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Executive Summary

Executive Summary

Content

Economic independence and fighting gender-based violence are two key priori-
ties in the 2016-19 Strategic Engagement for Gender Equality. Studies assessing 
economic and health implications of gender-based violence have been undertaken 
nationally in some Member States as well as for the EU as a whole. Fewer and 
less representative studies look at the issue the other way round, namely at how 
women’s own financial independence and the broader economic conditions she, her 
partner and her household face impinge on violence. The present report addresses 
this knowledge gap. 

The first part of the report undertakes a specialised literature review with the twin 
objectives of identifying key issues regarding economic independence and violence, 
as well as choosing theoretical perspectives to guide investigation on these issues. 
The review discusses selected contributions covering European and a few other 
countries –mainly Canada and the USA– published in the past quarter century. While 
several key issues emerge from the review, and a number of results are consistent 
across countries and time, a certain fragmentation and inconsistency of findings 
makes available knowledge unsatisfactory for evidence-based policy, especially at 
European level. 

The second part of the report conducts an extensive empirical investigation using 
the recently released FRA survey data on violence against women (http://dx.doi.
org/10.5255/UKDA-SN-7730-1). The survey was conducted in 2012 by the Euro-
pean Union Agency for Fundamental Rights (FRA) and the results were published in 
2014. It is based on face-to-face interviews with 42,000 women randomly selected 
across the 28 Member States.  

This empirical investigation in Part 2 is the first EU-wide attempt to address the 
possible influence of economic independence on violence against women (VAW). It 
covers physical, sexual and psychological violence against women, as well as sexual 
harassment: practically all types of violence against women except violence end-
ing in murder, stalking and violence against children. A common set of indicators 
of economic independence and other explanatory variables is used to account for 
prevalence and frequency of abuse across the spectrum of violence. The analysis 
also shares a common set of statistical and econometric tools. 

Questions put to the data include: 

•	 whether the woman’s labour status, earnings or household economic con-
dition influence the perpetration of abuse by partners (physical, sexual or 
psychological abuse by partners is here referred to as intimate partner vio-
lence, IPV for short);

•	 whether the socio-economic condition of the perpetrator (employment and 

http://dx.doi.org/10.5255/UKDA-SN-7730-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.5255/UKDA-SN-7730-1
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labour force status,  earnings, education) associates with violent behaviour 
on his part;

•	 what aspects of the woman’s economic condition affect sexual harassment 
at work and in other settings; whether economic shocks engendered by sud-
den changes in the economic condition of the perpetrator or the victim are 
conducive to violence; 

•	 whether the likelihood of IPV is influenced by her accomplishments in em-
ployment and education compared to her partner;

•	 to what extent financial independence increases the likelihood that a wom-
an will quit an abusive relationship;

•	 to what extent availability of supporting services/provisions for VAW victims 
increases the likelihood that victims will quit an abusive relationship; 

•	 whether occurrence of abuse is influenced by macroeconomic conditions, 
and if so, what types of abuse.

Findings

Violence against women occurs in all countries and cuts across cultural contexts 
and socio-economic conditions. However, the specialised investigation of this report 
reveals links of different intensity and in different directions between types of vio-
lence and specific socio-economic conditions.

The synoptic table below offers a graphic overview of selected main findings. 

Order of magnitude of estimated effect on probability                                                             

Conditions 
associated 
with change in 
probability of 
violence

Physical violence Sexual violence  Psychological 
violence

Sexual 
harassment

by current 
partner by all by current 

partner by all by current 
partner by all 

Woman’s own 
economic 
condition

short term 
unemployed
(vs working)

large 
increase         small 

increase

working 
(vs not working)    

moderate 
decrease if 
childless

small 
increase

earning more than 
partner
(vs earning less 
than partner)

moderate 
increase   large 

increase    

earning less than 
partner
(vs earning roughly 
the same)

moderate 
decrease

moderate 
decrease

small to 
moderate 
increase

household finding 
it difficult/very 
difficult to cope on 
present income
(vs living 
comfortably) 

  moderate 
increase     moderate 

increase
moderate 
increase

upper secondary or 
tertiary education
(vs lower 
education)

small 
decrease     moderate 

decrease   moderate 
increase
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higher level of 
education than 
partner
(vs equal or lower 
education)

        small increase 
if childless  

Other conditions 
of woman

age 18-29 years 
(vs 30+ years)   large 

increase       large 
increase

violence 
experienced in 
childhood
(vs no experience) 

large 
increase

large 
increase

large 
increase

large 
increase large increase moderate 

increase

ethnic or religious 
minority
(vs rest of 
population)

        moderate 
increase

small 
increase

Partner’s condition            

not in labour force
(vs in labour force)          small 

increase  

upper secondary or 
tertiary education
(vs lower 
education)

moderate 
decrease   moderate 

decrease      

regularly gets 
drunk 
(vs not regularly 
getting drunk)

large 
increase   large 

increase   large increase  

Legend: the shades of blue and purple (decrease and increase, respectively) denote statistical sig-
nificance at 1% (full colour), 5% (half colour) 10% (pale colour). White cells indicate results not sta-
tistically different from zero or not estimated: ‘small’ indicates less than 25% change in probability; 
‘moderate’ between 25 and 50%; ‘large’ above 50% percent 

How to read the table:  With reference to the second row, a woman who works has a higher prob-
ability of suffering sexual harassment than one who does not work (second row, last column). The 
estimated increase in probability is less than 25% (‘small’) but is statistically very robust. In contrast, 
working correlates with lower risks of psychological abuse, but only for childless women (second row, 
second last column). Finally, since working is not associated with a significantly higher or lower risk 
of physical or sexual violence, the corresponding cells have been left blank.

In words, the importance of economic conditions for women’s exposure to abuse 
can be summarized as follows: 

•	 Financial independence influences probability of intimate partner vio-
lence (physical, sexual or psychological) via labour force status and 
earnings, but its influence is generally limited, and, more importantly, 
has different signs and strength depending on the type violence. The 
strongest influence that her financial independence exercises goes via 
household economic condition. Insofar as the woman gains financial in-
dependence by taking a job and her earnings significantly help to avoid 
or lessen household poverty, independence fences off the notable surge 
of violence consistently associated with households in critical economic 
condition. Exposure to sexual harassment by partners and non partners 
also increases for women belonging to these households. 

•	 If we look at specific groups of women, the relationship between eco-
nomic independence and exposure to violence is stronger and more 
direct. Sudden deterioration of economic condition may spur a male 
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partner to violence. Thus women experiencing some kind of economic 
shock, e.g. because they lose their job in a period of crisis, tend to be 
more exposed to physical violence (from partner) and/or sexual harass-
ment. Women belonging to ethnic or religious minorities are more than 
twice as exposed to so-called economic violence, a specific form of psy-
chological violence where the partner impedes access to employment, 
non-family or even family members, and money management tasks, 
including shopping. They are also more at risk of sexual harassment.

•	 Gaining economic independence has a clear association with sexual 
harassment. Working (as opposed to not working) correlates with in-
creased probability of harassment, although the order of magnitude is 
limited. 

•	 The comparative ‘degree’ of financial independence also matters, often 
with perverse effects. Specifically, how much she earns in comparison 
with her partner influences the risk of violence. Earning more than the 
partner increases exposure to both physical and sexual violence while 
earning less has contradictory effects, depending on the type of vio-
lence. 

•	 The economic condition of her partner does not consistently associ-
ate with abusive behaviour. Being out of as opposed to in the labour 
force only associates significantly with higher likelihood of occurrence 
of psychological, not physical or sexual, abuse. Moreover, the increase 
in psychological abuse is small. What appears to be more important is 
the partner’s level of education, with nearly double the likelihood of a 
low educated partner being more abusive physically or sexually than a 
better educated partner.

•	 There is some evidence in support of the assumption that VAW in-
creased during the recent economic crisis, although the evidence is still 
mixed (not reported in the synoptic table, see chapter 6). Micro-level 
processes, such as unemployment, low earnings and household poverty, 
which lead to abuse during a recession, became more frequent, sustain-
ing the expectation of a surge in violence.  Judicial data on rape, sexual 
assault and homicide recently collected by Eurostat across countries is 
not inconsistent with this expectation, but trends differ across countries 
and types of violence. In comparison to 2008-2009 and in proportion 
to the female population, less women were intentionally killed in 2013-
2014 in practically all reporting countries. However, more women were 
victims of sexual assault or rape in at least a large minority of reporting 
countries. Country-level evidence on the repercussions of rising unem-
ployment and cuts to specialized services offer further indications that 
the crisis may have worsened exposure for women, but the evidence is 
still provisional.

While the importance of economic conditions varies, the findings in this report con-
cur with the literature that two other factors consistently feature among the best 
predictors of abuse, especially by partners, namely the woman’s experience of vio-
lence in childhood in the case of the victim, and alcohol abuse in the case of the 
perpetrator. Both are very strong predictors of exposure to violence in adulthood. 

The findings concerning the age of the woman are also broadly in agreement with 
the literature, though they are more nuanced. Being young (18-29 years) is con-
sistently associated with higher abuse across types of violence (all other things 
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being equal). However, differences in estimated probabilities of abuse with respect 
to older women are only statistically significant for physical abuse and for sexual 
harassment (by all perpetrators). 

The report also conducted preliminary investigation of the factors that may fa-
cilitate separation from abusive relationships. A result worth noting is that the 
likelihood of separation increases by a non negligible (and statistically significant) 
amount among women who are aware of specialized services for victims of abuse 
(in comparison with women who are not).   

Annotations for policy

Because of the inevitable limitations of the data for the kind of analysis conducted 
in the report, the results should be treated with caution. Some results more than 
others require further refinement in order to offer operational guidance for evi-
dence-based policy. 

The findings are nevertheless informative for policy and call for multi-target multi-
setting policy action spanning labour market and workplace policy, educational poli-
cy, media (especially cyberspace) policy, as well as social and family policy.  

With regard to labour market policy, for example, the findings help match possible 
target groups with specific violence reduction objectives. Women in poor households 
are primary targets for action to curb physical and sexual abuse by the partner, 
as well as sexual harassment. Women who have recently lost their jobs should be 
monitored for increased risk of intimate partner violence while being helped to find 
a job.  Students should be special targets in programmes addressing sexual violence 
and sexual harassment. Women belonging to religious or ethnic minorities are likely 
to benefit most from provisions addressing economic violence rather than physical 
or sexual violence. High earning professional women are likely to benefit from pro-
grammes alerting them (and their partners) about the increased risk of abuse that 
may be triggered by reversal of traditional earning roles. 

Several findings indicate a need for educational policy, first and foremost the finding 
that irrespective of working status or earnings, well educated women are gener-
ally better able to fence off violence from their partners, and secondly the finding 
that poor education of the partner possibly has a stronger bearing on his abusive 
behaviour than his own economic condition. Well targeted educational programmes 
for young children are also warranted by the fact that early experience of violence 
remains a major predictor of experience of violence in adulthood.  

Two pieces of evidence from our investigation directly impinge on social policy: the 
fact that male partner alcohol abuse associates with a fourfold increase in sexual 
and physical violence by that partner, and evidence that being aware of specialized 
services helps victims of violence quit abusive relationships.

Last but not least, the report found that sexual harassment significantly correlates 
with conditions that foster the economic independence of women:  these conditions 
are working and being highly educated. The association was also found positive for 
conditions detracting from economic independence, such as living in a ‘poor’ house-
hold or suffering a sudden deterioration in economic prospects. Rather than being 
contradictory, these findings point to the need to combine targeted action for certain 
women with prevention for all women within and outside the workplace.  
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1.	Motivation and structure 
of the report

Gender-based violence can take many forms: violence in close relations, sexual 
violence outside close relations (including rape, sexual assault and harassment), 
trafficking in human beings, slavery, and different forms of harmful practices, such 
as forced marriages, female genital mutilation, and so-called ‘honour’ crimes. No 
country, rich or poor, is exempt from any form of violence, but comparative preva-
lence rates may differ between them. For example intimate partner violence is less 
common in higher income countries, whereas sexual violence from non partners is 
more common in some of them (WHO 2013: Tables 3 and 4 ). 

