size reflects 

the relative number of respondents interviewed on a given day, which ranged from 10 to 482.2 The 

 
2 I do not show data for days when less than ten people were interviewed because it sometimes led to either very 

high or very low daily percentages. I also exclude respondents interviewed on days with means that extended 

beyond the y-axis range for each graph. Both of these exclusions were minimal, never combining to more than 20 

respondents.  
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campaign period is marked in light gray. When interpreting the graphs, it is helpful to focus on the 

darkest clusters of overlapping dots because this represents periods of high similarity across many 

respondents. 

[Figure 2] 

[Figure 3] 

 Figure 2 presents the daily percentage for the first three outcome variables. I first observe a 

clear increase in women’s stated rejection of physical partner violence over time, and probably a 

slight increase among men. At first glance, the trend in women’s rejection of physical partner 

violence appears to be gradually increasing through the course of the survey time period. Upon 

closer examination, there are four segments. There is a rapid rise in October, a steady November in 

the weeks before the campaign, a gradual increase during the campaign and into the next week, and 

then a batch of interview days with higher rejection rates at the beginning of 2016. While the latter 

three trend segments are logical given my expectations, it is unclear why rejection rates rapidly rise in 

October. These especially low values could be the result of sampling in October being mostly in 

places with historically lower rejection of violence against women. It is also possible that another 

historical event, unobserved in my analysis, may have contributed to this rise. In order to isolate the 

effect of the 16 Days campaign, this highlights a need to include a robustness check excluding 

respondents interviewed in October when I move on to evaluate the influence of the 16 Days 

campaign on people’s rejection of physical partner violence. 

 I observe that a slight decline in currently partnered women’s ability to refuse having sex 

with her partner. However, the especially low values in February—in comparison to December and 

January—may not be solely the result of the 16 Days campaign. Besides the possibility of sampling in 

February being mostly in places where women’s ability to refuse having sex with their partner is 

historically lower, it is also possible that another unobserved historical event may be influencing this 
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outcome in February. There is a need for a robustness check undertaken without respondents 

interviewed in February. Overall, Figure 2 indicates movement over time in terms of people’s 

attitudes about physical partner violence, but little if any shift in women’s ability to refuse sex. 

 Figure 3 presents four related graphs for the daily percentages of ever partnered women’s 

self-reports about experiencing: (1) physical partner violence in the past year; (2) physical partner 

violence before the past year; (3) sexual partner violence in the past year; (4) sexual partner violence 

before the past year. Overall, there is much more day-to-day variation across these graphs than those 

in Figure 2, likely due in large measure to the smaller sample sizes given that these questions are for 

women selected to participate in the domestic violence module. In the first row of graphs, there 

appears to be a subtle decrease after the 16 Days campaign in ever partnered women’s reports of 

experiencing physical partner violence in the past year, and potentially a slight increase in women’s 

reports of experiencing such violence before the past year. In the second row, there also seems to be 

a small decreases after the campaign in women’s reports of sexual partner violence in the past year. 

In contrast, there is substantial daily variation and no obvious shift after the campaign in women’s 

reports of sexual partner violence before the past year.  

 Table 2 builds on these observations and presents comparisons of weighted percentages for 

each of these outcome variables between those interviewed before the 16 Days campaign and those 

interviewed after. For many variables, percentages differed little while a few showed greater shifts. 

The largest change occurred in the percentage of women that rejected physical partner violence 

against women, which increased from 78.5 percent before the campaign to 87.5 percent thereafter 

(p=0.000); rejection also increased among men from 84.7 to 88.6 percent (p=0.007). The percentage 

of currently partnered women that expressed the ability to refuse having sex with their partner if 

they did not want to have sex was largely unchanged after the campaign. Ever partnered women’s 

reports of physical partner violence in the past year also remained stable while their reports of such 
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abuse before the past year subtly rose after the campaign from 8.2 to 10.2 percent (p=0.072). 

Women’s self-reported experience of sexual partner violence in the past year slightly decreased from 

16.7 to 13.9 percent (p=0.155), and so did their reports of such abuse before the past year, going 

from 4.2 to 3.1 percent (p=0.258). 

[Table 2] 

 These descriptive observations about changes in the outcome variables align with some of 

my hypotheses, but not others. As expected, people’s expressed rejection of physical partner 

violence increased after the 16 Days campaign. Contrary to my expectations, there was not much of 

a decrease after the campaign in women’s ability to refuse having sex with their partner . Ever 

partnered women’s self-reports about their experience of physical partner violence before the past 

year also rose as hypothesized, but the increase was not statistically significant. Regression analyses 

are needed to examine whether these observations hold when controlling for group characteristics 

that are distinct between the groups of respondents interviewed before and after the campaign. 

