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Abstract

We study the intergenerational persistence of intimate-partner violence (IPV) in
Sub-Saharan Africa. Women who report that their fathers physically abused their
mothers are 25.9 percentage points more likely to experience IPV. Place and ethnicity
explain one third of the persistence variation, with no additional variation explained
by other observed socioeconomic factors. Women who report that their mothers were
IPV victims are more likely to find IPV acceptable, which is not explained by a rational-
ization of their own victimization. IPV persistence is stronger in ethnicities with lower
IPV prevalence, emphasizing the role of parental IPV relative to its cultural salience.
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1 Introduction

Whether and why inequality’s persistence across generations matters for economic devel-
opment has been studied for several decades (Galor and Zeira, 1993). Although attention
has traditionally been paid to income, consumption and wealth, due to data limitations
and because inequality may be multidimensional (Kolm, 1977; Atkinson and Bourguignon,
1982; Sen, 1997), recent literature has focused on intergenerational associations in alterna-
tive variables, such as education (Neidhöfer et al., 2018; Asher et al., 2021; Alesina et al.,
2021b) and health (Bhalotra and Rawlings, 2013; Lu and Vogl, 2023).

In this paper, we empirically study the intergenerational persistence of intimate-
partner violence (IPV), a variable that has been shown to negatively impact the economic
outcomes and health of women and their children (Aizer, 2011; Currie et al., 2022). IPV is
a global human-rights and public-health issue, as it is estimated that more than one third
of women worldwide have experienced it (García-Moreno et al., 2013).

Using survey data from 16 countries in Sub-Saharan Africa, a region of the world that
has particularly high IPV prevalence, we estimate mother–daughter associations in IPV
victimization. We find that women whose fathers ever physically abused their mothers
are 25.9 percentage points (1.89×) more likely to have experienced IPV with their current
cohabitating partners. This association is not explained by selection into or out of part-
nership. By conducting Monte Carlo simulations, we provide evidence that this result is
unlikely to be explained by reporting errors. We examine the role of place and ethnicity in
explaining intergenerational persistence in IPV, since it could be explained by persistent
spatial inequality and cultural factors, but place and ethnicity fixed effects account for just
one third of persistence variation. Additionally, we include socioeconomic covariates such
as respondents’ education, the husbands’ education and the couples’ current household
wealth and find that these factors account for almost none of the remaining variation in
persistence.

To explain why IPV might be intergenerationally persistent, we focus on the role
of cultural transmission, which has been demonstrated to play an important role in the
perpetuation of other forms of gender inequality (Fernández et al., 2004; Jayachandran,
2015; Dhar et al., 2019). Particularly, we focus on women’s attitudes towards IPV since
they may impact their probability of being or staying with abusive partners. We find that
women from families with IPV have higher acceptability of wife beating compared to
women who did not experience parental IPV. We provide evidence that this difference in
attitudes is not driven by ex-post rationalization due to exposure to more violence with
current partners. Moreover, we show that cultural transmission of attitudes towards IPV
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is stronger for ethnicities with lower IPV acceptability, highlighting the importance of
family-level socialization in shaping attitudes based on the salience of the focal behavior.

As assortative matching can exacerbate long-run inequality (Fernández and Roger-
son, 2001; Pollak, 2004), we explore the relationship between sons-in-law’s and daughters’
attitudes toward IPV acceptability. We find that assortative matching on IPV attitudes is
stronger in ethnicities with lower levels of IPV acceptability, suggesting that the relation-
ship between parental IPV and daughters’ attitudes may ultimately translate into selection
into partnerships with individuals who have higher IPV acceptability.

Finally, we explore how IPV persistence varies with its levels. We show that IPV
persistence is stronger in ethnicities with lower IPV prevalence, which may explain why
IPV is so difficult to eradicate and persists across time and space. From a policy perspective,
our results suggest that combating IPV may involve not only reducing its levels, but also
addressing its intergenerational component. A better understanding of attitude formation
toward IPV may serve as a promising starting point for designing interventions that can
achieve that goal.

This paper contributes to the literature in economics that explores the drivers of
IPV.1 Most of such literature focuses on the role of household bargaining power. For ex-
ample, some studies have analyzed the impact of the wage gap (Aizer, 2010), divorce laws
(Stevenson and Wolfers, 2006), cash transfers (Bobonis et al., 2013), and unemployment
(Anderberg et al., 2016; Tur-Prats, 2021), among other factors.2 In addition, a few papers
focus on long-term determinants, such as the role of cultural factors (Alesina et al., 2021a),
family structure (Tur-Prats, 2019) or past exposure to gender-based collective violence
(Stojetz and Brück, 2023). Our paper contributes to this literature by empirically examin-
ing whether IPV victimization is transmitted from one generation (mothers) to the next
(daughters) and how attitudes play a role in this transmission.

Additionally, this paper relates to the literature that aims to understand norm trans-
mission through cultural exposure. A handful of studies document how norms persist
across time and space, for instance, by studying how migrants to regions with different
norms experience persistence of origin-region behavior (Giavazzi et al., 2019; Jessen et al.,
2024; Miho et al., 2024). Our findings contribute to that literature by showing that there is
higher IPV persistence in low-IPV ethnicities.