Awareness that comprehensive data and better knowledge about violence against 
women are essential for the development and monitoring of policies to combat this 
phenomenon, motivated the EU to accomplish a major breakthrough in how it col-
lects evidence on gender-based violence. The first EU-wide survey on women’s ex-
perience of various forms of violence was carried out by the European Union Agency 
for Fundamental Rights (FRA) in 2012 and is based on interviews with 42,000 wom-
en. It shows that many women across the EU continue to suffer from gender-based 
violence, including physical and sexual violence, as well as intimate partner violence. 
One in three women (33%) has experienced physical and/or sexual violence since 
the age of 15. One in 20 women (5%) has been raped since the age of 15. Domes-
tic violence is widespread: 22% of women have experienced physical and/or sexual 
violence by a partner. Among these victims, 67% did not report the most serious 
incident of partner violence to the police or any other organisation. 

Economic independence and violence are two key priorities in the 2016-19 Strate-
gic Engagement for Gender Equality. At European level, however, studies have been 
conducted on the economic consequences of violence (EIGE 2014) whereas the is-
sue has hardly ever been addressed the other way round. In other words, there are 
still few solid answers as to whether, how and how strongly women’s own financial 
independence and the broader economic conditions she or her partner face impinge 
on violence. Yet such answers are evidently needed for effective evidence-based 
policy-making in this area. The present report aims to further knowledge in this 
respect. 

The first part of this report undertakes a specialized review of existing literature 
with the complementary objectives of identifying policy-relevant knowledge gaps, 
singling out the important issues and selecting the theoretical perspectives that 
must guide empirical investigation. Analysis of the literature mainly covers Euro-
pean countries, but also extends to countries such as the USA, where studies on 
violence were often pioneered. 
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The main novelty of the report, however, is that Part 2 carries out the first ever com-
prehensive empirical investigation of the FRA dataset (individual records) devoted 
to the link between economic independence and violence. The investigation covers 
all types of violence against women except violence ending in death, stalking and 
violence against children.

Chapter 2 in Part 1 discusses the literature. Chapters 3 and 4 in Part 2 introduce the 
empirical investigation by illustrating the data, identifying the questions put to the 
data and detailing the empirical methodology. Chapter 5 discusses the findings of 
the FRA survey. Chapter 6 briefly integrates these findings with information from a 
different data source, i.e. recently released Eurostat judicial data on homicide, rape 
and sexual assault. Chapter 7 wraps up the findings, and concludes by briefly exam-
ining the advantages and limitations of the analysis, as well as its policy relevance. 
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PART 1: The literature

2.	Economic conditions and 
violence against women

2.1  Economic dimensions of intimate partner violence: theoretical 
background

This chapter undertakes a specialised selected review of the literature on violence 
against women: specialized because it looks specifically at contributions investigat-
ing possible repercussions of economic independence on VAW; selected because it 
only considers developed countries and, among the latter, prioritises Europe, the 
USA and some other English-speaking countries. Attention is focused on abuse per-
petrated by partners – any type (this section) – and sexual harassment by partners 
and non partners (section 2.2). 

According to the Istanbul Convention, “‘domestic violence’ shall mean all acts of 
physical, sexual, psychological or economic violence that occur within the family or 
domestic unit or between former or current spouses or partners, whether or not the 
perpetrator shares or has shared the same residence with the victim” (article 3). In 
the social science literature, domestic violence is sometimes referred to as Intimate 
Partner Violence (IPV) although the two concepts do not entirely coincide. IPV has 
received the largest theoretical attention in developed countries as it is believed to 
represent the most widespread form of violence against women.

The idea that IPV has roots in the economic position of women, their partners and 
their households is far from new. To confine analysis to social science literature in 
developed western countries over the last 50 years or so, prevalence at the micro 
level is linked to three basic concepts: the absolute level of material resources 
women, their partners and the household can count on, women’s relative level 
in comparison with their partner, and sudden change therein. Macroeconomic 
conditions are also relevant insofar as they influence individual as well as house-
hold resources. But they may also matter for reasons other than level and distri-
bution of resources, for example because an increase in poverty may reduce the 
opportunity cost of perpetrating crimes.  

Drawing from Blood and Wolfe’s (1960) resource theory, Goode (1971) articulat-
ed the idea that the absolute level of material resources matters. In Goode’s 
view men command more physical force and more material resources within re-
lationships, and use both to enforce compliance with their wants by other family 
members, spouses in particular. When material resources are not enough, they may 
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compensate by using violence or threatening to use it. Male partners with lower 
education, earnings, wealth or prestige are therefore expected to resort to violence 
more frequently. 

The household bargaining approach and resource dependency theory look at the 
role of material resources from the woman’s perspective. Among economists, sup-
porters of the household bargaining approach typically assume it is each partner’s 
share of economic resources (earnings, assets) that matters, because the person 
with the greater resources has the greatest bargaining power. One way women are 
able to bargain within their relationships is to threaten to leave. The effectiveness 
of this threat is proportional to their ‘fall-back position’, namely the resources they 
can summon at separation (McElroy and Horney 1981). If divorce is rare, the part-
ner with higher resources can restrict access to the other partner, forcing the latter 
to accommodate (Lundberg and Pollak 1993). In all cases, women’s own labour 
income or financial support from outside the partnership (welfare, divorce settle-
ments, inheritance and so on) are expected to boost their ability to bargain and 
stall off violence (Farmer and Tiefenthaler 1997). The prediction is that the risk 
of violence should be higher for lower educated women (who can less easily find 
a good job in case of divorce), for non working or unemployed women and for 
women without adequate welfare support; the presence of dependent children is 
also expected to increase the risk of violence as long as upbringing remains largely 
women’s responsibility. 

In sociological research, resource dependency theory draws similar conclusions, 
starting from the assumption that what matters is not men’s resources or even 
relative resources but women’s socio-economic resources. The theory holds that 
fewer economic opportunities and multiple socio-economic constraints limit wom-
en’s intra-household negotiating power, hence their ability to mitigate or defend 
themselves from domestic violence (Rodriguez-Menes and Safranoff 2012). Earlier 
on in the debate, Kalmuss and Strauss (1982) introduced a distinction between 
objective and subjective dependence, with objective dependence largely coinciding 
with economic dependence. According to their findings, objective rather than sub-
jective dependence correlates with exposure to the most severe types of violence. 

Relative resource theory, an extension of resource theory, challenges the expec-
tations that IPV is more frequent if the male partner or the female partner have 
fewer resources. Male violence, the argument goes, may be triggered by imbalance 
in gender resources rather than absolutely low levels for one or the other partner 
(Macmillan and Gartner 1999; McCloskey 1996). Male partners tend to feel their 
masculinity threatened by a spouse with ‘excessively high’ levels of resources such 
as assets, earnings, occupational prestige or even education. When this happens, 
partners may responds with ‘gender neutralisation’ behaviour: the perpetrator may 
try to counter the threat by intensifying violence that the victim may accept in 
order to reaffirm her ‘good wife’ disposition. Hence the effect, say, of the woman’s 
employment status on the risk of violence is conditioned by the employment status 
of her partner: if both are employed her employment reduces the risk of violence 
but the converse happens if he is unemployed or out of work. Similarly for earnings, 
education and other resources.

In their contribution, Macmillan and Gartner stress that imbalance in economic re-
sources matters for violence insofar as the resources in question have symbolic 
meaning. With specific reference to employment, “the primary significance of em-
ployment for spousal violence is as a measure of the relative statuses of husbands 
and wives within a relationship structured by gendered expectations of male au-
thority and female dependence” (Macmillan and Gartner 1999: 957). In other words 



17

PART 1: The literature

their argument that gender imbalance in resources against the male partner elicits 
IPV is premised on the assumption that expectations of traditional gender roles are 
universal. 

Atkinson et al. (2005) challenge this premise and propose their own variant of rela-
tive resource theory. According to what the authors call gendered resource theory, 
relative resources matter only if the male partner holds traditional views about gen-
der roles. Partners who tolerate or are supportive of women’s employment, earnings 
and achievements need not feel threatened if they are outperformed. 

We may think of the contribution by Atkinson et al. as updating sociological the-
ory in the light of on-going cultural change. In economics, it was Anderberg et al. 
(2013) who recently updated the household bargaining approach and clarified its 
predictions. Focusing on unemployment, Anderberg et al. argue that female unem-
ployment is likely to be associated with an increase in domestic violence while a 
decrease should be observed if her partner enters unemployment. Assume that, 
unknown to his spouse, a male partner who is prone to using violence becomes un-
employed. If he is rational, he will act strategically and refrain from using violence 
for fear of alienating his partner on whom he is now more dependent. Conversely, 
if the woman becomes unemployed she will be more reluctant to leave him even if 
he behaves violently. While this may clarify the implications of the bargaining ap-
proach, it also marks a clearer difference with those from resource theory. 

Is it a given economic condition – being financially poor or unemployed or earn-
ing less (more) than one’s partner – that enhances the risk of using (receiving) 
violence? Or is it change in economic conditions that matters? Fox et al. (2002) 
argue that family stress theory (Farrington 1986) can be combined with resource 
theory to explain why experiencing change in a specific condition is more conse-
quential for violence than being in that condition. Hence entering unemployment is 
more likely to elicit IPV than being unemployed; similarly, earning consistently less 
than the partner need not call for violence, whereas the male partner is more likely 
to react violently when his comparative earnings suddenly decrease, making him 
more dependent on his partner. In the language of economists, violence within the 
family is often triggered by sudden economic shocks. 

Criminologists add an interesting twist to the idea that economic independence and 
IPV may be related. In their view, the link is indirect and hinges on time of exposure 
to violence. According to the exposure reduction hypothesis (Dugan et al. 1999), 
women who work face lower risks because they spend less time at home, which is 
where IPV is perpetrated. 

Let us gather the threads up to now: whether we interrogate economic or socio-
logical theory, we find good reasons to investigate a variety of links between IPV 
on one hand and the economic and financial conditions of the woman, her partner 
and her family on the other. Not infrequently, however, predictions about what may 
trigger violence are not consistent across theoretical frameworks. While this is to 
be expected at theory formation stage, inconsistency of empirical findings is more 
troublesome. Yet inconsistency will surface from the review of the empirical litera-
ture that we carry out in the next section. We return to this issue in the concluding 
section of Part 1 where we wrap up the literature review. 
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2.2  Economic dimensions of intimate partner violence: evidence 

How then does theory fare when confronted with evidence? In reviewing empirical 
studies this section continues to focus on developed countries – mainly Europe and 
developed English-speaking countries – but further restricts the horizon to the last 
twenty years or so. We begin the review with so called ‘economic violence’ because 
of its manifest connection with economic and financial issues within households. 
The focus is then broadened to studies of IPV in general. 

2.2.1  Economic violence
Economic violence is one of several forms of violence which can occur in intimate 
partner relationships, and it is often referred to as ‘economic abuse’. According to 
Adams (Adams et al. 2008: 564), “Economic abuse involves behaviours that control 
a woman’s ability to acquire, use, and maintain economic resources, thus threaten-
ing her economic security and potential for self-sufficiency.” 

Economic abuse takes many forms, such as the man taking his partner’s money or 
property, he alone managing financial resources, allotting her pocket money, con-
trolling her expenses, and forcing or forbidding her to work or to attain a certain 
level of education (Opferhilfe beider Basel 2015; Frauen helfen Frauen in Not e.V. 
2015; Bundesministerium für Familien und Jugend 2015; Sanders 2015: 22f). He 
may also steal money from his partner or run up debts (Adams et al. 2008: 567).

Evidence that economic violence is widespread is perhaps the best demonstration 
that women’s economic condition and violence are closely related, since the mani-
fest goal of economic violence is the male partner’s attempt to thwart his part-
ner’s independence. Such evidence is actually strong. Adams et al. interviewed 103 
women who had recourse to one of five domestic abuse victim service agencies in 
a Midwestern State in the USA. All reported psychological violence, 98% reported 
physical violence in the last six months of the relationship and 99% stated that they 
had experienced economic violence. For the male partner, economic violence was 
a significant element for retaining power and control over his partner (Adams et al. 
2008: 570f, 580).

In the 2003 German nationally representative survey on violence against women, 
17% of those who had experienced physical and/or sexual violence in their current 
relationship (855 in all) stated that the partner controlled how much money they 
spent (Schröttle and Müller 2004: 249). Also, unrelated to physical/sexual violence, 
8% of all partnered women (6467 in all) stated that their partner controlled exactly 
how much money they spent; 6% could not decide about money themselves or 
things they wanted to buy, and 4% stated that their partner made them feel that 
they were financially dependent on him. Of course the same woman often experi-
enced more than one form of abuse. 