 I next examine how the attributes of respondents interviewed before the campaign may have 

differed from those interviewed after it. As displayed in Table 3, respondents interviewed before the 

campaign were somewhat less educated than those interviewed after it. Most importantly, 

respondents in the before group were much less likely to live in urban areas. The percentage of 

urban residents was about 11-12 percent prior to the campaign and 25 percent afterwards. Since 

urban living is often theorized as a source of greater exposure to world cultural models and has been 

shown to be positively associated with rejection of physical partner violence in Malawi and most 

other contexts (Pierotti 2013), this represents an important difference between the two groups of 

respondents surveyed before versus after the campaign. There were also statistically significant 

group differences in radio use, as well as the proportion of never partnered men and people in a 

polygamous relationship. In other words, there is imbalance between respondents interviewed 
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before the 16 Days campaign and those interviewed after the campaign in terms of their education, 

radio use, and partnership history. To account for these imbalances, these attributes must be 

included as control variables in any regression analyses testing the influence of the campaign. In 

robustness checks, I include all independent variables as covariates. 

[Table 3] 

The Effects of the 16 Days of Activism against Gender Violence 

 Tables 4 and 5 presents results from seven logistic regression models testing the effects of 

the 16 Days campaign on each outcome variable, controlling for urban living, radio use, and 

partnership history. I convert all coefficient estimates from log odds to average marginal effects 

(AMEs), paired with 95 percent confidence interval estimates, so that I can accurately compare 

AMEs within and across models (Ai and Norton 2003; Breen et al. 2018; Long and Mustillo 2018; 

Mood 2010). In presenting results, I focus primarily on the AME of being interviewed after the 

national 16 Days campaign rather than the AMEs of the control variables, and I simplify my 

presentation of the results by visualizing the predicted probabilities of each outcome variable for 

those interviewed before and after the campaign, as shown in Figures 4 and 5.  

[Table 4] 

[Figure 4] 

 As shown in Figure 4, derived from the results in Table 4, women’s predicted probability of 

stating that they reject physical partner violence increased from 78.9 before the 16 Days campaign to 

87.1 percent after it, even after accounting for the associations between the outcome variable and 

the first set of control variables. Men’s probability of rejection of such violence rose from 84.8 to 

88.5 percent. These statistically significant increases are consistent with my first hypothesis. 

Moreover, they are substantial in size, especially for women and in light of the short-term nature of 

the campaign. As a comparison, consider the predicted probabilities of rejection among women by 
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their level of education, which is theorized in the literature as a powerful, long-term “treatment” that 

exposes people to world cultural models. The predicted probability of rejection among women with 

no education is 76.6 while for women with thirteen or more years of education it is 88.3. While this 

11.7 percentage point increase from a women receiving a full education is greater than the 8.2 

percentage point increase from the 16 days campaign, the latter occurs in a much shorter period of 

time. This suggests that the direct messaging denouncing gender violence that occurred during the 

16 Days campaign had a strong positive effect on Malawians’ stated rejection of physical partner 

violence. 

 Moving to the final graph in Figure 4, I observe that the predicted probability of currently 

partnered women’s ability to refuse having sex with their partner when they do not desire to have 

sex decreased significantly from 70.4 percent before the campaign to 68.0 percent thereafter. While 

small in magnitude, this change supports my second hypothesis based on my explanation that the 

promotion of vernacularized world cultural messages condemning nkhanza strengthened women’s 

inability to refuse unwanted sex with their partners. 

 Figure 5 presents the predicted probabilities for women’s self-reports of experiencing gender 

violence. The corresponding regression results appear in Table 5. This evidence of a recency 

Beginning with the graph in the top left of Figure 5, I observe a small but noisy effect of the 16 Days 

campaign on the predicted probability of ever partnered women stating they experienced physical 

partner violence in the past year, which declined from 17.2 to 16.0 percent. Moving to the top-right 

graph, I find that the probability of women reporting that they experienced physical partner violence 

before the past year rose from 7.9 to 10.7 percent, a statistically significant increase that supports my 

third hypothesis. The graph in the bottom-left of displays that the probability of women stating that 

their partner sexually abused in the past year, which declined from 16.6 percent prior to the 

campaign to 14.1 percent after the campaign period. The confidence intervals for these probabilities 
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substantially overlap and their difference is not statistically significant. The final graph in the 

bottom-right shows that women’s probability of reporting sexual partner violence that happened 

before the past year was essentially unchanged, going from 3.5 before the campaign to 3.9 percent 

thereafter. Overall, the rising rate of women’s reported physical partner violence from before the 

past year, and the relative lack of statistically significant movement in the probabilities of the other 

types of gender violence reported in Figure 5, supports the information paradox described in the 

human rights literature.  

Additionally, Figure 5 makes clear that women are more likely to report experiencing more violence 

in the past year than before the past year. This is unlikely to be the case, but it is consistent with 

other literature arguing that people are much more likely to recall experiences of interpersonal 

violence during surveys when they occurred recently (Fay and Li 2010; Widom 2019). 