1Outside the literature in economics, there is a vast multidisciplinary literature exploring the drivers of
IPV, which includes its intergenerational transmission. Most mechanisms focus on the impact of perinatal
exposure to trauma, an examination of the neurobiological mechanisms of transmission, and the role of
developmental psychopathology in the transmission process. See, for example, Smith-Marek et al. (2015)
and Ehrensaft and Langhinrichsen-Rohling (2021) for comprehensive reviews.

2Other papers show that IPV may be triggered by dissatisfaction with the marriage (Bloch and Rao,
2002) or emotional cues (Card and Dahl, 2011)
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The paper proceeds as follows. Section 2 describes the data and empirical methods.
Section 3 reports our main persistence estimates and discusses the role of place, ethnicity,
and socioeconomic status in explaining variation in persistence. It also discusses the role
of selection and misreporting in explaining our results. Section 4 discusses the role of
cultural transmission. Finally, Section 5 concludes.

2 Data and Methods

2.1 Sample and Measurement

Our primary data source is the Demographic and Health Surveys (DHS), which are na-
tionally representative cross-sectional surveys of women and men aged 15 to 49 years.3 We
use all surveys that contain a module on domestic violence.4 The DHS domestic-violence
module in the women’s survey contains key information for measuring the persistence of
IPV across generations. We refer to the respondent as the daughter in our context. To mea-
sure the occurrence of IPV between the respondent’s parents, we use the single question of
“whether the respondent’s father ever beat her mother.” To measure whether a daughter
has ever experienced IPV with her current partner (i.e., the “son-in-law”), we generate a
single indicator variable based on a series of questions about whether the respondent has
ever experienced physical, sexual or emotional violence with her current partner.5

Additionally, both the women’s and men’s DHS surveys contain a set of questions
on the respondent’s attitudes towards domestic violence: “whether wife beating is jus-
tified” in five hypothetical situations. We create a variable measuring the share of these
hypothetical situations in which the respondent believes wife beating is justified.6

Finally, the surveys also contain sociodemographic characteristics we use in some
of our robustness exercises, as well as to explore alternative explanations. These include
age and education (for both the daughters and their husbands), an index that captures
the wealth of the household, the number of children ever born, age at first marriage, and
many geographic indicators, like country, region, and rural area.

To account for the role of ethnicity, we merge the DHS data with the Murdock
Ethnographic Atlas, an ethnicity-level database containing pre-industrial cultural charac-

3All analyses use sampling weights rescaled to reflect each survey’s contribution to the sample.
4The domestic-violence module is administered to one randomly selected woman in each household.
5When defining women as married, we include both formal marriages and informal unions that involve

cohabitation with a partner.
6Results hold for each individual question or an alternative method of calculating the index which uses

the first principal component while standardizing the index to have mean 0 and variance 1.
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teristics, using the methodology from Michalopoulos et al. (2019). We are able to match
85% of observations from the DHS with the Ethnographic Atlas. As a result of these data
merges, our main analysis sample includes 117,415 partnered women from 28 surveys
across 16 countries in Sub-Saharan Africa.7 For a subset of 43,807 women, we are able
to merge women with their partners from the men’s survey, which allows us to account
for men’s ethnicity and explore their attitudes towards IPV. We are not able to merge all
women with partners as some male partners are not present at the time of the survey, some
households are not sampled for the men’s survey, and only men aged 15–49 are surveyed.
Appendix Table A.1 reports the list of surveys in the main and matched partner samples.

Appendix Table A.2 details the exact questions asked in the survey in addition to
the descriptive statistics of our main sample. Women are on average 30 years old, 69%
live in rural areas and 41% have not received any type of education. In our sample, 21%
of women report that their father ever physically abused their mothers and 35% report
having suffered any type of violence (physical, sexual or emotional) from their current
husband or partner.8

2.2 Methods

In our main specification, we estimate the following linear regression for a woman 𝑖 in
survey 𝑠:

𝑌𝑖𝑠 = 𝛼 + 𝛽ParentIPV𝑖𝑠 + 𝜖𝑖𝑠 , (1)

where 𝑌𝑖𝑠 is the outcome and ParentIPV𝑖𝑠 is an indicator variable of whether the woman
reported the occurrence of IPV between her parents. 𝛽 is the main estimate of interest.
We cluster standard errors at the DHS primary-sampling-unit level, which are small
geographic units (villages or city blocks) sampled at the largest subnational region × rural
level. To explore potential mechanisms, we conduct an accounting exercise by adding
different types of fixed effects and covariates to the main regression specification and
documenting the impact on the magnitude of the main persistence estimate, 𝛽.

To investigate the role of cultural transmission, we estimate the correlation between
attitudes on the acceptability of IPV and parental IPV. We then add increasingly granular
fixed effects to control for place and ethnicity to examine whether variation in transmission

7We focus on this sample for our main analysis because, as mentioned above, our main outcome variables
(own IPV experience) are only collected for partnered women. However, given that we explore the role of
parental IPV on selection into partnership and how attitudes towards IPV correlate with partnership status,
we conduct this secondary analysis using a sample of unpartnered women as well.