Qualitative studies also find that economic abuse is an important component of 
IPV. Based on 30 in-depth interviews of low-income women with a current or re-
cent history of domestic violence, Sanders found that financial issues often spark 
off physical, sexual and verbal abuse. She also found that economic violence may 
lower women’s ability to leave abusive relationships for manifest reasons: economic 
violence directly impairs economic independence, hence ability to make ends meet 
when living on one’s own; the more so if there are children (Sanders 2015: 23).

All this is consistent with resource theory and the household bargaining approach, 
however the findings by Brush (2003) issue a warning that such evidence cannot 
be taken to imply that gaining financial independence is tantamount to reducing 



19

PART 1: The literature

economic violence. If the woman retains an abusive partner, Brush claims, econom-
ic abuse may even increase when she enters employment. The author conducted 
structured interviews with 162 women on welfare benefits between 1998 and 2001 
in the USA. She found that in the assessment of those women who reported eco-
nomic abuse, going to work either precipitated or aggravated the abuse; at best it 
had no effect. Only a minority of these women (at most, 25%) reported that work-
ing reduced economic abuse or stopped it altogether. However, the same study 
found that among women reporting post-traumatic stress disorder (on account of 
violence), symptoms improved after entering employment, even if the actual fre-
quency of abuse went up. In other words, entering employment did not reduce IPV 
but eased some of its worst consequences1. 

2.2.2  Partners’ economic condition and intimate partner violence 
Turning now to empirical investigation of all forms of IPV, contributions are orga-
nized according to broad theoretical affinity. The review begins with studies that 
broadly address the predictions made by resource theory and the household bar-
gaining approach. Contributions that put relative and gendered resource theory to 
the empirical test are reviewed next, followed by those looking at the effect of 
change in economic conditions. Lastly we examine evidence on the importance of 
economic conditions for a woman’s decision to leave an abusive partner.

One widely investigated prediction of resource theory is that male partners with 
lower resources are more likely to become IPV perpetrators. A representative 
Finnish postal survey conducted in 1997 analysed the statements of 4955 women 
aged 18 to 74 years. According to the results, unemployed men had been violent to 
their partners slightly more often in the previous twelve months than men working 
full-time (13% compared to 10%). Men working part-time exhibited perpetration 
rates similar to those of unemployed men. Irrespective of working status, frequency 
of abuse was also higher among less educated men (Heiskanen and Piispa 1998: 
50). 

The results of a French survey also confirm that male partner unemployment as-
sociates with higher risk of violence. The survey was based on a representative 
sample of 6970 women aged 20 to 59 years who were interviewed by telephone in 
2000 (Fougeyrollas-Schwebel 2005: 4, 9). Around the same time but on the other 
side of the Atlantic, Benson and Fox (2002) combined U.S. Census data with data 
from the first two waves of the National Survey of Families and Households (NSFH) 
to compute the risk of IPV among women whose partner had experienced unem-
ployment between the two waves of the survey. They found that in the case of at 
least two spells of unemployment, the risk was three times higher than for women 
whose partner was in more stable employment (National Institute of Justice 2002: 
55).

Back in Europe, the 2003 German survey on prevalence of violence asked women 
who had experienced more than one episode of violence in their last abusive rela-
tionship what had triggered the first violent incident. Seven percent of 799 women 

1   The evidence brought by Brush can actually be given an alternative interpretation: for 
women in abusive relationships, entering work does not have a large ‘protective’ effect 
because for male partners, state-dependence on abuse (akin to ‘habit’) more than compen-
sates any effect of the wife’s employment. This is precisely the interpretation that Bowlus 
and Seitz (2006) gave of their findings about the effect of employment on violence among 
Canadian wives who did not leave abusive husbands. We discuss Bowlus and Seitz’s findings 
below.
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reported that it was related to their partner’s unemployment; 3% that it first oc-
curred when the partner was promoted at work and 2% that it developed with the 
partner’s professional decline (Schröttle and Müller 2004: 261). Further analysis of 
the German survey revealed, moreover, that men without a stable job and on a very 
low income, as well as men in households with very limited economic resources, 
used (severe) violence against their partner more often.

While all these studies bring support to the classic version of resource theory, their 
findings are often based on simple prevalence rates, which cannot be taken as proof 
of causal relationships. Anderberg et al. (2013) challenge the findings from these 
studies concerning the role of male unemployment and do so by means of a more 
ambitious econometric methodology to establish causal links. They report evidence 
in support of their (‘updated’) version of household bargaining, whereby potentially 
violent men actually refrain from being violent to their partner when they become 
unemployed. Using data from the British Crime Survey and the UK Annual Popula-
tion Survey, they find that an increase in male unemployment rates leads to a re-
duction in intimate partner violence (Anderberg et al. 2013: 23). 

Turning now to the woman’s economic condition and the prediction that socio-
economic dependence and/or lower bargaining power exposes her to violence, 
support comes from the already mentioned Finnish survey. Women in the survey 
who were unemployed, self-employed or in maternity leave, reported experiencing 
IPV more often (Heiskanen and Piispa 1998: 15). The French survey, to which we 
also referred earlier, shows that the risk of violence increases when one of the part-
ners has been out of work once, with repeated interruptions doubling this risk and 
even tripling it for very serious violence, regardless of which partner is unemployed 
(Fougeyrollas-Schwebel 2005: 9). An Italian survey carried out in 2002 among 510 
women using social and health services in the north of the country showed that 
female unemployment and precarious employment was associated with violence 
from partners or non partners. The results of logistic regressions indicated that this 
finding was statistically significant (Romito and Gerin 2002). 

Like other early studies for the USA, Lloyd and Taluc (1999) offered early evidence 
that female unemployment and job instability were correlated with a higher risk 
of violence for the woman. However, support for the resource hypothesis is mixed: 
using logistic regression, they showed that being abused did not differentiate the 
likelihood of being in or out of employment.

The more recent findings by Aizer (2010) are clearer. She finds that rising (poten-
tial) wages for women compared to men in the US between 1990 and 2003 helped 
reduce domestic violence by 9%. Given the method she employs, the author feels 
justified in interpreting the findings as evidence of a causal link, rather than a simple 
association. Her results are consistent with the household bargaining framework, 
since a rise in the wages a woman can command when she seeks employment (po-
tential wages) improves her earning prospects in the case of divorce. 

Bowlus and Seitz (2006) also find evidence of a causal link from working status 
to reduced violence for women from the 1993 Violence Against Women Survey 
for Canada, a national representative survey. In their account, however, this caus-
al link only worked for young women who “are able to reduce the likelihood of 
abuse through working, but only before abuse arises in marriage”. It did not work 
for women already in abusive marriages: as noted earlier, the authors suggest that 
husbands’ state-dependence on abuse counteracted any positive effect of working 
(Bowlus and Seizt 2006: 3). 
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There is more than one conceptual approach upholding the idea that poor resources 
are associated with a higher prevalence of violence not only at individual level, 
i.e. for either partner in the relationship, but also at household level. Resource theo-
ry is one of them. In the considerable empirical literature investigating this idea, the 
evidence is generally supportive. Here we report some selected examples. Accord-
ing to the 2003 German survey on violence, couples with few resources are subject 
to more frequent as well as severe episodes of violence, especially in younger age 
groups. Specifically, the risk of experiencing violence or severe violence increases 
when both partners are in difficult economic situations: no income, unemployment 
and low educational level, especially in younger and older age groups (Schröttle and 
Ansorge 2008: 142). 

Using the 2008/2009 British Crime Survey, Towers (2015) investigated bivariate 
and multivariate relationships between IPV on one hand and different indicators of 
income and of socio-economic status of women in the UK on the other. She found 
several statistically significant bivariate correlations, e.g. between long-term un-
employment and risk of IPV. However, when violence is examined in relation to all 
potential determinants by multivariate analysis, only two such determinants reach 
a conventional level of statistical significance: household income and residential 
property. She also found that the economic status of the neighbourhood matters. 

The above mentioned study that Benson and Fox (2002) carried out for the Wash-
ington-based National Institute of Justice also found that neighbourhood status 
matters alongside the level of income of the household. Specifically, their results 
disclosed a rather consistent pattern: as the ratio of household income to needs 
went up, the likelihood of violence diminished. In the case of couples reporting high 
financial strain, moreover, the woman’s risk of experiencing violence was found to 
be three times higher. Last but not least, women in disadvantaged neighbourhoods 
were found to be more likely to be victimized repeatedly or to be injured by their 
domestic partners (NIJ 2004: 5-6). 

Finally, Mavrikiou et al. (2014) indicate that household income is a risk factor for 
partner violence against women in a country as different from the USA as is Cy-
prus. Because household income is important for economic and social success, the 
authors argue, if there is not enough income available, violence will occur more 
frequently (Mavrikiou et al. 2014: 300). 

Do resources of each partner separately matter for IPV or do comparative resources 
matter, as suggested by the gendered and relative resource hypotheses suggests? 
Prevalence studies, mostly from Europe, appear to indicate that resources matter 
both ways, depending on the type of resource and the nature of the violence. Some 
analytical studies, mostly from the USA, provide neater evidence in favour of com-
parative resources.

Drawing from the noted French survey on prevalence of violence, Jaspard found on 
one hand that among 20-24 year old women who study and are unemployed, expe-
rience of domestic abuse of all types is more frequent than among young working 
women (14% and 12% against 9%, respectively). For older women, however, physi-
cal violence from partners is more prevalent among higher-level employees regard-
less of frequency: 4% of higher level employees reported at least one instance of 
IPV, compared to only 2% of lower or intermediate level employees. Occasional 
psychological pressure is also found to be mentioned more often by students and 
highly qualified women (Jaspard 2001:3).

A recent survey carried out on a (random) sample of 1039 married women living 
in Tirana (Albania) investigated the prevalence of physical violence in the year pre-



22

PART 1: The literature

ceding the interview (Burazeri et al. 2015). Prevalence turned out to be associated 
with the economic condition of the male partner as well as with comparative condi-
tions between partners. Specifically, women were at higher risk if they were more 
educated than their husband or held white collar jobs. Very low education or rural 
background of the male partner also increased the risk.

The picture emerging from the German survey indicates that household absolute 
level of resources matters, whereas within households it is imbalance in favour of 
women that facilitates the outbreak of violence. As we noted earlier, the reported 
risk of experiencing violence or severe violence at the hand of the partner was found 
to increase when both the woman and the man were in a difficult economic situ-
ation, especially in younger and older age groups (no income, unemployment, low 
educational level). However, the same happened when the woman was equal or su-
perior to her partner in terms of education, employment status or income, especially 
women of the middle and older generations (Schröttle and Ansorge 2008: 142). 

Results akin to those for Germany are reported by Kaukinen for Canada, although 
the author derives her findings from multivariate logistic analysis of data from the 
1999 Canadian General Social Survey rather than from simple prevalence rates 
(Kaukinen 2004: 458, 461). Based on the survey responses of 7408 women, she 
found that women with a higher educational level experienced psychological vio-
lence significantly less often than women with lower levels of education. However, 
this protective function of education only worked if the woman’s educational level 
was less than that of her partner. In contrast, women with the same or higher 
education as/than their partner faced a high risk of psychological abuse. A similar 
picture was seen for income: the higher the woman’s income, the less often she 
experienced emotional violence. However, women who earned 65% or more of the 
household income were at 40% greater risk of experiencing psychological violence 
from their partner. If the woman had a job, but the partner did not, the woman ran 
almost double the risk of emotional violence compared to women in other partner-
ships (Kaukinen 2004: 463ff). 

Finally, women with higher education than their husbands were 70% more likely to 
experience physical violence, according to Kaukinen’s results. In the case of physical 
violence, however, mismatch in employment status or imbalance in labour income 
with respect to her partner were not found to exert significant influence, possibly 
because the subgroup of women reporting physical violence was small (Kaukinen 
2004: 464ff). 

Several US studies investigate the importance of partners’ comparative economic 
conditions, starting from the earlier contributions that articulated the relative re-
source hypothesis. In particular, Macmillan and Gartner (1999) analysed the state-
ments of 12,300 women, 18 years of age or older, resident in one of the ten Ca-
nadian provinces with current legal or common-law spouses. Using latent structure 
analysis and multinomial regressions they found that women’s employment low-
ered the risks of spousal abuse when their male partners were also employed but 
substantially increased these risks in the converse case. The authors took these 
findings to imply that female employment or male unemployment do not affect the 
risk of spousal violence per se, as suggested instead by resource theory (Macmil-
lan and Gartner 1999: 957). McCloskey (1996) similarly found that relative income 
rather than family income predicted abuse (both severity and frequency). 