 [Table 5] 

[Figure 5]  

Robustness Checks 

 I conduct several robustness checks. First, I replicate all models while including all 

independent variables as covariates. Second, I include respondents interviewed during the 16 Days 

campaign period. To accommodate this, I change my interview date variable to become categorical, 

with the reference group being interviewed before the campaign and the two comparison groups 

being interviewed during and after the campaign. Third, I carry out two additional robustness checks 

that arose from my observations of daily percentages of the outcome variables in Figures 2 and 3: I 

replicate Models 1 and 2 testing the effect of the campaign on rejection of physical partner violence 

against women but I exclude respondents interviewed in October, and I also replicate Model 3 

excluding respondents interviewed in February. The full results for all robustness checks are 

reported in the Appendix. 
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 Overall, findings from the robustness checks are very similar, and in some cases nearly 

equivalent, to those in Tables 3 and 4. One important difference is that when I exclude respondents 

interviewed in October from the men’s sample, the AME of 0.025 for being interviewed after the 16 

Days campaign is not statistically significant (CI=-0.006, 0.056; p=0.120). This somewhat diminishes 

the claim that the campaign influenced men’s rejection of physical partner violence, but this must be 

considered in light of the facts that the size of the AME was not appreciably lower and that in all 

other models the AME for this variable was statistically significant. 

 

Conclusion 

 This paper addresses the global circulation of cultural models of development and human 

rights to lay people. Previous work demonstrates the importance of these world cultural models on 

national governments and other macro-level organizations. Some recent scholarship finds that world 

cultural models also reach down to the individual level. Similar to observations made at the national-

level, lay people’s exposure to world cultural models is often positively associated with attitudinal 

conformity to these models. A few studies also show relationships between exposure and self-

reported life experiences, but more work is needed. At the same time, a substantial literature finds 

people subvert and make use of these models in unintended ways. Scholars emphasize how world 

cultural models are modified and they question claims about an emergence of global cultural 

homogeneity. I propose that both of these processes—the dissemination of world culture and 

vernacularization—occur simultaneously. Accounting for both macro- and meso-levels of cultural 

globalization processes can help anticipate what types of changes we can expect to see at the 

individual-level.  

 In the empirical case, I examined how the 16 Days of Activism against Gender Violence campaign 

carried out in Malawi in 2015 influenced lay people. The campaign is part of a global effort to 
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condemn gender violence, which Malawian activists have led with support from foreign donors. The 

translation of world cultural models about gender violence into public discourse in Malawi was in 

some ways smooth and in other ways changed its meaning. Intermediaries in the cultural diffusion 

processes interpreted these international messages about gender violence through their 

understanding of what constitutes nkhanza, or abusive between given expectations of intertwined 

economic and social relationship responsibilities and privileges. In this way, the campaign 

strengthened existing norms that physical violence is not acceptable, but also labeled some forms of 

sexual violence—namely refusing to have sex with one’s long-term intimate partner without a 

socially sanctioned reason—as a form of abuse.  

 Using survey data from the 2015-16 Malawi DHS, I show that this vernacularization process 

had bearing on the type of influence the 16 Days campaign had. I find that people interviewed after 

the campaign were more likely to oppose physical partner violence than people interviewed before 

the campaign, yet women were more likely to say they could not refuse to have sex with their 

partner after the campaign period than before it. I also found evidence that the campaign increased 

ever partnered women’s likelihood of reporting abuse they experienced prior to the past year.  

 These results highlight that world cultural models did reach down to the grassroots and 

affected ordinary people in Malawi through the 16 Days campaign. Many international and domestic 

actors played an important role in this process. However, the effects of the campaign across unique 

outcomes also draws out the importance of vernacularization. In my analysis, the individual-level 

influence of the public diffusion of world cultural models about gender violence was not entirely 

aligned with broader principles of individualism, consent, and women’s rights that international 

organizations and global elites propagate. Of crucial importance was the literal translation of “gender 

violence” into the much broader term for injustice and cruelty in Chichewa, nkhanza. This opened 

the door for intermediary brokers that connect international organizations to lay people in Malawi to 
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modify the messages about gender violence promoted across the country. Existing norms about 

relationships being founded on both social and economic links thereby informed what was 

considered nkhanza, and many brokers reinforced the view that partners have “conjugal rights.” In 

this way, the 16 Days campaign actually promoted the idea that refusing to have sex with one’s 

partner could be a form of gender violence. 

 This type of reinterpretation of world cultural messages about gender violence may not be 

limited to Malawi. Warren (2015:144-147) documents a similar translation process in Ghana, and the 

term “abuse” is often translated into other languages by using an already familiar term that has a 

slightly different meaning (Navarro et al. 2019). Several studies document lay people’s perceptions 

that denying conjugal rights is a form of gender violence not only in Malawi but also in countries 

across the world, including several regional neighbors in Africa (e.g. Adjei 2015; Smith 2016; Stern 

and Heise 2018; Watts et al. 1998). Future research across other contexts is needed to evaluate the 

influence of gender violence campaigns across multiple outcomes related to physical and sexual 

forms of partner violence. 