8Section 3 provides a discussion on the role of respondent reporting errors in addition to Monte Carlo
exercises that explore how results may change due to such potential misreporting.
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is within or across cultural groups.

3 IPV Persistence Estimates

We report pooled estimates of intergenerational persistence of IPV in Figure 1.9 The first
coefficient estimates the association between a woman’s reports of witnessing physical
violence between her parents and whether she has ever experienced any type of IPV
(physical, sexual or emotional) with her current cohabitating partner. We find that women
who report parental IPV are 25.9 percentage points (1.89×) more likely to report ever
experiencing IPV with their current partner.10

Accounting for IPV Persistence

We examine the role of place and ethnicity in explaining IPV’s intergenerational persis-
tence because it could be explained by persistent spatial inequality and cultural factors. To
examine the role of place, we cumulatively increase the granularity of the controls from
the baseline specification to include survey (which is almost equivalent to country) and
local region (the largest subnational region) interacted with rural fixed effects. Place-based
effects at the regional level explain 28% of persistence variation. Next, we control for eth-
nicity, a variable that the literature, particularly in the African context, has highlighted as
a central dimension of cultural identity (Guiso et al., 2006; Michalopoulos and Papaioan-
nou, 2014; Alesina and Giuliano, 2015). Ethnicity fixed effects alone account for 27% of
the variation in persistence. However, ethnic groups are highly spatially clustered, so we
examine the combined role of place and ethnicity and find that the interaction of ethnicity
and local region together explain around 33% of persistence variation.

A majority of the intergenerational persistence in IPV is driven by within-locality
and within-ethnicity variation. One potential explanation is that socioeconomic status is
an important determinant for the incidence of IPV and is also intergenerationally per-
sistent.11 To explore this, we control for measures of socioeconomic status including the
respondent’s education, her husband’s education and their current household wealth. We
find that this accounts for almost none of the remaining variation in persistence.12

9Figure A.1 shows the persistence estimate for every country in our sample.
10Table A.3 shows that the results hold across each type of IPV: physical, sexual and emotional.
11For example, Agüero et al. (2022) shows that human capital investments explain 22 percent of the

transmission of domestic violence in the Philippines.
12Following recent evidence that suggests that IPV reporting is lower during the evening (Theiss, 2024),

we additionally control for the start time of the interview and find that this factor does not change our
persistence estimates. In addition, we also conducted the accounting exercise for the partnered sample. This
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Role of Selection into and out of Partnerships

Our persistence estimates are for women who are currently partnered. One concern for
interpreting these estimates is that partnership rates could vary systematically between
women with and without exposure to parental IPV. We examine the role of selection into
and out of partnership (Appendix Table A.4) and find no difference in the proportion
of women who have ever been in a partnership (cohabitation or marriage) by parental
IPV. However, women with parental IPV are slightly less likely (2.7pp) to be currently
partnered, which is the selection criteria for our analysis sample.13

We then conduct a Lee Bounds exercise to determine whether selection out of partner-
ship quantitatively impacts our persistence estimates. (Appendix Table A.5). We estimate
very tight bounds for our persistence estimates, indicating that they are not driven by this
selection.

Role of Respondent Reporting Error

One main challenge in studying IPV persistence is that it relies on self-reported data that
could suffer from underreporting.14 Previous research has tried to measure the extent
of IPV misreporting, for example, by comparing direct methods like the DHS against
experimental methods.15 Our study has an additional challenge because it relies on self-
reported measures of both left-hand side (i.e., whether the respondent’s father ever phys-
ically abused their mother) and right-hand side variables (i.e., whether the respondent
experienced IPV from their current partner) and misreporting of these variables may not
be independent from each other.16

As a first step toward understanding the role of reporting errors, we list all the
possible scenarios in terms of the true and reported value of both variables (Appendix

allows us to further control for the male partner’s ethnicity and we find that it does not play a quantitatively
significant role on top of the female respondent’s ethnicity.

13This is driven primarily by higher rates of divorce and separation, but higher rates of widowhood also
play a role.

14As discussed by Theiss (2024), this could be for several reasons: aversion to recalling or discussing
traumatic events, the perception that IPV is a private issue, expected stigmatization, intrinsic shame, fear
that a perpetrator may face legal sanctions, risk of economic or physical retaliation, and others

15A number of papers have used different methods to measure the prevalence of IPV, and their results
are mixed. On one hand, Cullen (2023) finds that, in Nigeria, using an indirect list experiment (LE) yields
a measure of IPV 35% higher than face-to-face (F2F) surveys. Similarly, (Peterman et al., 2024) find that an
audio computer-assisted self-interview (ACASI) results in a 4–7 pp higher prevalence of IPV, again compared
to the F2F benchmark. Other studies find similar results in Ethiopia (Gilligan et al., 2024; Kotsadam and
Villanger, 2022) and Peru (Agüero and Frisancho, 2022). Finally, Singh et al. (2024) find that the field-worker
effect accounts for 32% of total variation in the reporting of IPV in Ethiopia.