These earlier studies are examples of a strand of literature in which explanations 
based on absolute levels of resources are counterpoised to those rooted in compar-
ative resources. Atkinson’s more recent contribution follows in the same tradition. 
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The author actually reviews several studies in favour of either explanation, which 
we do not review here. In his own contribution, he employed information about 
4,296 couples in the first wave of the National Survey of Families and Households 
in the USA. By logistic regressions, he estimated the likelihood of physical nonsexual 
abuse, reporting that (i) a husband’s absolute level of earnings did not predict vio-
lence, (ii) a husband’s relative earnings were negatively and significantly related to 
the likelihood of abuse, but not among men holding egalitarian ideas about gender 
roles (Atkinson 2005: 1145). This illustrates his idea of turning the relative resource 
explanation into the gendered resource explanation.

As noted earlier, one important question raised in the literature is how change in 
economic conditions matters for domestic violence. Benson and Fox (2002) and 
Benson et al. (2002) underline the importance of the kind of economic change that 
brings economic distress to individuals and families. Recall in particular the finding 
from their investigations of NSFH data that the risk of violence was three times 
higher for women whose partners had experienced more than one spell of unem-
ployment between the first and the second wave of the survey (see above). While 
this finding is consistent with resource theory, according to the authors it is also 
consistent with family stress theory since unemployment is a change in status that 
brings distress. In their view, another result from their investigation strengthens the 
importance of economic distress. Reportedly, cross-sectional investigation of waves 
1 and 2 of the survey (i.e. separate investigation) failed to reveal any significant 
influence of relative partners’ earnings on occurrence of violence in either year. In 
contrast, the likelihood of violence increased if a shift had taken place between 
waves toward greater reliance on the female partner’s contribution to earnings.

Riger and Staggs (2004) studied the effect of change in the woman’s employment 
status in a rather different context. Between 1999 and 2002, they carried out three 
rounds of interviews with 1331 women who had received welfare benefits in Illinois 
in 1998. Using standard statistical tools (mainly analysis of variance) they found 
that women who had started working during the period of investigation tended 
to face higher risk of violence while the opposite was observed for women who 
went off work. Although the authors acknowledge that the results are somewhat 
inconsistent, depending on the year and the indicator of abuse used, they do find 
them supportive of what they call ‘male backlash’ hypothesis, a variant of relative 
resource theory whereby gains in financial independence are likely to increase risks 
of violence against women (Riger and Staggs: chapter 5).2 

However, the idea of a male backlash in the USA over the period encompassing the 
years of Riger and Stagg’s investigation (1990-2003) is challenged by the evidence 
summoned by Aizer (2010), whereby a relative rise in female (potential) earnings 
with respect to the those of men over this period was found to be actually conducive 
to a decrease in violence. Aizer explicitly claims that her findings challenge the view 
of a male backlash (Aizer 2010: 1847).

Economic conditions may help trigger violence in the course of a relationship, and 
may also affect the chances of separating from an abusive relationship. In line 
with dependency theory or the household bargaining assumption, we may expect 
financial dependency to hamper separation in both rich and poor households. In 
poor households she may lack very basic resources to leave, e.g. money needed 
to contact a shelter and move there; or moving to a shelter may even worsen eco-
nomic conditions. In rich households the decision to separate is bound to lead to a 
significant fall in the standard of living if the woman can command few resources 

2   For a discussion of the backlash hypothesis see Riger and Krieglstein (2000). 
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of her own (Hagemann-White 2004: 92f). Expectations that financial independence 
facilitate separation are borne out by several studies, but not consistently across 
countries.

Zlotnick et al. (2006) examined certain predictors of the rate of separation over five 
years in a subsample of women reporting IPV: the subsample was drawn from a 
representative sample of married or co-habiting American women. They found that 
almost half the women in abusive relationships left their partners – a finding in line 
with earlier empirical literature for the USA. The women were more likely to leave 
if they had higher social support and significantly lower individual income before 
leaving the relationship. This latter finding, the authors argue, does not necessar-
ily conflict with previous findings in the American literature, in particular with the 
report of Anderson and Saunders (2003) that greater economic resources helped 
women leave abusive partners. Allegedly this is because low income made women 
in the sample of Zlotnick et al. eligible for welfare, which actually boosted economic 
independence. This effect was not visible among the women studied by Anderson 
and Saunders who lived in shelters and were already on welfare. 

Qualitative evidence from Sanders (2007) brings further support to the argument 
that being more financially independent eases separations, though the perspec-
tive taken is that of dependent not independent women. Sanders examined the 
records from 30 interviews with low-income American women with a current or re-
cent history of domestic violence. The results offer strong qualitative evidence that 
economic dependence makes it harder to leave a partner, especially if children are 
present. The study suggests that women frequently have very limited material or 
financial resources and often go into debt when they leave their partners (Sanders 
2007: 22f ).

Recent evidence from Spain goes in the same direction (Montero et al. 2012: 356). 
The authors estimated logistic regressions on a subsample of 1469 women with 
recent experience of IPV, drawn from a larger sample of female patients seeking 
primary care in Spanish health services. They found that the probability of leaving 
the abusive relationship was higher if the woman was employed, if she was younger 
when abusive behaviour first started and if she experienced abuse for relatively 
short periods (less than 5 years). 

However, evidence from Germany warns that leaving home for a shelter, or simply 
leaving, may worsen women’s condition, which may act as a deterrent. In 2014, the 
percentage of employed women in German shelters dropped from 23% to 17% 
during their stay in the shelter, which implies that a considerable number of women 
become unemployed because they are living in a shelter. Reasons for this include 
change of address or a different child care situation (Hagemann-White et al. 2004: 
92f). However, the data also reveals that these women lived with an elevated risk 
of poverty even before staying in the women’s shelter and that 77% did not have 
a personal income. 

Women also often become homeless after separating from their violent partners. 
German statistics on homelessness show that slightly more than a fifth of the wom-
en lost their home because of a separation or divorce from their partner; 11% of the 
women named IPV as the reason for losing their home (Bundesarbeitsgemeinschaft 
Wohnungslosenhilfe e.V. 2013: 2). Separations from violent partner relationships or 
separations which themselves cause violence often mean an elevated risk of pov-
erty, loss of social status and therefore economic security for the affected woman 
(Brzank 2012: 56, Brandau and Ronge 1997: 5).

What holds for Germany does not seem to hold for Finland. In the Finnish sur-
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vey on violence already mentioned, very few women named economic reasons for 
returning to a violent partner; nor did they often mention ‘external’ obstacles to 
living alone, such as not having a place to stay (Heiskanen and Piispa 1998: 29). 
Such diversity of results between countries may depend on differences in welfare 
provisions or in macroeconomic circumstances, making it more or less easy for all 
women to find employment.

An alternative possibility is overemphasis of the importance of employment status 
for leaving abusive relationships. The quoted study by Bowlus and Seitz (2006) for 
Canada found that in contrast to conventional wisdom, abused women divorced 
much more frequently than non abused women (with a rate 1.7 to 5.7 times higher). 
The authors also found that the (estimated) probability of divorcing an abusive 
husband was driven by the personal characteristics of the woman, such as age and 
education rather than her being employed. In their view, causation does not run 
from employment to probability of divorcing, rather she has a higher probability of 
both working and separating from violent partnerships because she is young and 
well educated. This is an example of how contentious the issue of causation be-
tween economic condition and violence can be. 

 

2.3  Economic conditions and sexual harassment: theory and evi-
dence

2.3.1  No safe haven
If the threat of violence comes primarily from partners within the confines of the 
home, in public spaces it comes primarily from non partners. With women gradually 
integrating into the labour market and public institutions, frequent, if not always fe-
rocious, forms of violence known as sexual harassment have increasingly attracted 
attention in research and policy circles. Moreover, it is progressively acknowledged 
(Numhauser-Henning and Laulom 2012) that sexual harassment happens not only 
in the workplace but also in educational settings and digital areas (internet, social 
media, Whatsapp, mobile telephony). 

While earlier review studies for the European Commission (Rubenstein 1987, EC 
1998) focused on sexual harassment in the workplace and revealed that it occurs 
in virtually all places of work, albeit to a varying degree, more recent contributions 
analyse acts and behaviours of sexual harassment that are also common outside 
the work environment. Data from the FRA survey, for instance, indicates that 68% 
of acts of sexual harassment experienced since the age of 15 years are perpe-
trated by unknown persons. Unknown perpetrators are especially mentioned for 
non-physical forms of sexual harassment and for cyberharassment, but also in 
33% of cases of ‘unwelcome touching, hugging or kissing’ (FRA 2014a: 113). Young 
women are particularly vulnerable to sexual harassment outside the employment 
context and to cyberharassment. The lifetime and 12-month prevalence rates of 
cyberharassment for women aged between 18 and 29 years are 20% and 11%, 
respectively, decreasing across older age groups. At the same time, 14% of women 
under 30 years have experienced sexual harassment from someone in school or 
training compared to 6% of women aged 30 or older (authors’ estimates based on 
FRA data).  

The attention that has been paid to sexual harassment in the workplace is very 
telling of the conceptualization of sexual harassment and engagement in sexually 
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harassing behaviours, such as abuse of authority over the victim, which is easily 
exercised through employment relationships. From this perspective, workplaces are 
viewed as settings of hierarchic relationships and differences in power, authority 
and functions, as well as of external, occupational and organizational prestige. 

 Different theoretical frameworks have been put forward to understand sexual 
harassment (McDonald and Backstrom 2008, Maass et al. 2003). Sociocultural 
frameworks suggest that sexual harassment reflects existing societal sex-role defi-
nitions, while organizational frameworks emphasise the role played by work or-
ganizations in creating a climate where sexual harassing behaviour is tolerated or 
even encouraged. Social-identity and power frameworks interpret sexual harass-
ment as intentional behaviour on the part of men to maintain a position of power 
and their male identity3. 

In this strand of research, frequently asked questions about the role that women’s 
economic status and other economic conditions have in sexual harassment include: 

•	 whether and how gender roles at societal, community and organizational level 
influence exposure of women to sexual harassment outside their home, i.e. in 
the work place or where they study;

•	 to what extent job-related characteristics such as sector of employment, occu-
pational and career position or job prestige of the woman are associated with 
higher likelihood of sexual harassment;

•	 whether the interaction between socio-demographic features and employment 
or economic status enhances vulnerability to sexual harassment (for instance 
for women belonging to ethnic minorities). 

2.3.2  Sociocultural determinants 
According to the sociocultural model, sexual harassment is a manifestation of 
a wider socio-cultural vision of gender relationships and their asymmetric power 
structure (Thomas 1997, Tangri and Hayes 1997, Uggen and Blackstone 2004). 
This strand of theorising, which conceives sexual harassment as culturally based 
behaviour, endeavours to explain cross-cultural and cross-country differences in 
sexual harassment. 

Luthar and Luthar (2007) merged two models of cross-cultural differences based 
on studies by Hofstede (2001) and Schwartz (1999), and adapted them to the study 
of sexual harassment. Their conceptual framework suggests that cross-cultural dif-
ferences in the prevalence and tolerance of sexual harassment can be explained 
in terms of two dimensions, namely power differences between people and degree 
of individualism/collectivism. The first dimension influences social acceptability of 
inequality and hierarchy, while the second dimension is linked to the acceptability 
of threats to social order and the expectation of self-control to accommodate group 
interests. In this framework, men from cultures where power distances are large 
and values of hierarchy and collectivism strongly upheld are more likely to engage 
in sexual harassment, while female victims are more likely to under-react against 
their perpetrators, to whom society shows higher tolerance. 

The authors cite empirical evidence in line with their theoretical framework from 
countries in different regions of the world. However, recent contributions reviewing 
empirical research (Timmerman and Bajema 1999) found that explaining differ-

3   Natural-biological models, today largely dismissed, conceive sexual harassment as a ‘natural’ oc-
currence when men and women work together (Tangri et al. 1982).
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ences in incidence rates or perceptions of sexual harassment across EU countries 
as being driven by cultural differences can be misleading. Recent empirical evidence 
across EU countries suggests that the diversity in cultural and social values might 
fail to predict cross-country variation in the incidence of sexual harassment even 
when data draw from cross-national surveys, which ensure consistency in defini-
tions, classifications, methodologies or question design. According to FRA data, for 
instance, the highest prevalence rates were recorded in individualistic countries with 
low power distance between people (around 80% in Sweden and Denmark), while 
the lowest rates were reported in countries with a collectivist culture (between 32% 
and 24% in Poland, Romania, and Bulgaria). 