 Research about the effects of world cultural models confronts an “information paradox” 

(Keck and Sikkink 1998:194-195). As awareness of an issue grows because actors say they will 

comply, so too does monitoring and reporting about actors’ violations. This dilemma is at the crux 

of current debates about whether nations’ human rights practices are improving or declining over 

time (Cingranelli and Filippov 2018; Fariss 2019). In my analysis, the information paradox also 

applied at the individual-level with self-reported experiences. More generally, people’s exposure to 

universalized cultural models about an issue may simultaneously shape their behavior as well as their 

reports about how they and others act.  

 To conduct future research evaluating the effects of exposure to world cultural models on 

action, it will be necessary to disentangle increases in reporting that comes with greater exposure to 
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and institutionalization of world cultural models about human rights (see Hadler 2016). Here, 

researchers can again turn to work distinguishing different types of cultural modes, in particular the 

“declarative” and “nondeclarative” aspects of people’s personal culture (Lizardo 2017; see also 

Vaisey and Frye 2019). Unlike the fast acquisition of public culture as declarative personal culture, 

people’s nondeclarative knowledge—which strongly informs their everyday habits, skills, and value 

dispositions (Leschziner and Brett 2019; Miles 2015; Vaisey 2009)—depends on “slow learning” and 

comes only from “repeated long-term exposure to consistent patterns of experience” (Lizardo 

2017:92). The cultural models people learn from their societal context are thus more likely to shape 

their nondeclarative personal culture than foreign cultural models about human rights and 

development, or gender violence specifically, at least to the extent that people are introduced to 

these foreign models later in life and exposed to them less. Still, the transitioning of world cultural 

models informing only the declarative to also shaping the nondeclarative realms of an individual’s 

personal culture can occur over time through habitual adjustment and repeated exposure (Cohen 

and Leung 2009; Strand and Lizardo 2015).  

 Overall, this paper demonstrates that people’s exposure to world cultural models shapes 

their ideological expressions in conjunction with the manner in which these models are presented to 

them. Brokers’ interpretations of world cultural models is the messaging that lay people often 

receive, and therefore what influences them. Discrepancies between the messaging content 

international organizations intend to spread and what brokers’ disseminate can manifest at the 

individual-level. Additionally, people’s exposure to world cultural models changes the way they 

conceptualize and discuss their own past experiences. With respect to human rights, this implies that 

people’s self-reported experiences of having their human rights violated will increase with more 

exposure to world cultural models, even net of any actual change in actual violations of human 

rights.   
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Tables and Figures 
 
Table 1. Four normatively accepted types of nkhanza among long-term heterosexual intimate 
partners in Malawi. 
 
 

 
Action Perpetrator Victim 

Partner physically attacks The partner that uses physical 
force 

The partner that is hit, beaten, 
kicked, etcetera. 

Partner physically forces sex The partner that uses physical 
force 

The partner that is forced 

Partner does not perform expected 
relationship duties 

The partner that neglected 
their duty 

The other partner 

Partner refuses to have sex The partner that refuses to 
have sex 

The partner that desires to 
have sex 
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Table 2. Differences in outcome variables between people interviewed before versus after the 16 Days of Activism against Gender Violence 
campaign from November 24 – December 12, 2015.  
 
 Women Men 
 Mean / % p-value Mean / % p-value 
 Before After  Before After  

       
Outcome Variables       
Rejection of Physical Partner Violence against Women 78.5 87.5 0.000 84.7 88.6 0.007 
Women’s Ability to Refuse Sex with Partnera 69.8 69.0 0.336    
Women’s Self-Reported Experience of:       
   Physical Partner Violence in the Past Yearb 16.9 16.4 0.871    
   Physical Partner Violence Before the Past Yearb 8.2 10.2 0.072    
   Sexual Partner Violence in the Past Yearb 16.7 13.9 0.155    
   Sexual Partner Violence Before the Past Yearb 4.2 3.1 0.258    

 
Note: Data are from the 2015-16 Malawi DHS. 
a = Currently partnered women. 
b = Ever partnered women included in the domestic violence module. 
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Table 3. Balance of attributes between people interviewed before versus after the 16 Days of Activism 
against Gender Violence campaign from November 24 – December 12, 2015.  
 
 Women Men 
 Mean / % p-value Mean / % p-value 
 Before After  Before After  

       
Covariates       
Education 5.6 6.2 0.036 6.8 7.2 0.085 
Urban 10.9 24.5 0.010 11.6 24.8 0.012 
Christian 86.2 86.7 0.876 84.3 87.7 0.107 
Newspaper Weekly 8.0 8.2 0.820 14.3 14.0 0.870 
Radio Weekly 31.5 28.2 0.017 53.2 43.5 0.000 
Television Weekly 10.0 12.9 0.195 26.5 18.6 0.430 
Non-Agricultural Work 27.2 26.4 0.669 49.9 43.9 0.063 
Household Wealth 1.9 2.2 0.072 2.1 2.3 0.094 
Age 28.2 28.0 0.285 29.0 28.8 0.488 
Matrilineal 79.4 78.3 0.745 79.2 78.4 0.747 
Partnership History       
   Never Partnered 19.4 23.0 0.000 37.1 38.9 0.333 
   Formerly Partnered 13.5 13.0 0.541 3.7 3.3 0.321 
   Currently Partnered: Monogamy 57.5 56.7 0.225 53.6 54.0 0.816 
   Currently Partnered: Polygamy 9.6 7.3 0.001 5.6 3.8 0.042 

 
Note: Data are from the 2015-16 Malawi DHS. 
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Table 4. Average marginal effects and 95 percent confidence intervals from logistic regression 
models predicting people’s rejection of physical partner violence, and women’s ability to refuse 
having sex with their partner.  
 