16For example, it could be that there are some people who are not willing to openly talk about IPV and
therefore would misreport their own and their mother’s IPV.
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Table A.11). We rule out cases that imply an overreporting of either variable. For the
remaining scenarios, we identified several cases where the direction of the bias would go
in the opposite direction and would imply interpreting our estimates as lower bounds.
However, other scenarios would lead to overestimates of IPV persistence: the cases where
the respondent answered that neither she nor her mother have suffered IPV but one of
those variables suffers from misreporting.17

As a second step, in Figure 2, we report the results of several Monte Carlo simulations
to better understand how all these potential underreporting scenarios may bias our results.
We consider cases of underreporting of (i) the left-hand side variable (ii) the right-hand side
variable (iii) both variables simultaneously and such misreporting is independent from
each other and (iv) both variables simultaneously and such misreporting is correlated.18

The main takeaway from these Monte Carlo simulations is that it would take a remarkably
high probability of misreporting to reject the hypothesis that IPV is intergenerationally
persistent. In particular, in our most conservative scenario, the probability of misreporting
should be 55%—equivalent to an IPV prevalence of 89%—which is highly inconsistent with
previous research.

4 Cultural Transmission

In this section, we examine the potential role of cultural transmission in the intergenera-
tional persistence of IPV. First, we measure the correlation between daughter attitudes and
their reporting of parental IPV. Table 1 shows that exposure to parental IPV is associated
with an increase of 0.044 (17.6%) in the daughter’s index of reported acceptability of IPV.19

Potentially, this result may be driven by ex-post rationalization due to exposure to vio-
lent partners. However, we find that this positive association in attitudes is even stronger
for unpartnered women, providing evidence against ex-post rationalization. Addition-
ally, our results are robust to including ethnicity and region fixed effects, indicating that
these factors do not explain the relationship between parental IPV and daughter attitudes.
This is consistent with direct exposure to parental IPV playing a role in the daughters’
socialization.

To further understand the role of parental IPV in the daughters’ socialization, in Table
2 Panel A, we conduct a heterogeneity exercise to explore whether attitudes differ based

17Note that the case where both variables suffer from misreporting simultaneously would result in a
downward bias of our estimates.

18We show results for a correlation of 0.5, but results for other correlation assumptions are available upon
request.

19In Appendix Tables A.6–A.10, we show that results hold individually for each question of the index.
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on ethnicity and IPV acceptability.20 In ethnicities with lower IPV acceptability, parental
IPV may be more salient and, therefore, may be more relevant for attitude formation
towards IPV. Consistent with that idea, we show that, in ethnicities with below-median
IPV acceptability, women whose fathers ever physically abused their mothers are more
likely to report acceptability of IPV—0.034pp (24.3%) relative to 0.054pp (15%) in ethnic-
ities above-median IPV acceptability21. As assortative matching can exacerbate long-run
inequality (Fernández and Rogerson, 2001; Pollak, 2004), Table 2 Panel B shows the re-
lationship between sons-in-law’s and daughters’ attitudes towards IPV acceptability. We
show that assortative matching on IPV attitudes is stronger in ethnicities with lower levels
of IPV acceptability, suggesting that the relationship between parental IPV and daughters’
attitudes may ultimately translate to selection into partnership with those with higher IPV
acceptability.

Finally, in Table 3, we conduct a heterogeneity exercise to explore IPV persistence rel-
ative to its levels. The fact that the intergenerational transmission of IPV is stronger where
IPV prevalence is lower may be one reason IPV survives across time and place. To explore
this, we calculate the average IPV prevalence by ethnicity and show that, in ethnicities
with below-median IPV prevalence, women whose father ever physically abused their
mothers are 18.5pp (77%) more likely to report ever experiencing IPV with their current
partner (relative to 15.7pp (35%) in ethnicities with above-median IPV prevalence).22

Overall, the policy implication of these results is that short-term or individual-level
interventions focused on reducing IPV prevalence would not necessarily be enough. A
challenge for policymakers trying to eradicate IPV once and for all would involve designing
policies that not only reduce IPV levels but also target its intergenerational component. Our
findings suggest that designing such policies may involve improving our understanding
of cultural transmission and, more specifically, IPV attitude formation.

20To define ethnicities with higher and lower IPV acceptability, we first compute the average of the
daughter-attitude index per ethnicity. We then classify ethnicities based on whether they are below or above
the median of that value.

21To formally test whether the above- and below-median effects are different, we normalize each coeffi-
cient by the corresponding control group mean of the outcome variable, and test whether these normalized
effects differ across groups. We compute the standard error of each normalized coefficient using the delta
method, accounting for uncertainty in both the estimated coefficient and the control mean. We then test for
equality of normalized effects across groups using a standard two-sided z-test.