At the same time, we should notice that these variations might be due to differ-
ences in propensity to report, disclose, perceive or be aware of sexual harassment 
rather in actual prevalence. For example, the European Working Conditions Surveys 
(EWCS) directly asks respondents if they have experienced sexual harassment or 
other adverse social behaviours at work, an approach which tends to emphasize 
inter-country differences in self-reporting, perceptions and so on. Data from the 
2010 EWCS show that women (but also men) in Northern and Western European 
countries tend to report higher levels of exposure to adverse social behaviour than 
in Southern European countries (Eurofound 2012: 58, Eurofond 2015: 16).4 

2.3.3  Power, social identity, stereotyping and work place organisation 
Sexual harassment can be seen as a manifestation of a wider system of gender 
stereotyping and asymmetrical relations between men and women, but it can also 
be shaped by context-specific factors. To clarify, in the case of episodes in the 
workplace, organizational culture can influence sexual harassment. Organization-
al aspects studied in the literature include compliance or proactivity of organiza-
tions, male or female-dominance in work environments, priority and high values 
attributed to masculine qualities (power, toughness, dominance, aggressiveness 
and competitiveness), co-worker solidarity, workplace anonymity, work physicality 
or gender equality tradition in the organization (Chamberlain et al. 2008, Fink et al. 
2003, Benavides-Espinoza and Cunningham 2010, Timmerman and Bajema 2000). 
All these factors can affect the likelihood of ‘sex-spillover’, namely the carry-
over of gender-based roles into the work setting (Gutek and Cohen, 1987). This 
perspective can explain why some less powerful groups, such as ethnic minorities 
or domestic workers,     have been indicated as particularly vulnerable (Bergman 
and Henning 2008) since they are more often found in low-pay, low-skill working 
environments with higher tolerance for sexually aggressive behaviours. 

In addition to sex-role spillover and organizational perspectives, other theories 
stress how sexual harassment can arise from men’s power over women (MacKin-
non 1979) and happens in relationships of unequal power where sexual require-
ments are imposed on the weaker party. Popovich and Warren (2010) propose a 
conceptual model showing the role of power in the values of an organization and 
consequently in organizational behaviours that accept or encourage power abuse, 
including sexual harassment. From this perspective, prevalence and tolerance of 
sexual harassment should be interpreted by recognizing the different sources of 
power across individual, organizational and societal levels. 

In line with this approach, a representative survey of employees conducted in Ger-
many in 2015 shows that women are assaulted more frequently by colleagues and 
supervisors from higher levels of employment hierarchies, whereas men are ha-

4   The survey is carried out every five years in 34 European countries.
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rassed more often by colleagues on the same hierarchy level. Another recent study 
for Luxembourg explains higher incidence of sexual harassment among women in 
‘white collar’ jobs as a result of lower autonomy and more frequent contact with the 
hierarchy in the working environment . Moreover, according to the review by McDon-
ald (2012), women with irregular, contingent or precarious employment contracts 
are particularly vulnerable to sexual harassment, as are women in minority groups 
(Berdahl and Moore 2006, Buchanan and Fitzgerald 2008) who more frequently 
face obstacles such as ethnic prejudice and disadvantaged or precarious economic 
conditions. Discriminatory and unbalanced gender roles, therefore, might be ampli-
fied by iniquities in power distribution across population groupings. Data from the 
2010 ECSW, for instance, finds that in the European Union, workers who were born 
in a foreign country and whose parents were born in a foreign country are more ex-
posed to adverse social behaviour in the workplace than workers born in the country 
they work in (Eurofond 2015: 21). 

Like in other forms of VAW, however, the connection between economic condition, 
gender inequality and sexual harassment may not be linear. The sense of entitle-
ment associated with the masculine gender role may result in some men using 
sexually harassing behaviour to enforce their will or to restore and protect threat-
ened masculine identity. Women working in male-dominated jobs, top occupational 
positions or high-level careers may be seen as threats to male gender stereotypes 
and may therefore be more exposed to men’s attempts to react against women 
who breach the gender codes of conduct. Experimental research conducted at the 
University of Padua by Maass et al. (2003) found that men tend to harass women 
when they feel threatened, confirming the role of identity-protective motivational 
processes as drivers of sexual harassment. More recently, the FRA report on VAW 
(2014) observed that women in the highest occupational groups are more likely to 
report experience of sexual harassment, suggesting they are actually more exposed. 

Prevalence survey evidence from Italy may be interpreted likewise (ISTAT 2010). 
The Italian survey on sexual harassment conducted in 2008-9 distinguished differ-
ent forms of sexual harassment at work, including ‘sexual blackmail’, i.e. requests 
for sexual favours from male staff or even the employer in exchange for facilitating 
hiring or promotions or meeting other demands from the woman. Eight and a half 
percent of all the women in the sample who had ever participated in the labour 
market declared at least one instance of sexual harassment. In over two-thirds 
of the cases, harassment was identified as sexual blackmail at work and occurred 
most frequently among well educated women, least frequently among the poorly 
educated. Among women reporting instances of sexual blackmail at work in the 
three years preceding the survey, prevalence was highest for employees in techni-
cal, intellectual and scientific occupations (ISTAT 2010: 8-11). 

2.3.4  Concluding remarks 
Studies on VAW span the entire domain of social sciences – from criminology, psy-
chology and epidemiology to anthropology, sociology, social policy, statistics and 
economics. Interdisciplinarity has brought richness of perspectives and findings to 
the debate, but certain downsides also surfaced from our review, especially frag-
mentation and lack of shared standards. For example, there is no shared notion of 
‘economic independence’, hence different contributions select this or that indicator, 
following disciplinary ‘must’, data convenience or researcher’s inclination. Concern-
ing violence, theoretical perspectives tend to conceive the phenomenon as an un-
distinguished ‘whole’ with the consequence that results from empirical investigation 
which may apply to a specific type tend to be generalized. Methodological standards 
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also differ, sometimes radically, with answers to similar questions sometimes being 
drawn from analysis of simple measures of prevalence while ambitious economet-
ric procedures are used in other cases. 

For the purposes of this report, however, the main objective of the review was neither 
to provide a comprehensive account on the issue of economic independence and 
violence, nor to put order across disciplinary perspectives. Rather it aimed to identify 
questions that are still debated in the literature and potentially relevant for policies, 
while also selecting theoretical perspectives to guide empirical investigation. 
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PART 2: Empirical investigation  
of the FRA Survey

3.	Investigation of the FRA 
survey: questions, variables 
and database

3.1  Research questions and database

This part of the report empirically investigates violence against women in connec-
tion with their financial independence, hence their economic condition and those of 
their partners and families. The investigation covers the whole of the EU and uses 
the newly released (individual) records from the FRA survey on violence against 
women in the EU (see Box 1 for a brief description of the survey). This is one of the 
first systematic attempts to explore individual records from the FRA survey since 
publication of the main report (FRA 2014a). 

We address an array of questions that may be of interest to policy makers and 
scholars. Most of them have already been raised and are still being debated in the 
literature, as the review of the literature in the first part of the report indicates, but 
none has been investigated using a strictly comparable set of individual records 
across all EU countries. 

The questions are:

i.	 the relationship (if any) between financial (in)dependence and exposure to 
VAW with special attention to specific groups of women at risk (young and 
older women, migrants and so on);

ii.	 the relationship (if any) between the economic status of the perpetrator - in 
particular with regard to unemployment and poverty - and the likelihood of 
VAW;

iii.	 whether sudden changes in the economic status or labour force status of the 
perpetrator or the victim are more conducive to violence;

iv.	 whether the likelihood of intimate partner violence is influenced by the rela-
tive economic status of the partners; 

v.	 to what extent financial independence increases the likelihood that a woman 
quits an abusive relationship;
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vi.	 to what extent availability of supporting services/provisions for VAW victims 
increases the likelihood that the latter quit an abusive relationship, irrespec-
tive of their own financial self-reliance; 

vii.	 what aspects of the woman’s economic condition (if any) affect sexual ha-
rassment at work and in other public spaces;

viii.	 the repercussions of the recent crisis on prevalence and type of VAW.

 

In framing the questions, we took the possibilities and limitations of the FRA data 
into account. However, limitations and possibilities are such that some of these 
questions can be answered less satisfactorily than others, for example questions ii) 
and iii) concerning the perpetrator’s economic condition. On the other hand, specific 
forms of violence that impact directly on financial and economic independence are 
well documented in the survey, e.g. economic violence, and they afford specific in-
vestigation. 

Box 1. The FRA survey

In 2012, the European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights (FRA) conducted the first 
EU-wide survey on women’s experience of physical, sexual and psychological violence, 
sexual harassment and stalking. The FRA survey collected interviews with 42,000 
women across the 28 Member States of the European Union (EU) and is the first sur-
vey with an exclusive focus on VAW that has produced nationally representative and 
comparable data across EU countries.

Starting with the formulation of the questionnaire, EU countries shared the entire pro-
cess of survey development. In order to ensure use of the most advanced and consoli-
dated research methods to conduct statistical surveys on VAW, the FRA survey team 
collected inputs and organized a series of meetings with government representatives, 
policy, technical and academic experts and NGO practitioners. As a part of developing 
the questions, a draft survey questionnaire was subject to a qualitative pre-test study 
involving cognitive interviews and focus group discussions in six EU Member States, 
after which the questionnaire was also piloted in each EU Member State. The same 
questionnaire, with the same mode of application based on random sampling, was ap-
plied in all 28 EU countries in the full-scale survey fieldwork. 

A minimum of 1500 women took part in the survey in each EU Member State, with 
the exception of Luxembourg where 908 women were interviewed. The random and 
stratified sampling approach adopted for the survey ensures that the data collected is 
representative of the female population aged 18 to 74 years living in each EU Member 
State. 

Respondents were interviewed face to face by trained female interviewers to ensure 
strong compliance, low drop-out rates and high disclosure of sensitive experiences 
(UN 2013). The questionnaire takes into account the multi-dimensionality of violence 
through administration of separate detailed questions on psychological, physical and 
economic violence, as well as on sexual harassment and on the severity, chronic na-
ture and duration of victimisation. In particular, the survey includes questions on the 
frequency of each type of violence experienced since the respondent was 15 years 
of age, as well as in the 12 months prior to the interview. It also collects background 
information on socio-economic and health characteristics of the respondents, on their 
awareness and perception of VAW and on their experience of violence in childhood. 
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Finally, the questionnaire asks for information about all perpetrators, but with closer 
attention to experiences of violence by previous partners and by the current partner: 
these are covered in two distinct and more detailed modules.

For a comprehensive overview of the survey’s development and technical aspects, see 
the technical report (FRA 2014b) at: http://fra.europa.eu/en/publication/2014/vaw-sur-
vey-technical-report

One strength of FRA data is a fairly exhaustive and yet finely grained categorization 
of violence into types (sexual, physical and so on) and items (kicking, threatening 
to hurt and so on) with frequency of occurrence recorded for every item (Box1). In 
contrast, economic independence is a dimension that the FRA survey explores in 
relation to violence, without however making it the exclusive or even the main focus. 

Before plunging into the data, we therefore need to clearly identify the categories 
of violence we shall look at, choose a strategy to aggregate frequencies and care-
fully select appropriate indicators for economic independence and economic condi-
tions. This is done in the rest of the present chapter (sections 3.2 and 3.3). Chapter 
4 then illustrates the statistical and econometric methodology used to process the 
data. Although we tried to avoid expounding technicalities as far as possible, this 
chapter is inevitably more technical than the rest of the report. However, readers 
not interested in methodology should be able to skip the chapter without losing the 
sense of what follows. Chapter 5 illustrates the results, which are reported by type 
of violence, type of estimation or type of determinant, as appropriate. Chapter 6 
concludes by summarizing the results and discussing the added value and limita-
tions of the analyses performed.

http://fra.europa.eu/en/publication/2014/vaw-survey-technical-report
http://fra.europa.eu/en/publication/2014/vaw-survey-technical-report
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3.2  Types of violence

Although the survey does not offer an explicit definition of violence, it draws from 
the 1993 United Nations Declaration on the Elimination of Violence against Women 
(Article 1),5 further clarified in the Beijing Declaration and Platform for Action (Ar-
ticle 133)6 and reaffirmed by the Council of Europe in the Istanbul Convention in 
2011 (Article 3).7 Based on that conceptual framework, the survey acknowledges 
the multidimensional nature of gender violence by separating and detailing ques-
tions on physical, sexual and psychological violence as well as on sexual harass-
ment, stalking and childhood experience of violence. Our analysis for this report 
looks at all types of violence in the FRA survey except stalking and childhood experi-
ence. To be more precise, we do make use of information about the occurrence of 
violence in childhood, but only as an explanatory variable of violence in adulthood. 