Dependent Variable 
Rejection of 

Physical Partner Violence 
against Women 

Women’s Ability to 
Refuse Sex with 

Partner 

Sample Women Men 
Currently Partnered 

Women 
Model 1 2 3 

    
Interview Date    
After Campaign 0.088*** 0.032* -0.016* 
 [0.062, 0.115] [0.005, 0.059] [-0.029, -0.004] 
Covariates    
Education 0.009*** 0.006* 0.013*** 
 [0.008, 0.011] [0.001, 0.011] [0.011, 0.014] 
Urban 0.076*** 0.056** 0.037* 
 [0.037, 0.115] [0.015, 0.098] [0.001, 0.072] 
Radio Weekly 0.076*** 0.056** 0.037* 
 [0.037, 0.115] [0.015, 0.098] [0.001, 0.072] 
Partnership History    
   (Ref.=Never Partnered)    
   Formerly Partnered 0.087*** 0.100***  
 [0.055, 0.118] [0.074, 0.126]  
   Currently Partnered: 0.081*** 0.128***  
      Monogamy [0.053, 0.108] [0.110, 0.145]  
   Currently Partnered: 0.075*** 0.102*** 0.000 
      Polygamy [0.044, 0.107] [0.044, 0.160] [-0.029, 0.030] 

District Fixed Effects ✓ ✓ ✓ 
    

    
N 20153 6160 12973 
    

 
Note: Data are from the 2015-16 Malawi DHS. Significance tests (p-value): * .05, ** .01, *** .001. 
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Table 5. Average marginal effects and 95 percent confidence intervals from logistic regression models predicting women’s self-reports of 
experiencing physical and sexual partner violence in the past year or before the past year. 
 

 
Note: Data are from the 2015-16 Malawi DHS. Significance tests (p-value): * .05, ** .01, *** .001.  

Dependent Variable 
Women’s Self-Reported Experience of  

Physical Partner Violence 
Women’s Self-Reported Experience of  

Sexual Partner Violence 
In the Past Year Before the Past Year  In the Past Year Before the Past Year  

Sample Ever Partnered Women Ever Partnered Women Ever Partnered Women Ever Partnered Women 
Model 4 5 6 7 

     
Interview Date     
After Campaign -0.013 0.027** -0.025 -0.004 
 [-0.064, 0.039] [0.008, 0.047] [-0.059, 0.008] [-0.020, 0.013] 
Covariates     
Education -0.001 -0.004* -0.002 -0.001 
 [-0.006, 0.004] [-0.008, -0.000] [-0.007, 0.002] [-0.003, 0.000] 
Urban 0.024 -0.001 -0.029 -0.005 
 [-0.018, 0.066] [-0.029, 0.027] [-0.095, 0.036] [-0.033, 0.024] 
Radio Weekly -0.023 0.018 0.003 0.017 
 [-0.054, 0.009] [-0.007, 0.043] [-0.034, 0.039] [-0.005, 0.039] 
Partnership History     
   (Ref.=Formerly Partnered)     
   Currently Partnered: -0.061* -0.068** -0.001 -0.090*** 
      Monogamy [-0.112, -0.009] [-0.117, -0.020] [-0.038, 0.036] [-0.123, -0.057] 
   Currently Partnered: -0.008 -0.093*** 0.045 -0.069** 
      Polygamy [-0.094, 0.079] [-0.145, -0.040] [-0.022, 0.113] [-0.113, -0.024] 

District Fixed Effects ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 
     

     
N 4399 4399 4399 4322 
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Figure 1. Public presentation during the 16 Days of Activism against Gender Violence in 2010. 

 
Note: Photo courtesy of the Malawi Human Rights Resource Centre.  
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Figure 2. Daily percentages over the course of the 2015-16 Malawi DHS of people’s rejection of physical partner violence, and women’s 
ability to refuse having sex with their partner. 
 

 
 
Note: Data are from 2015-16 Malawi DHS. Dot size indicates the relative daily number of interviewees.  
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Figure 3. Daily percentages over the course of the 2015-16 Malawi DHS of women’s self-reporting 
that they experienced physical and sexual violence in the past year or before the past year.  

 
Note: Data are from 2015-16 Malawi DHS. Dot size indicates the relative daily number of 
interviewees. 
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Figure 4. Comparison of people’s predicted probability of rejecting physical partner violence, and women’s ability to refuse having sex with 
their partner, by whether they were interviewed before or after the 16 Days of Activism against Gender Violence campaign in 2015. 