22To define ethnicities with higher and lower IPV prevalence, we first compute the average of the variable
that measures daughter IPV per ethnicity. We then classify ethnicities based on whether they are below or
above the median of that value.
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5 Conclusion

In this paper, we provide evidence that IPV is intergenerationally persistent, using survey
data from 16 countries in Sub-Saharan Africa. Women who report that their fathers ever
physically abused their mothers are considerably more likely to also report that they
have experienced IPV with their current cohabitating partner. We show that this result is
unlikely to be driven by selection into or out of partnership or by reporting errors.

To understand why IPV may be intergenerationally persistent, we focus on the role
of cultural transmission by analyzing women’s attitudes towards IPV. We find that women
from families with IPV are more likely to answer that violence is justified under differ-
ent scenarios. This relationship is stronger in ethnicities with lower IPV acceptability,
suggesting that family-level socialization plays a role in attitude formation.

Finally, we show that IPV persistence is stronger in ethnicities with lower levels of IPV,
which may be in line with IPV surviving across time and space and being a global women’s
human-rights violation. Overall, improving our understanding of cultural transmission,
and more specifically, attitude formation towards IPV, may allow us to design policies that
target the intergenerational persistence of IPV, which may be key to eradicating IPV once
for all.
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Tables and Figures

Figure 1: IPV Persistence Estimates

A. Geography and ethnicity

B. Socioeconomic gradients

Baseline

Survey FEs

Region x Rural FEs

Ethnicity FEs

Ethnicity x Region x Rural FE

+ daughter's age and educ

+ son-in-law's age and educ

+ HH wealth index

0 .05 .1 .15 .2 .25 .3

Persistence estimate
Notes: The dots represent the OLS coefficient estimates of different variations of Equation (1), and the spikes are 95% confidence
intervals based on standard errors clustered at the survey-cluster level. The models in Part A vary the type of fixed effects included,
while those in Part B include Ethnicity × Region × Rural fixed effects and gradually increase the socioeconomic controls included in the
regression.
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Figure 2: Monte Carlo Simulations of Measurement Error
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(a) Changing 0s to 1s in Parental IPV
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(b) Changing 0s to 1s in Own IPV
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(c) Changing 0s to 1s in Own & Parental IPV
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(d) Correlated Draws with 𝜌 = 0.5

Notes: This figure shows the impact of simulated measurement error on our intimate-partner violence (IPV) persistence estimates. We
separately simulate the underreporting of (a) parental IPV, (b) own IPV, and (c) both, for different probabilities of underreporting.
For each positive probability, we take the subsample of individuals that report not suffering IPV and draw the probability of a false
negative from a Bernoulli distribution 50 times. We estimate Equation (1) by OLS in each simulated dataset. We plot the mean coefficient
and 95% confidence interval across the 50 draws. At 𝑝 = 0, we plot the estimated coefficient from Equation (1), with no simulated
measurement error. Panels (a)–(c) draw the probabilities of underreporting from independent Bernoulli distributions while Panel (d)
draws them from a correlated bivariate-binomial distribution, with a correlation parameter 𝜌 = 0.5.
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Table 1: Daughters’ Attitudes Towards IPV

Whole sample Unpartnered sample Matched-partner sample

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Parent IPV .041∗∗∗ .044∗∗∗ .044∗∗∗ .093∗∗∗ .081∗∗∗ .069∗∗∗ .037∗∗∗ .052∗∗∗ .043∗∗∗ .043∗∗∗
(.004) (.003) (.003) (.007) (.007) (.006) (.006) (.006) (.005) (.005)

Comparison mean .25 .25 .25 .17 .17 .17 .26 .26 .26 .26
Observations 117,415 117,415 117,415 26,626 26,626 26,626 43,807 43,807 43,807 43,807
𝑅2 .00 .24 .24 .02 .13 .25 .00 .16 .26 .26
Daughter ethnicity FEs No Yes Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes
Daughter ethnicity × region FEs No No Yes No No Yes No No Yes Yes
Son-in-law ethnicity FEs No No No No No No Yes

Notes: OLS coefficient estimates of Equation (1) where the dependent variable is daughters’ attitudes towards intimate-partner violence
(IPV) measured as the share of all questions related to attitudes towards wife beating the daughter agreed with. The regressions are
run in three different samples: Whole sample is the entire sample of currently partnered women. Unpartnered sample consists of women
that have never been married. Matched-partner sample is the subset of the Whole Sample for which we can observe the ethnicity and
attitudes of the husband. Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the survey-cluster level.