For each type of violence, the survey asks questions about different ‘items’, e.g. 
‘being pushed or shoved’ is a separate item from ‘being burned’, but both are part 
of physical violence. It also reports frequency of occurrence for each item using 
the following category answers: never; once; 2-5 times; six times or more; for some 
questions: never; sometimes; often; all the time. The number of items ranges from 
four for sexual violence to sixteen for psychological violence since the latter is an 
umbrella category comprising controlling behaviour, economic violence, abusive be-
haviour, and blackmail with/abuse of children. Table 1 displays the full list of items 
for the four types of violence we consider.

The FRA survey sample of 42,000 women EU wide is adequate for many analyses, 
but can prove small when analysis is taken down to single items of violence, since 
in this case results would often not be meaningful even at EU level. We therefore 
chose to investigate each type of violence after aggregating frequency across items 
(see Appendix A for our aggregation algorithm). We also disregarded the fact that 
items may differ in terms of severity of violence, e.g. being pushed is generally 
considered less ‘serious’ than being burned. This is because there appears to be no 
single scale in the literature which ranks items of violence by degree of severity and 
which has become a standard of reference. To our knowledge, moreover, the design 
of the FRA survey does not specifically adhere to any of the scales that have been 
proposed, whereby choosing one of them and forcing survey answers into it could 
be controversial.8 For all these reasons, we sum frequency across items, treating all 
items as equally serious. 

5   “Art. 1: ‘violence against women’ means any act of gender-based violence that results in, or is likely 
to result in, physical, sexual or psychological harm or suffering to women, including threats of such 
acts, coercion or arbitrary deprivation of liberty, whether occurring in public or in private life” (United 
Nations 1993, p. 3).

6   “[...] (a) physical, sexual and psychological violence occurring in the family, including battering, sexu-
al abuse of female children in the household, dowry-related violence, marital rape, female genital mu-
tilation and other traditional practices harmful to women, non-spousal violence and violence related 
to exploitation; (b) physical, sexual and psychological violence occurring within the general community, 
including rape, sexual abuse, sexual harassment and intimidation at work, in educational institutions 
and elsewhere, trafficking in women and forced prostitution; (c) physical, sexual and psychological 
violence perpetrated or condoned by the State, wherever it occurs” (United Nations 1995, p. 48–49).

7   “[...] ‘violence against women’ is understood as a violation of human rights and a form of discrimi-
nation against women and shall mean all acts of gender-based violence that result in, or are likely to 
result in, physical, sexual, psychological or economic harm or suffering to women, including threats 
of such acts, coercion or arbitrary deprivation of liberty, whether occurring in public or in private life” 
(Council of Europe 2011, p. 8). 

8   See for instance the Conflict Tactic Scale (Straus 1979).
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Table 1 Types of violence considered in this report: questions from the FRA 
survey

Physical violence
(…how often has someone…)
• pushed you or shoved you?
• slapped you?
• thrown a hard object at you?
• grabbed you or pulled your hair?
• beaten you with a fist or a hard 
object, or kicked you?
• burned you?
• tried to suffocate you or strangle 
you?
• cut or stabbed you, or shot at you?
• beaten your head against some-
thing?

Sexual violence
(…how often has someone..)
• forced you into sexual intercourse 
by holding you down or hurting you 
in some way?
• apart from this, attempted to 
force you into sexual intercourse by 
holding you down or hurting you in 
some way? 
• apart from this, made you take 
part in any form of sexual activity 
when you did not want to or you 
were unable to refuse?
• or have you consented to sexual 
activity because you were afraid of 
what might happen if you refused?

Psychological violence
(How often does your current part-
ner/Did any previous partner ever...)
• try to keep you from seeing your 
friends?
• try to restrict your contact with 
your family of birth or relatives?
• insist on knowing where you are 
in a way that goes beyond general 
concern?
• get angry if you speak with an-
other man? (or another woman, if 
the partner is a woman)
• become suspicious that you are 
unfaithful?
• prevent you from making deci-
sions about family finances and 
from shopping independently?
• forbid you to work outside the 
home?
• forbid you to leave the house, take 
away car keys or lock you up?

(How often would you say that your 
current partner has/Has any previ-
ous partner ever...)
• belittled or humiliated you in front 
of other people?
• belittled or humiliated you in pri-
vate?
• done things to scare or intimidate 
you on purpose, for example by 
yelling and smashing things?
• made you watch or look at por-
nographic material against your 
wishes?
• threatened to take the children 
away from you?
• threatened to hurt your children?
• hurt your children?
• threatened to hurt or kill someone 
else you care about?
• threatened to hurt you physically?

Sexual harassment
(…how often have you experienced 
any of the following?)
• unwelcome touching, hugging or 
kissing?
• sexually suggestive comments or 
jokes that made you feel offended?
• inappropriate invitations to go out 
on dates?
• intrusive questions about your 
private life that made you feel of-
fended?
• intrusive comments about your 
physical appearance that made you 
feel offended?
• inappropriate staring or leering 
that made you feel intimidated?
• somebody sending or showing you 
sexually explicit pictures, photos or 
gifts that made you feel offended?
• somebody indecently exposing 
themselves to you?
• somebody made you watch or 
look at pornographic material 
against your wishes?
• unwanted sexually explicit emails 
or SMS messages that offended 
you?
• inappropriate advances that of-
fended you on social networking 
websites such as Facebook, or in 
internet chat rooms?

Source: FRA – European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights (2014), Violence against women: an EU-wide survey. 
Main results, FRA, Vienna. 
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3.3  Economic independence 

With the economic dimension taking less than central stage in the FRA Survey, 
the scope of the empirical analysis in this report is inevitably limited by what the 
questionnaire asked. Based on the questionnaire, we singled out a set of ‘choice’ 
and ‘complementary’ indicators of economic independence. Our choice indica-
tors view independence from the woman’s perspective, and comprise labour force 
status, her earnings versus her partner’s, and the way she perceives the economic 
status of her household. The corresponding categories are summarized below, while 
more details will be given in Table 2 and in discussion of the analysis and results:

-	 Current labour force status of the respondent over the past 12 months. 
The category is based on the main activity of the respondent at the time 
of the survey and on employment experience outside the home in the 12 
months prior to the interview. 

-	 Relative earnings of the respondent compared to her current partner. 
Interviewees were asked whether they earned more, the same amount or 
less than their partner. The question was asked to all women, not only those 
currently with a job, hence answers may be understood as referring to usual 
or even potential earnings.

-	 Self-perceived economic status of the respondent’s household. Respon-
dents were asked whether their household economic condition was such 
that they lived comfortably, or were just able to cope or found it difficult 
or very difficult to cope. This is clearly a subjective indicator of household 
economic status.  

Our complementary indicators are labour force status of partner and level of 
education of respondent and partner. We systematically use both sets of indica-
tors in our estimations, but when reporting and discussing results, we largely focus 
on choice indicators. Information about occurrence of violence was collected for 
two overlapping periods, namely, occurrence since the respondent was 15 years of 
age and in the 12 months preceding the survey. However, economic status of the 
respondent, her partner and her household was only collected for the time of the in-
terview or the 12 months immediately preceding the interview. This choice of direct-
ing attention to economic factors therefore means that significant analysis should 
be limited to the 12 months preceding the interview. In other words we often forego 
retrospective information about respondents’ experience of violence since we have 
no retrospective information about economic condition.9 The only backdated infor-
mation about violence that we use concerns experiences of violence in childhood.  

9   Alternatively, we could refer to the whole of one’s adult life, assuming, say, that a woman who cur-
rently works has worked throughout her adult life; or that she has lived, say, in a well-off household 
throughout her adult life. This may be justified in some cases, but not in general. 
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4.	Methodology

4.1  A two-step approach

Precisely because this is one of the first systematic attempts to explore individual 
records from the FRA survey it was advisable to proceed by successive approxima-
tions in order to gradually gain knowledge of the quality and scope of information 
the survey offered about the questions under investigation. We proceeded in two 
steps. In the first step we carried out bivariate analysis of prevalence of violence 
on one hand and of our chosen indicators of economic independence on the other 
hand. In the second step, we resorted to ordered probability and other econometric 
models to estimate the combined effect of the explanatory variables on the prob-
ability of having experienced violence at a given frequency (dependent variable). 
Explanatory variable included all economic independence indicators together with 
other variables such as age, alcohol habits and so on, that are known to influence 
prevalence of violence. Separate estimation was carried for the probability of leav-
ing a violent relationship. Box 2 gives reasons for combining bivariate analysis with 
multivariate econometric estimates.

For ease of communication, we talk of verifying the ‘influence’ of explanatory vari-
ables on the prevalence and frequency of violence, which may suggest that we are 
verifying a ‘causal effect’. For a variety of technical reasons, however, our results 
are more safely interpreted as evidence of statistical association or correlation. 
For example, suppose we find that the risk of, say, physical violence is higher for a 
woman who has recently experienced unemployment. We cannot rule out that this 
reflects reverse causation, since we know from past studies that women are more 
likely to fall unemployed if their partner physically abuse them. But we do not allow 
for reverse causation in our estimation exercises.10 

10   For at least some women, moreover, being abused and being unemployed could both 
be the outcome of a third factor which we do not account for, e.g. some physical or mental 
disadvantage. We have included as many relevant ‘explanatory variables’ as our data per-
mitted, but cannot rule out the possibility that some have been left out, e.g. indicators of the 
woman’s or her partner’s personality. In econometric estimation, if relevant variables are left 
out or double causation ignored, estimates should not be interpreted as being the result of 
causal processes but rather treated as preliminary rather than final. 
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Box 2. From cross tabulations to multivariate estimation 

Bivariate analysis for this report mainly used cross-tabulations and t tests. When we 
cross-tabulate, say, prevalence of physical violence by partners and household eco-
nomic status, we actually compute the frequency of physical violence for the average 
woman in each cell, e.g. for the average woman belonging to well-off households or 
the average woman belonging to poor households. Call the former alphawoman and 
the latter betawoman. The problem is that alphawoman may be much better educated 
than betawoman, hence differences in prevalence may be due to differences in edu-
cation rather than household economic status. Another example would be the use of 
‘student or trainee’ among other categories of a respondent’s labour market situation, 
when students and trainees are probably on average younger than other women in the 
sample. By using cross tabulations, moreover, we are generally constrained to analys-
ing one explanatory variable at a time. Multivariate econometric estimation overcomes 
both limitations. First, it can be used to verify the combined influence of the entire set 
of factors we suspect might influence physical violence. At the same time it can be 
used to distinguish the independent effect of each individual variable. 

4.2  Estimation methods

 4.2.1  Ordered Probability estimation 
One drawback of using econometric estimation is that method and results may be 
difficult to convey. What follows illustrates how we proceeded from aggregation of 
frequency to choice of variables to actual model estimation, while Box 3 illustrates, 
by way of example, how to read and interpret the results of our estimations. The 
example in the Box refers to the econometric ‘model’ we used most often, the or-
dered probability model.

The first task in the estimation was to aggregate frequency across items of vio-
lence and into an ‘ordered’ frequency variable. For illustrative purposes, consider 
the example of physical violence by the current partner in the past 12 months. The 
frequency categories are aggregated as follows: 

-	 ‘never’: the respondent reports no episode of physical violence across items

-	 ‘once’: the respondent reports at least one episode for any item 

-	 ‘2-5 times’: the respondent reports a total of 2 to 5 episodes across items

-	 ‘6+ times’: the respondent reports a total of 6 or more episodes across 
items.

These four frequency outcomes are the variable we wish to study, our dependent 
variable in econometric jargon. 