 
Note: Data are from the 2015-16 Malawi DHS. Results derived from logistic regression models reported in Table 2. Error bars indicate 95 
percent confidence intervals.  
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Figure 5. Comparison of women’s predicted probability of self-reporting that they experienced 
physical and sexual partner violence in the past year, or before the past year, by whether they were 
interviewed before or after the 16 Days of Activism against Gender Violence campaign in 2015. 

 
Note: Data are from the 2015-16 Malawi DHS. Results derived from logistic regression models 
reported in Table 3. Error bars indicate 95 percent confidence intervals.   
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Appendix 

 Table A1 provides the descriptive statistics for all variables for the full women’s and men’s 

samples. The results for five robustness checks for Tables 4 and 5 in the main text are also provided 

in Tables A2-A6 of this Appendix. The robustness checks, and their associated Tables, are as 

follows: 

 

Tables A2-A3, Models 1.1-7.1:  Models 1.1-7.1 include all independent variables. 

Tables A4-A5, Models 1.2-7.2:  Models 1.2-7.2 include respondents interviewed during the  

     16 Days campaign. 

Table A6, Models 1.3-3.3:   Models 1.3 and 2.3 exclude respondents interviewed in  

     October. Model 3.3 excludes respondents interviewed in  

     February.  
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Table A1. Descriptive statistics from women’s and men’s samples for all variables. 
 
 Women Men 

 % Mean S.D. Min Max % Mean S.D. Min Max 

           

Outcome Variables           

Rejection of Physical Partner Violence against Women 82.3   0 1 86.3   0 1 

Women’s Ability to Refuse Sex with Partnera 70.1   0 1      

Women’s Self-Reported Experience of:           

   Physical Partner Violence in the Past Yearb 16.2   0 1      

   Physical Partner Violence Before the Past Yearb 9.6   0 1      

   Sexual Partner Violence in the Past Yearb 15.4   0 1      

   Sexual Partner Violence Before the Past Yearb 3.7   0 1      

           

Independent Variables           

Interview Date           

   Before Campaign 44.9   0 1 44.3   0 1 

   During Campaign 19.6   0 1 19.3   0 1 

   After Campaign 35.5   0 1 36.4   0 1 

Education  6.0 3.7    7.0 3.6   

Urban 18.3   0 1 18.5   0 1 

Christian 86.9   0 1 86.1   0 1 

Newspaper Weekly 8.3   0 1 14.8   0 1 

Radio Weekly 30.0   0 1 49.0   0 1 

Television Weekly 11.5   0 1 17.7   0 1 

Non-Agricultural Work 27.7   0 1 48.1   0 1 

Household Wealth  2.1 9.3    2.2 1.4   

Age  28.1 1.4    28.9 10.6   

Matrilineal 79.0   0 1 79.7   0 1 

Partnership History           
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   Never Partnered 21.0   0 1 38.3   0 1 

   Formerly Partnered 13.3   0 1 3.5   0 1 

   Currently Partnered: Monogamy 57.3   0 1 53.6   0 1 

   Currently Partnered: Polygamy 8.4   0 1 4.6   0 1 

 
Note: Data are from the 2015-16 Malawi DHS. 
a = Currently partnered women.  
b = Ever partnered women included in the domestic violence module.  
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Table A2. Average marginal effects and 95 percent confidence intervals from logistic regression 
models predicting people’s rejection of physical partner violence, and women’s ability to refuse 
having sex with their partner, and including all independent variables.  

Dependent Variable 
Rejection of 

Physical Partner Violence 
against Women 

Women’s Ability to 
Refuse Sex with 

Partner 

Sample Women Men 
Currently Partnered 

Women 
Model 1.1 2.1 3.1 

    
Interview Date    
After Campaign 0.087*** 0.031* -0.016* 
 [0.062, 0.113] [0.003, 0.059] [-0.028, -0.004] 
Covariates    
Education 0.010*** 0.006** 0.013*** 
 [0.008, 0.012] [0.001, 0.010] [0.010, 0.015] 
Urban 0.052* 0.049 0.026 
 [0.008, 0.095] [-0.001, 0.100] [-0.017, 0.069] 
Christian 0.034* 0.001 -0.014 
 [0.004, 0.065] [-0.027, 0.029] [-0.036, 0.009] 
Newspaper Weekly 0.003 0.007 -0.018 
 [-0.021, 0.028] [-0.029, 0.043] [-0.070, 0.034] 
Radio Weekly -0.016 0.026* 0.020* 
 [-0.038, 0.006] [0.001, 0.051] [0.000, 0.039] 
Television Weekly 0.017 -0.005 0.037 
 [-0.008, 0.042] [-0.027, 0.017] [-0.014, 0.089] 
Non-Agricultural Work 0.006 -0.003 0.023 
 [-0.016, 0.028] [-0.024, 0.017] [-0.006, 0.052] 
Household Wealth 0.009** 0.002 -0.002 
 [0.003, 0.016] [-0.004, 0.007] [-0.008, 0.004] 
Age 0.003*** 0.005*** 0.000 
 [0.002, 0.004] [0.003, 0.006] [-0.001, 0.002] 
Matrilineal 0.020* -0.005 0.018 
 [0.002, 0.037] [-0.049, 0.039] [-0.019, 0.055] 
Partnership History    
   (Ref.=Never Partnered)    
   Formerly Partnered 0.040* 0.018  
 [0.009, 0.072] [-0.024, 0.059]  
   Currently Partnered: 0.041** 0.054***  
      Monogamy [0.014, 0.067] [0.032, 0.076]  
   Currently Partnered: 0.025 -0.004  
      Polygamy [-0.007, 0.056] [-0.112, 0.104]  