Table 2: IPV Attitudes by Ethnicity with Higher vs. Lower IPV Acceptability
(a) Parental IPV vs. Daughters’ Attitudes

Below-median acceptability Above-median acceptability

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Daughters’ parent IPV .031∗∗∗ .038∗∗∗ .033∗∗∗ .034∗∗∗ .074∗∗∗ .069∗∗∗ .055∗∗∗ .054∗∗∗
(.006) (.006) (.006) (.006) (.010) (.010) (.009) (.009)

Comparison mean .14 .14 .14 .14 .37 .37 .37 .37
Observations 21,898 21,898 21,898 21,883 21,909 21,909 21,909 21,900
𝑅2 .00 .06 .16 .17 .01 .06 .17 .17
Daughter ethnicity FEs No Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes
Daughter ethnicity × region FEs No No Yes Yes No No Yes Yes
Son-in-law ethnicity FEs No No No Yes No No No Yes

(b) Daughters’ vs. Sons-in-Law’s Attitudes

Below-median acceptability Above-median acceptability

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Daughters’ Attitudes .095∗∗∗ .068∗∗∗ .056∗∗∗ .058∗∗∗ .085∗∗∗ .068∗∗∗ .039∗∗∗ .039∗∗∗
(.008) (.008) (.008) (.008) (.008) (.007) (.007) (.007)

Comparison mean .06 .06 .06 .06 .13 .13 .13 .13
Observations 21,898 21,898 21,898 21,883 21,909 21,909 21,909 21,900
𝑅2 .02 .08 .15 .16 .01 .06 .14 .14
Daughter ethnicity FEs No Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes
Daughter ethnicity × region FEs No No Yes Yes No No Yes Yes
Son-in-law ethnicity FEs No No No Yes No No No Yes

Notes: Panel (a) shows OLS coefficient estimates of a regression of daughters’ attitudes towards intimate-partner violence
(IPV) on parental IPV. Panel (b) shows OLS coefficient estimates of a regression of son-in-law attitudes towards IPV on
daughters’ attitudes towards IPV. Attitudes are measured as the share of all questions related to attitudes towards wife
beating that the daughter agreed with. For both panels, the regressions are run separately for two different samples: (i)
below-median acceptability are ethnicities in which the average share of acceptability for daughters is below the ethnicity-
level median, and (ii) above-median acceptability are those in which the average share of acceptability for daughters is above
the ethnicity-level median. Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the survey-cluster level.
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Table 3: IPV Persistence by Ethnicity with Higher vs. Lower IPV Prevalence

Below-median IPV Above-median IPV

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Parent IPV .237∗∗∗ .202∗∗∗ .185∗∗∗ .178∗∗∗ .170∗∗∗ .157∗∗∗
(.007) (.007) (.007) (.008) (.007) (.007)

Comparison mean .24 .24 .24 .45 .45 .45
Observations 82,414 82,414 82,414 35,001 35,001 35,001
𝑅2 .04 .06 .12 .03 .05 .11
Daughter ethnicity FEs No Yes Yes No Yes Yes
Daughter ethnicity × region FEs No No Yes No No Yes

Notes: OLS coefficient estimates of Equation (1). The regressions are run separately for two different
samples: (i) below-median IPV are ethnicities in which the average incidence of daughter IPV is below
the ethnicity-level median, and (ii) above-median IPV are those in which the average incidence of
daughter IPV is above the ethnicity-level median. Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the
survey-cluster level.

17



Appendix A.

Figure A.1: IPV Persistence Estimates by Country
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Notes: The dots represent the OLS coefficient estimates of Equation (1) by country, controlling for daughter’s
ethnicity × region fixed effects. The spikes are 95% confidence intervals based on standard errors clustered
at the survey-cluster level.
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Table A.1: Demographic and Health Surveys in the Sample

Country Survey year

Benin 2017
Burkina Faso 2010∗
Cameroon 2004, 2011, 2018∗.
Côte d’Ivoire 2012∗.
Democratic Republic of the Congo 2013
Ethiopia 2008∗
Ghana 2008∗
Kenya 2009∗, 2014∗
Malawi 2004∗, 2010∗, 2015∗
Mali 2006∗, 2012∗, 2018∗
Mozambique 2011
Nigeria 2008∗, 2013∗, 2018∗
Sierra Leone 2013, 2019∗
Togo 2014∗
Uganda 2011, 2016
Zambia 2013∗, 2018∗

Notes: The table shows the countries included in our sample, as well as the survey
years for which we observe data from each country. The stars indicate the sub-
sample of surveys for which we can observe the husband’s ethnicity and attitude
variables.

Table A.2: Descriptive Statistics, Women Aged 15–49

Mean Standard Deviation

Intimate-partner violence (IPV)
Ever experienced an act of emotional violence by husband/partner 0.24 0.43
Ever experienced an act of physical violence by husband/partner 0.23 0.42
Ever experienced an act of sexual violence perpetrated by husband/partner 0.09 0.29
Ever experienced an act of violence by husband/partner (physical, sexual or emotional) 0.35 0.48
Father ever beat mother (Parental IPV) 0.21 0.41

Daughter’s attitudes towards IPV
Going out without telling him 0.30 0.46
Neglecting the children 0.31 0.46
Arguing with him 0.29 0.45
Refusing to have sexual intercourse with him 0.25 0.43
Burning the food 0.16 0.37

Sociodemographic characteristics
Age 30.47 8.37
Rural residence 0.69 0.46
Total children ever born 3.74 2.61
No education 0.41 0.49
Incomplete primary 0.23 0.42
Complete primary 0.11 0.31
Incomplete secondary 0.14 0.34
Complete secondary 0.07 0.26
More than secondary 0.04 0.20