The second task was to identify all the factors that may influence prevalence and 
frequency of violence, i.e. the explanatory variables. Our selection includes all our 
indicators of economic condition of the two partners (both choice and comple-
mentary indicators), hence her and his labour force status, their relative earnings, 
perceived economic status of the household and the respective levels of education. 
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We also include so called control variables, which are not the main focus of this 
study but are indicated in the literature as possible factors contributing to preva-
lence of violence in adulthood. Control variables comprise the respondent’s age and 
ethnicity, the number of her children, whether or not she lives in a big city, and 
last but not least, whether she suffered sexual, physical or psychological vio-
lence in childhood. Awareness on the part of respondents that services/facilities 
for victims of violence are available in the country is an additional variable, the 
importance of which is self-evident for policy making; it is included in our set. To ac-
count for the possibility that violence is triggered by alcohol abuse we also added 
an indicator of whether or not the partner gets drunk regularly (Abramovaite et al. 
2015, Renzetti 2009, Rennison et al. 2013, WHO 2016).

The last group of control variables are the respondent’s country of the 28 consid-
ered. The role of country warrants further explanation. It is difficult to overempha-
size the importance of cultural attitudes for prevalence and perception of violence 
and significant variations across countries may therefore be expected. By revealing 
large differences in prevalence across European countries, the FRA survey effective-
ly underscores this point, echoing what the literature already emphasized. Ideally, 
therefore, an estimation exercise focusing on economic factors should be conducted 
separately for each country in order to minimise the confounding influence of cultural 
differences between countries. However, this is practically unfeasible with a sample 
of around 1500 women per country (at most). To clarify the problem, consider wom-
en unemployed at the time of the interview but with some work during the preceding 
year, bearing in mind that we are interested in investigating precisely this category. 
The count for Germany is 95 women, only 2 of whom had suffered from sexual vio-
lence at least once in the 12 months preceding the survey.11 With these numbers no 
model can predict probabilities with an acceptable degree of accuracy. 

The alternative to conducting a separate estimation for each country is to use the 
entire EU sample and carry out estimations for the whole of the Union, including 
country variables among the explanatory variables. That is what we chose to do by 
including all country variables in all estimations. Inclusion of country variables 
means for example that if a respondent is French, the variable ‘France’ scores a val-
ue of 1 for her, otherwise zero. In this way the estimated probability of, say, a French 
woman having suffered frequently from sexual violence given that she belongs to a 
household living comfortably off current income, has earnings comparable to those 
of the partner and is young and highly educated is allowed to differ from those of, 
say, a Polish woman with exactly the same characteristics. The difference between 
France and Poland captures the ‘country effect’. However, while country level vari-
ables allow us to quantify country effects, they cannot reveal exactly what lies 
behind such a difference, whether law, gender culture, both or indeed something 
else. Where adequate national data is available to construct variables capturing 
the influence of the legal system, gender culture and so on, it becomes possible to 
discriminate such factors more clearly using country by country investigation. 

Table 2 summarizes the entire set of explanatory variables used, reporting abso-
lute and relative frequencies in the sample for each variable or answer category. 
For example, of the 41,884 women whose age group is reported (the sum across 
age groups in the penultimate column), 11.7% belong to the youngest group. We 
actually used this set of explanatory variables in all our estimations, barring 
obvious adjustments (e.g. partners’ characteristics are not included when estimating 
violence by non-partners). 

11   Sample frequencies, unweighted.
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Country variables are excluded from Table 2 for expositional convenience, but they 
are briefly discussed in Appendix F. By construction, the frequency of each country 
variable corresponds to the number of women interviewed per country in the FRA 
sample. Country samples are well documented in the main survey report (FRA 2014a), 
besides being reproduced in Table B3 of Appendix B of this report. All observations 
were weighted to ensure representativeness of the results at EU level,12 and Table B3 
also compares the size of weighted and unweighted country samples.13

Table 2 Our set of ‘explanatory’ variables. Absolute and percentage frequency 
in the sample*§

    Frequency Percent
Women’s char-
acteristics
All women in 
the sample
 
 
 

Age age group 18-24 4,879 11.7
  age group 25-29 3,609 8.6
  age group 30-34 4,053 9.7
  age group 35-39 4,086 9.8
  age group 40-49 8,484 20.3
  age group 50-59 7,709 18.4
  age group 60-74 9,064 21.6
Education primary and lower secondary 15,315 36.6
  upper and post-secondary 18,036 43.2
  tertiary 8,444 20.2
Experience in 
childhood
 

no physical violence in childhood 30,864 73.5
physical violence once in childhood 2,323 5.5
physical violence more than once in childhood 8,816 21.0
no sexual violence in childhood 37,156 88.5
sexual violence once in childhood 2,555 6.1
sexual violence more than once in childhood 2,292 5.5
no psychological violence in childhood 37,643 89.6
psychological violence once in childhood 1,112 2.7
psychological violence more than once in childhood 3,247 7.7

Awareness not aware of any service for VAW 8,079 19.2
  aware of at least one service for VAW 33,923 80.8
Minority not belonging to an ethnic or religious minority 39,823 94.8
  belonging to an ethnic or religious minority 2,179 5.2
Labour force 
status currently working 21,651 51.9

short term unemployed** 3,167 7.6
student or trainee 3,037 7.3
not working 13,903 33.3

Household 
characteristics,
All households 
in the sample 
 

Household 
composition no children in household 23,013 56.1
  1 child in household 8,365 20.4
  2+ children in household 9,637 23.5
Place of resi-
dence living in big city or suburb of big city 13,218 31.5
  not living in a big city 28,784 68.5
Self-reported 
economic 
status

living comfortably on present income 10,421 25.3
coping on present income 18,913 46.0
finding it difficult or very difficult on present income 11,814 28.7

12   Recall that country samples are practically of equal size in the FRA survey irrespective of the 
actual size of the country. Weighting rescales country sizes in the overall EU sample in line with the 
actual population. We used the variable WTEUOVER for weighting. For more details see FRA technical 
and methodological report (FRA 2014b).

13   The two additional tables in appendix B record the frequency of the explanatory variables in two 
often used subgroups of women: women with partners and women with children.
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Partner char-
acteristics 
(subsample of 
women with 
partners)

Labour force 
status 
(partner)

neither working nor retired 8,774 28.8

retired, employed or self-employed 21,648 71.2
Education
(partner)

primary and lower 11,821 39.4
upper and post-secondary 12,195 40.7
tertiary 5,956 19.9

Relative 
earnings
(partner)
 

partner earns less than respondent 3,461 12.1
both earn roughly the same amount 5,864 20.6

partner earns more than respondent 19,179 67.3
Alcohol abuse 
(partner)

partner does not get drunk regularly 25,627 85.8

partner gets drunk regularly 4,232 14.2

*Country variables are not included in the table although they are explanatory variables (see text for details). 
§Weighted frequencies and percentages. **Short term unemployed women are defined as women who worked in the 
past 12 months, but were not working at the time of the interview (see text). Source: FRA violence against women 
survey dataset 2012.

The final task was to use the ordered probability model to verify which explanatory 
variable actually contributes to explaining violence, and by how much (Box 3 for de-
tails). While we largely relied on this model for most estimates, whenever appropri-
ate we resorted to alternative procedures (probit and selection probit models) which 
we briefly recall while illustrating the findings in the following sections.

 

Box 3. Reading and interpreting the results from ordered probability 
estimation 

Figure 1 shows the typical use to which we put the results of ordered probit estimation. 
The figure compares estimated probabilities of having suffered physical violence for 
three types of women, all currently in employment.14 Types differ only in the balance 
of earnings with respect to their partner, otherwise they share characteristics: the 
first type of woman earns less, the second earns more or less the same as her partner, 
and the third earns more than her partner. For each type, the estimated probability 
of having been exposed to physical violence at least once in the preceding 12 
months is recorded at the top of the corresponding bar. 

Figure 1 Estimated probability of physical violence by frequency class and earn-
ings compared to partner
Violence by current partner in past 12 months.
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Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.

14   Average adjusted probability predictions in the econometric jargon of the STATA software (Greene 
2013)
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The probability (prevalence) of a woman having suffered physical violence at least 
once is actually the sum of the (estimated) probability of having been the victim 
of violence exactly once (pale purple, bottom stack of the bar), or 2-5 times (bright 
purple, middle stack of the bar) or 6+ times (dark purple, top stack of the bar). By 
comparing shades of colours across bars, the reader can gauge at a glance whether 
labour force status makes a difference not only to the probability of having suffered 
sexual violence at all, but also how frequently that happened. For the women in 
the example, earning as much as their partner is associated with higher prevalence 
compared to earning less (about one third higher), while there is little difference 
between earning more and earning as much. 

Are the results trustworthy? The information conveyed by our template figure is ac-
tually incomplete. We know from the graph that prevalence goes up among women 
earning as much or more, but how do we know whether this increase is statistically 
significant? The answer is to be found in the tables included in Appendices D to G. 
Table D3, in particular, complements Figure 1. It shows that, all other things being 
equal, for women earning as much as their partner the probability of being exposed 
to physical violence increases, on average, in all positive frequency classes (never, 
once, and so on) compared to women earning less than their partner.15 However this 
increase is only weakly significant, as denoted by one asterisk (asterisks number 
from zero to three, with zero denoting weak and three denoting strong significance). 
It also shows that there is no significant difference across frequency classes (no 
asterisk) between earning as much and earning more. While we relegated these 
tables to the appendix so as not to clutter the main text with too many details, our 
commentary of the results systematically mentions them.

15   This increase is known as ‘average marginal effect’ in the jargon of the STATA software (again, 
see Williams 2013).
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5.	Findings

In the present chapter we report and discuss all the results from our investigation of 
the FRA dataset. In sections 5.1 to 5.5 we discuss the findings for our choice indica-
tors – women’s labour force status, their comparative earnings and the economic 
status of their household – and for each type of abuse. In each case we begin by 
assessing evidence from simple cross-tabulations and then review the econometric 
results. Sections 5.6 and 5.7 present the findings for the remaining explanatory vari-
ables, from characteristics of the partners to experience of violence in childhood. 
Finally, section 5.8 focuses on the factors that appear to influence women’s decision 
to leave an abusive partner. 

5.1  Her economic independence and physical violence 

Physical violence is a frequent occurrence when observed over a person’s adult life. 
The FRA survey estimates lifetime prevalence rates of 20% for abuse from the cur-
rent partner as well as for non-partners. Prevalence goes down when measured in 
the 12 months preceding the survey, but the figures remain large: 8% for physical 
and sexual violence combined.  

Labour force status. Our first indicator of economic independence is labour force 
status. To keep cross tabulations to a manageable proportion we constructed a 
binary variable where ‘working women’ refers to respondents in employment at 
the time of the interview and where ‘other labour force status’ bundles together 
the unemployed, students and trainees and other women not in paid work such 
as homemakers and retirees. We then unpacked this category for the purpose of 
econometric analysis.

Table 3 sets out the interaction between actual frequency of physical violence (all 
items) and binary labour force status. Panel A refers to violence by the current 
partner, panel B by non-partners. For each frequency category, the last column in 
the table shows whether the difference between the proportion of working women 
who have experienced violence and the corresponding proportion of ‘other’ women 
is statistically significant.16 

Overall, the results from cross-tabulations suggest that having a job may protect 
women from physical violence at home (by partners) but not outside. Out of 30,422 
women with a current partner in the whole of the EU and for whom information 
on labour force status is available, 3.1% experienced physical violence in the 12 
months preceding the survey. However, the proportion goes down by nearly half a 
percentage point among working women and the decrease is significant at conven-
tional level. Moreover, the difference in prevalence between working women and 

16   Three asterisks indicate a strongly significant difference (below 1%), two a difference significant 
at the conventional level (below 5%) and one a weakly significant difference (below 10%). There is no 
statistically significant difference when no asterisk is displayed.
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those with other labour force status is larger (and strongly significant) for some-
what frequent violent behaviour (2-5 times: panel A, Table 3).