District Fixed Effects ✓ ✓ ✓ 
    

N 20153 6160 12973 
    

Note: Data are from the 2015-16 Malawi DHS. Significance tests (p-value): * .05, ** .01, *** .001.  
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Table A3. Average marginal effects and 95 percent confidence intervals from logistic regression models predicting women’s self-reports of 
experiencing physical and sexual partner violence, and including all independent variables. 
 

Dependent Variable 
Women’s Self-Reported Experience of  

Physical Partner Violence 
Women’s Self-Reported Experience of  

Sexual Partner Violence 
In the Past Year Before the Past Year  In the Past Year Before the Past Year  

Sample Ever Partnered Women Ever Partnered Women Ever Partnered Women Ever Partnered Women 
Model 4.1 5.1 6.1 7.1 

     
Interview Date     
After Campaign -0.011 0.026** -0.023 -0.004 
 [-0.062, 0.040] [0.007, 0.045] [-0.058, 0.011] [-0.020, 0.012] 
Covariates     
Education -0.002 -0.002 -0.003 -0.000 
 [-0.008, 0.005] [-0.006, 0.001] [-0.008, 0.003] [-0.002, 0.001] 
Urban 0.039 -0.009 0.006 -0.006 
 [-0.007, 0.084] [-0.049, 0.032] [-0.050, 0.061] [-0.032, 0.021] 
Christian -0.018 0.022 0.021 0.007 
 [-0.125, 0.089] [-0.017, 0.061] [-0.031, 0.073] [-0.012, 0.027] 
Newspaper Weekly -0.033 0.002 0.029 -0.021 
 [-0.083, 0.018] [-0.034, 0.037] [-0.027, 0.086] [-0.048, 0.005] 
Radio Weekly -0.009 0.015 0.019 0.020 
 [-0.042, 0.025] [-0.013, 0.044] [-0.020, 0.057] [-0.002, 0.042] 
Television Weekly -0.087* -0.031 -0.087 -0.025 
 [-0.157, -0.018] [-0.082, 0.020] [-0.180, 0.005] [-0.061, 0.010] 
Non-Agricultural Work 0.033 0.014 0.042* 0.017*** 
 [-0.002, 0.068] [-0.016, 0.045] [0.010, 0.074] [0.010, 0.023] 
Household Wealth -0.001 0.005 -0.015** 0.000 
 [-0.015, 0.013] [-0.004, 0.013] [-0.026, -0.004] [-0.006, 0.007] 
Age -0.003* 0.003*** -0.003* 0.001 
 [-0.005, -0.000] [0.002, 0.004] [-0.005, -0.001] [-0.000, 0.002] 
Matrilineal -0.035 -0.014 -0.034* 0.004 
 [-0.091, 0.021] [-0.058, 0.031] [-0.066, -0.002] [-0.032, 0.041] 
Partnership History     
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Note: Data are from the 2015-16 Malawi DHS. Significance tests (p-value): * .05, ** .01, *** .001.  

   (Ref.=Formerly Partnered)     
   Currently Partnered: -0.069* -0.056* -0.002 -0.083*** 
      Monogamy [-0.124, -0.015] [-0.105, -0.008] [-0.040, 0.035] [-0.113, -0.053] 
   Currently Partnered: -0.007 -0.085** 0.051 -0.064** 
      Polygamy [-0.093, 0.078] [-0.138, -0.032] [-0.016, 0.119] [-0.104, -0.023] 

District Fixed Effects ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 
     

     
N 4399 4399 4399 4322 
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Table A4. Average marginal effects and 95 percent confidence intervals from logistic regression 
models predicting people’s rejection of physical partner violence, and women’s ability to refuse 
having sex with their partner, and including people interviewed during the 16 Days campaign.  
 