Observations 117,415
Notes: Sample includes women in the whole sample, which is the entire sample of currently partnered women, from 28
Demographic and Health Surveys in 16 countries. All questions under daughter’s attitudes towards IPV are of the form:
“Agrees that a husband is justified in hitting or beating his wife for: X.”
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Table A.3: IPV Persistence by Violence Type

Type of Violence

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Any Physical Sexual Emotional

Parent IPV .259∗∗∗ .232∗∗∗ .108∗∗∗ .167∗∗∗
(.005) (.005) (.004) (.005)

Comparison Mean .29 .18 .07 .20
Observations 117,415 117,415 117,415 117,415
𝑅2 .05 .05 .02 .03

Notes: OLS coefficient estimates of Equation (1). Each column considers a different
type of domestic violence (DV) as the outcome variable. Any refers to either of the
three types of DV (physical, emotional or sexual). Standard errors in parentheses
are clustered at the survey-cluster level.

Table A.4: Selection Into and Out of Partnership

X partnered? Unpartnered due to X?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Ever Current # times Age first Divorce/separation Widowed

Parent IPV .005 −.027∗∗∗ .032∗∗∗ .189∗∗∗ .023∗∗∗ .008∗∗∗
(.004) (.004) (.003) (.043) (.002) (.001)

Comparison Mean .83 .75 1.14 18.08 .05 .03
Observations 158,346 158,346 130,665 131,045 158,346 158,346
𝑅2 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00

Notes: OLS coefficient estimates of Equation (1) where the dependent variables are Ever marrying, Being currently
married, Having been married more than once, Age at first marriage, Being divorced/having separated, and Being
widowed. Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the survey-cluster level.

Table A.5: Lee Bounds for Selection Out of Partnership

Type of Violence

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Any Physical Sexual Emotional

Lower bound .257∗∗∗ .234∗∗∗ .111∗∗∗ .170∗∗∗
(.003) (.003) (.002) (.003)

Upper bound .258∗∗∗ .235∗∗∗ .111∗∗∗ .171∗∗∗
(.003) (.003) (.002) (.003)

Comparison mean .31 .20 .07 .21
Observations 131,349 131,349 131,349 131,349

Notes: The table shows Lee Bounds for the OLS coefficient estimates of Equation (1). Each
column considers a different type of domestic violence (DV) as the outcome variable. Any
refers to either of the three types of DV (physical, emotional or sexual). Standard errors in
parentheses are clustered at the survey-cluster level.
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Table A.6: Daughters’ Attitudes Towards IPV—Goes out Without Telling Husband

Whole sample Unpartnered sample Matched partner sample

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Parent IPV .033∗∗∗ .045∗∗∗ .045∗∗∗ .094∗∗∗ .084∗∗∗ .070∗∗∗ .023∗∗ .047∗∗∗ .038∗∗∗ .038∗∗∗
(.005) (.004) (.004) (.009) (.009) (.009) (.008) (.007) (.007) (.007)

Observations 117,415 117,415 117,415 26,626 26,626 26,626 43,807 43,807 43,807 43,807
𝑅2 .00 .20 .20 .01 .09 .22 .00 .12 .20 .20
Daughter ethnicity FEs No Yes Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes
Daughter ethnicity × region FEs No No Yes No No Yes No No Yes Yes
Son-in-law ethnicity FEs No No No No No No Yes

Notes: OLS coefficient estimates on parental IPV of Equation (1) where the dependent variable is an indicator of the daughter agreeing
that wife beating is justified if the woman goes out without telling the husband. The regressions are run in three different samples:
(i) Whole sample is the entire sample of currently partnered women, (ii) Unpartnered sample consists of women who have never been
married, and (iii) Matched-partner sample is the subset of the Whole sample for which we can observe the ethnicity and attitudes of the
husband. Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the survey-cluster level.

Table A.7: Daughters’ Attitudes Towards IPV—Neglects the Children

Whole sample Unpartnered sample Matched partner sample

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Parent IPV .070∗∗∗ .052∗∗∗ .052∗∗∗ .123∗∗∗ .099∗∗∗ .088∗∗∗ .054∗∗∗ .057∗∗∗ .046∗∗∗ .046∗∗∗
(.005) (.005) (.005) (.010) (.009) (.009) (.008) (.007) (.007) (.007)

Observations 117,415 117,415 117,415 26,626 26,626 26,626 43,807 43,807 43,807 43,807
𝑅2 .00 .18 .18 .01 .09 .20 .00 .11 .18 .19
Daughter ethnicity FEs No Yes Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes
Daughter ethnicity × region FEs No No Yes No No Yes No No Yes Yes
Son-in-law ethnicity FEs No No No No No No Yes

Notes: OLS coefficient estimates on parental IPV of Equation (1) where the dependent variable is an indicator of the daughter agreeing
that wife beating is justified if the woman neglects the children. The regressions are run in three different samples: (i) Whole sample
is the entire sample of currently partnered women, (ii) Unpartnered sample consists of women that have never been married, and (iii)
Matched partner sample is the subset of the Whole sample for which we can observe the ethnicity and attitudes of the husband. Standard
errors in parentheses are clustered at the survey-cluster level.