Dependent Variable 
Rejection of 

Physical Partner Violence 
against Women 

Women’s Ability to 
Refuse Sex with 

Partner 

Sample Women Men 
Currently Partnered 

Women 
Model 1.2 2.2 3.2 

    
Interview Date    
   (Ref.=Before Campaign)    
   During Campaign 0.037* 0.008 0.010 
 [0.005, 0.069] [-0.019, 0.035] [-0.014, 0.034] 
   After Campaign 0.088*** 0.031* -0.015* 
 [0.062, 0.114] [0.005, 0.057] [-0.028, -0.003] 
Covariates    
Education 0.010*** 0.007** 0.013*** 
 [0.009, 0.011] [0.003, 0.012] [0.012, 0.014] 
Urban 0.061*** 0.051** 0.033* 
 [0.027, 0.095] [0.015, 0.087] [0.001, 0.065] 
Radio Weekly 0.000 0.015 0.019* 
 [-0.019, 0.020] [-0.012, 0.043] [0.002, 0.035] 
Partnership History    
   (Ref.=Never Partnered)    
   Formerly Partnered 0.084*** 0.098***  
 [0.058, 0.110] [0.075, 0.122]  
   Currently Partnered: 0.081*** 0.133***  
      Monogamy [0.058, 0.103] [0.114, 0.152]  
   Currently Partnered: 0.073*** 0.120*** -0.000 
      Polygamy [0.044, 0.102] [0.067, 0.174] [-0.025, 0.024] 

District Fixed Effects ✓ ✓ ✓ 
    

    
N 24562 7478 15802 
    

 
Note: Data are from the 2015-16 Malawi DHS. Significance tests (p-value): * .05, ** .01, *** .001. 
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Table A5. Average marginal effects and 95 percent confidence intervals from logistic regression models predicting women’s self-reports of 
experiencing physical and sexual partner violence, and including people interviewed during the 16 Days campaign. 
 

 
Note: Data are from the 2015-16 Malawi DHS. Significance tests (p-value): * .05, ** .01, *** .001. 

Dependent Variable 
Women’s Self-Reported Experience of  

Physical Partner Violence 
Women’s Self-Reported Experience of  

Sexual Partner Violence 
In the Past Year Before the Past Year  In the Past Year Before the Past Year  

Sample Ever Partnered Women Ever Partnered Women Ever Partnered Women Ever Partnered Women 
Model 4.2 5.2 6.2 7.2 

     
Interview Date     
   (Ref.=Before Campaign)     
   During Campaign -0.035 0.032* -0.009 -0.008 
 [-0.073, 0.002] [0.001, 0.062] [-0.033, 0.014] [-0.026, 0.011] 
   After Campaign -0.017 0.027** -0.031 -0.005 
 [-0.069, 0.034] [0.007, 0.047] [-0.066, 0.003] [-0.020, 0.010] 
Covariates     
Education -0.001 -0.005** -0.002 -0.002* 
 [-0.005, 0.003] [-0.008, -0.001] [-0.005, 0.002] [-0.003, -0.000] 
Urban 0.014 0.005 -0.017 -0.008 
 [-0.026, 0.055] [-0.026, 0.035] [-0.074, 0.040] [-0.030, 0.014] 
Radio Weekly -0.020 0.009 -0.002 0.013 
 [-0.046, 0.006] [-0.016, 0.033] [-0.032, 0.027] [-0.006, 0.032] 
Partnership History     
   (Ref.=Formerly Partnered)     
   Currently Partnered: -0.052** -0.096*** -0.007 -0.088*** 
      Monogamy [-0.091, -0.013] [-0.144, -0.048] [-0.043, 0.029] [-0.115, -0.060] 
   Currently Partnered: -0.008 -0.106*** 0.042 -0.077*** 
      Polygamy [-0.080, 0.064] [-0.148, -0.064] [-0.013, 0.097] [-0.114, -0.039] 

District Fixed Effects ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 
     

N 5406 5406 5406 5284 
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Table A6. Average marginal effects and 95 percent confidence intervals from logistic regression 
models predicting people’s rejection of physical partner violence (excluding people interviewed in 
October 2015), and women’s ability to refuse having sex with their partner (excluding people 
interviewed in February 2016).  
 

Dependent Variable 
Rejection of 

Physical Partner Violence 
against Women 

Women’s Ability to 
Refuse Sex with 

Partner 

Sample Women Men 
Currently Partnered 

Women 
Model 1.3 2.3 3.3 

    
Interview Date    
After Campaign 0.068*** 0.025 -0.016* 
 [0.054, 0.081] [-0.006, 0.056] [-0.031, -0.002] 
Covariates    
Education 0.009*** 0.006 0.013*** 
 [0.007, 0.010] [-0.000, 0.012] [0.011, 0.014] 
Urban 0.057** 0.054** 0.037* 
 [0.022, 0.091] [0.014, 0.093] [0.000, 0.073] 
Radio Weekly -0.003 0.020 0.019 
 [-0.029, 0.023] [-0.002, 0.041] [-0.002, 0.041] 
Partnership History    
   (Ref.=Never Partnered)    
   Formerly Partnered 0.063*** 0.097***  
 [0.038, 0.089] [0.065, 0.129]  
   Currently Partnered: 0.062*** 0.112***  
      Monogamy [0.034, 0.090] [0.094, 0.131]  
   Currently Partnered: 0.064** 0.126*** 0.003 
      Polygamy [0.025, 0.103] [0.081, 0.172] [-0.027, 0.033] 

District Fixed Effects ✓ ✓ ✓ 
    

    
N 15849 4925 12389 
    

 
Note: Data are from the 2015-16 Malawi DHS. Significance tests (p-value): * .05, ** .01, *** .001. 