Table A.8: Daughters’ Attitudes Towards IPV—Argues with Husband

Whole sample Unpartnered sample Matched partner sample

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Parent IPV .049∗∗∗ .052∗∗∗ .052∗∗∗ .108∗∗∗ .095∗∗∗ .082∗∗∗ .040∗∗∗ .056∗∗∗ .046∗∗∗ .046∗∗∗
(.005) (.004) (.004) (.009) (.009) (.009) (.008) (.007) (.007) (.007)

Observations 117,415 117,415 117,415 26,626 26,626 26,626 43,807 43,807 43,807 43,807
𝑅2 .00 .21 .21 .01 .11 .22 .00 .15 .23 .23
Daughter ethnicity FEs No Yes Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes
Daughter ethnicity × region FEs No No Yes No No Yes No No Yes Yes
Son-in-law ethnicity FEs No No No No No No Yes

Notes: OLS coefficient estimates on parental IPV of Equation (1) where the dependent variable is an indicator of the daughter agreeing
that wife beating is justified if the woman argues with the husband. The regressions are run in three different samples: (i) Whole sample
is the entire sample of currently partnered women, (ii) Unpartnered sample consists of women that have never been married, and (iii)
Matched partner sample is the subset of the Whole sample for which we can observe the ethnicity and attitudes of the husband. Standard
errors in parentheses are clustered at the survey-cluster level.
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Table A.9: Daughters’ Attitudes Towards IPV—Refuses to Have Sex with Husband

Whole sample Unpartnered sample Matched partner sample

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Parent IPV .016∗∗ .038∗∗∗ .038∗∗∗ .067∗∗∗ .065∗∗∗ .054∗∗∗ .023∗∗ .052∗∗∗ .044∗∗∗ .044∗∗∗
(.005) (.004) (.004) (.008) (.008) (.008) (.008) (.007) (.007) (.007)

Observations 117,415 117,415 117,415 26,626 26,626 26,626 43,807 43,807 43,807 43,807
𝑅2 .00 .23 .23 .01 .11 .22 .00 .16 .24 .24
Daughter ethnicity FEs No Yes Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes
Daughter ethnicity × region FEs No No Yes No No Yes No No Yes Yes
Son-in-law ethnicity FEs No No No No No No Yes

Notes: OLS coefficient estimates on parental IPV of Equation (1) where the dependent variable is an indicator of the daughter agreeing
that wife beating is justified if the woman refuses to have sex with the husband. The regressions are run in three different samples:
(i) Whole sample is the entire sample of currently partnered women, (ii) Unpartnered sample consists of women that have never been
married, and (iii) Matched partner sample is the subset of the Whole sample for which we can observe the ethnicity and attitudes of the
husband. Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the survey-cluster level.

Table A.10: Daughters’ Attitudes Towards IPV—Burns the Food

Whole sample Unpartnered sample Matched partner sample

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Parent IPV .036∗∗∗ .034∗∗∗ .034∗∗∗ .072∗∗∗ .060∗∗∗ .052∗∗∗ .046∗∗∗ .048∗∗∗ .039∗∗∗ .040∗∗∗
(.004) (.004) (.004) (.007) (.007) (.007) (.007) (.006) (.006) (.006)

Observations 117,415 117,415 117,415 26,626 26,626 26,626 43,807 43,807 43,807 43,807
𝑅2 .00 .15 .15 .01 .07 .18 .00 .10 .18 .18
Daughter ethnicity FEs No Yes Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes
Daughter ethnicity × region FEs No No Yes No No Yes No No Yes Yes
Son-in-law ethnicity FEs No No No No No No Yes

Notes: OLS coefficient estimates on parental IPV of Equation (1) where the dependent variable is an indicator of the daughter agreeing
that wife beating is justified if the woman burns the food. The regressions are run in three different samples: (i) Whole sample is the
entire sample of currently partnered women, (ii) Unpartnered sample consists of women that have never been married, and (iii) Matched
partner sample is the subset of the Whole sample for which we can observe the ethnicity and attitudes of the husband. Standard errors in
parentheses are clustered at the survey-cluster level.

Table A.11: Possible Scenarios for Misreporting

Reported IPV Real IPV Misreporting
Parental IPV Own IPV Parental IPV Own IPV scenario

0 0 Monte Carlo0 1
1 0
1 1 Attenuation bias

1 0
0 0 Implausible due to
0 1 overreporting
1 1 Attenuation bias

0 1
0 0 Implausible due to
1 0 overreporting
1 1 Attenuation bias

1 1
0 0 Implausible
1 0 due to
0 1 overreporting

Note: The table shows an exhaustive description of all possible combinations of misreporting in daughter’s (own)
intimate-partner violence (IPV) and parental IPV. It explains how the persistence estimates would be affected by
each specific type of misreporting and points out which cases are explored in the Monte Carlo Simulations of
Figure 2.
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