Physical violence by non partners (panel B) is more widespread than violence from 
partners, and having a job tends to be a risk factor, in contrast with what we just 
found for physical violence by partners. However, differences in prevalence between 
working and women in other labour force status (by category of frequency) are not 
statistically significant, which casts a doubt on the solidity of this evidence.17 

Table 3 Frequency of physical violence, by respondent labour force status 

A.	  Violence by current partner in past 12 months. Partnered women
Frequency 0 1 2-5 6+ Total

  % % % % N. %

A: Currently working 97.3 0.8 0.9 0.9 16642 100

B: Other labour force status 96.4 1.1 1.6 1.0 13780 100

t-test: A-B ** ***

C: All 96.9 0.9 1.2 1.0 30422 100

B.	  Violence by non partners in past 12 months. All women

Frequency 0 1 2-5 6+ Total

  % % % % N. %

A: Currently working 94.2 2.4 2 1.4 21651 100

B: Other labour force status 94.5 2.0 2.3 1.2 20351 100

t-test: A-B

C: All 94.4 2.2 2.2 1.3 42002 100

Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.

Do the econometric results show a similar picture? The main novelty arises from the 
fact that we unpacked the women in ‘other labour force status’ category to carry out 
our estimations. By doing so we found that physical violence by partners is more likely 
to be experienced by specific subgroups of not working women, not by all of them.

Unpacking resulted in the following four categories:

•	  women in employment at the time of the interview (‘working’);

•	 students and trainees at the time of the interview (‘students’);

•	 women who worked in the 12 months before the interview but not at the time of 
the interview (labelled ‘short-term unemployed’ as in the FRA survey (FRA:109)); 

•	 women who had not worked in the last 12 months (‘non working women’). 

17   Our default choice is to focus on the 12 months preceding the survey rather than considering 
the entire adult life course. Just for once, however, we made an exception and repeated the estima-
tion for physical violence since the age of 15 so that the reader can appreciate the pros and cons of 
confining analysis to the year prior to the survey. The results are evidently much stronger. Predicted 
probabilities of physical violence are much higher, as expected, and yield more robust evidence that 
working protects women from physical violence at the hand of partners, while being a risk factor for 
violence from non-partners (Table C1 in appendix C). However, the results may be stronger simply 
because the number of women reporting violence increases when the horizon is pushed backward. At 
the same time the possibility of making mistakes increases too. A woman currently out of work may 
have worked in the past, but we cannot infer this from the survey unless we assume strong continuity 
of employment history over the years. 
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Estimated probabilities of physical violence from the current partner are noticeably 
higher among ‘students’ and the ‘short term unemployed’. ‘Working’ and ‘non work-
ing’ women are comparatively sheltered, the latter more than the former. However, 
not all these difference are statistically significant. If we take working women as 
our term of reference, the increase in IPV displayed in Figure 2A is only significant 
for the ‘short term unemployed’, not for ‘students and trainees’, and even in the 
former case significance is low. At the same time the estimates reveal a large and 
statistically robust decrease in physical abuse by non partners among ‘non working’ 
women (Panel B of Figure 2; Tables D1 and D2 in Appendix D).

Figure 2 Estimated probabilities of physical violence by frequency class and 
respondent labour force status

A.	 Violence by current partners in past 12 months 
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Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.
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In order to gain full understanding of these findings, we need to take a small digres-
sion. ‘Short term unemployed’ is a composite category which may include women 
who lost a relatively stable job less than a year ago (short term unemployed strictu 
sensu). It may also include other unemployed women who nevertheless took oc-
casional work in the course of the year which they do not consider ‘proper’ employ-
ment but accepted in order to supplement family income.18 Since this is more likely 
to occur in an economic downturn, it is especially likely to have occurred when the 
FRA survey was carried out, in the depth of the European recession. We therefore 
propose to think of women in the ‘short-term unemployed’ category as having in 
common the experience of an economic shock: because they recently lost their job 
or because household income fell enough for them to seek and accept occasional 
employment. 

‘Non working’ is also a composite category that bundles together retirees, women 
who never worked (homemakers) and unemployed women who had not worked in 
the last 12 months (long term unemployed). While it is plausible to assume that all 
of them are primarily ‘homebound’, they are likely to differ in own financial resourc-
es. We would therefore argue that while only imperfectly capturing differences in 
financial resources, this category captures symbolic differences related to working 
as well as differences related to time spent in public versus private spaces.

With these clarifications in mind, we can more easily relate our findings to the 
theoretical and empirical literature. The one result obtained so far that inspires 
confidence is that ‘non working’ women face lower risk of physical abuse by 
non partners than those who work. This is consistent with criminologists’ idea that 
time of exposure matters, since one relevant difference between the two groups is 
that time of exposure to non-partner violence is lower for non working women.19 

We also found some evidence that physical violence is associated with sudden 
economic shocks since women in the ‘short-term unemployment’ category appear 
to be more exposed than working or non working women. This lends limited support 
to the combination of stress theory and family resource theory proposed by Fox et 
al. (2002) among others, however, the support is statistically weak. 

Comparative earnings. If dependency resource theory or the bargaining hypothesis 
hold, we should find that the risk of physical violence is lower for non traditional 
couples where she earns as much as her partner or more. Relative and gendered 
resource theory predicts the opposite. Our findings for physical violence yield limited 
support for the latter, with emphasis on ‘limited’. 

Table 4 considers partnered women in employment and reveals that the risk of 
physical abuse tends to rise with the (relative) importance of women’s earning. 
However, differences are small and somewhat erratic across frequency categories. 

18   The FRA survey did not ask the woman whether and when she lost her job. 

19   At the same time, however, we do not find support for the main prediction of this ap-
proach (the exposure reduction hypothesis: section 2.1), namely that working women are 
less exposed to IPV. 
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Table 4 Frequency of physical violence by earning position compared to partner

Violence by current partner in past 12 months. Partnered and working women

Frequency 0 1 2--5 6+ Total

  % % % %

A: Respondent earns less than partner 97.9 0.8 0.8 0.5 8790 100

B: Both earn roughly the same amount 96.8 1.2 0.9 1.1 3593 100

C: Respondent earns more than partner 96.2 0.5 1.4 2.0 1733 100

t-test: A-B

t-test: B-C *

Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.

Econometric evidence points in the same direction but is somewhat more conclu-
sive. Estimated probabilities of physical violence are lowest for women in tradi-
tional partnerships (Table D3). Differences in probabilities between women on low 
comparative earnings and other female earners turn out to be positive and weakly 
significant at all frequency levels. Women belonging to a couple where she brings 
home equivalent or higher earnings are also more exposed, but not at a statistically 
significant level.2021

Figure 3 Estimated probabilities of physical violence by frequency class and 
earning position compared to partner

Violence by current partner in past 12 months. Partnered and working women
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Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.

20   See Table D3 

21   In the FRA survey, all partnered women, including those out of work or retired and those whose 
partner was out of work, were asked about comparative earnings. We therefore replicated analysis on 
the entire sample of partnered women. Reassuringly, the results are broadly comparable. However, it 
is unclear what any comparison of earnings between partners may capture if the woman or her part-
ner are not in employment, and this ambiguity makes it difficult to provide a clear interpretation. We 
therefore chose not to illustrate the results for all partnered women here in the main text, although we 
report the estimates in Appendix C: Table C2 and Figure C1). 
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Economic status of household. What seems to really matter for physical violence 
is perceived household economic status, as suggested by several theoretical ap-
proaches, including resource theory. Prevalence figures from cross-tabulations in-
dicate that physical violence by partners and non partners is higher in households 
finding it difficult or very difficult to make ends meet with respect to better off 
households, the increase being statistically significant for frequent or very frequent 
occurrences of violence (Table 5). 

Table 5 Frequency of physical violence by self-reported economic status 

Violence by any perpetrator in past 12 months

Frequency 0 1 2--5 6+ Total 

  % % % % N. % 

A: Living comfortably on present income 93.5 2.4 2.3 1.8 10421 100

B: Coping on present income 94.3 2.3 1.9 1.5 18913 100

C: Finding it difficult on present income 90.4 2.8 3.7 3.1 11814 100

t-test: A-B

t-test: B-C *** *** ***

Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.

The econometric results broadly confirm those from cross-tabulation. The estimat-
ed probability for a woman to have suffered from physical violence at least once 
and at the hands of any perpetrator (including her partner) is one third higher in 
households finding it difficult or very difficult to survive on present income com-
pared to households living comfortably (Figure 4). This disparity is statistically 
significant across frequency categories (Table D4).

Figure 4 Estimated probability of physical violence by frequency class and self-
reported economic status

Violence by any perpetrator in past 12 months
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Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.
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Piecing together the different strands of evidence on physical violence, we may 
conclude that for a woman, having a job influences the risk of physical abuse in 
opposite directions. The direct effect is to increase exposure to abuse by non 
partners compared to homebound, non working women. The indirect effect works 
in the opposite direction since women’s earnings are known to decrease house-
hold poverty and household poverty associates positively and significantly with risk 
of physical abuse. The two effects need not balance out perfectly, or even largely, 
but they tend to even out exposure among women with a clear working status, 
those in paid work on the one hand, and those in unpaid work or retirement on the 
other. 

Among women with transitional status (between working and not working), includ-
ing students and our ‘short term unemployed’, higher risk of physical violence from 
partners adds to higher risk from non partners. Exposure to economic shocks for the 
‘short-term unemployed’ is one possible reason, but does not provide a convincing 
explanation for students. Having said that, results for transitional statuses are 
not sufficiently strong to warrant further speculation. 

 

 5.3  Her economic independence and sexual violence

“Considering any form of sexual violence by a partner and non-partner since women 
were 15 years old, a total of 11% of women in the EU-28 experienced this type of 
violence. Some 2% of women experienced it in the last 12 months” (FRA, 2014: 41)

Sexual violence is still common in women’s lives in Europe, but less so than other 
forms of violence. With a 2% prevalence in the chosen observation window (12 
months), numbers can be too thin to produce meaningful results, raising the ques-
tion of whether physical and sexual violence should be conflated for the purpose of 
analysis. We chose not do so given that motivation and behaviour may differ in the 
two cases. We found that the results do not mirror those we obtained for physical 
violence, which justifies our choice. 

Labour force status. Cross-tabulations offer some insight about sexual violence 
and labour force status (Table 6). Actual prevalence of sexual violence by current 
partner is lower among women not in current employment (‘other labour force sta-
tus’) compared to those who have a job. Although in absolute terms the difference 
is ‘only’ 0.6 percentage points, in relative terms this amounts to nearly halving the 
probability for non working women; moreover, the difference is robust at conven-
tional level.22 

22   Similar results are obtained when perpetrators other than current partners are added 
to the picture (Tables C3 in Appendix C), although the magnitude involved is smaller and 
statistical significance is lost. 
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Table 6 Frequency of sexual violence by respondent labour force status
Violence by current partner in past 12 months

Frequency 0 1 2—5 6+ Total

  % % % % N. %

A: Currently working 98.5 0.3 0.6 0.6 16642 100

B: Other labour force status 99.1 0.3 0.3 0.3 13780 100

t-test: A-B **

C: All 98.8 0.3 0.4 0.5 30422 100

Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.

Econometric estimates refine these results and yield a somewhat unexpected find-
ing. According to estimated probabilities of sexual violence, any difference in ex-
posure between working women and women in ‘other labour force status’ is due 
to students and trainees rather than homemakers or retirees (the ‘non working’). 
Students and trainees face the lowest (estimated) probability of sexual violence 
whether we look at all perpetrators or separate out partners; and this finding is 
robust (Figure 5 and Tables D5-D6). 

Figure 5 Estimated probabilities of sexual violence by frequency class and re-
spondent labour force status 

A.	 Violence by any perpetrator in past 12 months
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Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.
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Comparative earnings. Concerning the influence of comparative earnings, for the 
woman earning as much or more than the partner increases exposure to sexual 
abuse. Econometric estimates yield a sufficiently clear picture in this respect, unlike 
cross-tabulations (respectively, Figure 6 and Table 7). Among women earning as 
much or more than the partner the estimated probability that she is sexually 
abused doubles with respect to women in traditional partnerships (where the 
partner fulfils the main earner role) and the difference is robust (Table D7). The 
probability is highest for women who outperform their partner, albeit not much 
higher than for women on a par. 

It is worth pausing here to note differences and similarities with physical violence: 
both sets of results for comparative earnings point in the same direction, bringing 
support to relative resource theory while casting doubt on the household bargain-
ing framework. However, they are much stronger for sexual violence, despite fewer 
available observations. This is a clear example of how important it is to keep differ-
ent types of abuse separate when searching for explanations. Results for economic 
conditions of the household discussed below offer another example.

Table 7 Frequency of sexual violence by earning position compared to partner

Violence by current partner in past 12 months. All partnered women

Frequency 0 1 2—5 6+ Total

  % % % % N. %

A: Respondent earns less than partner 99 0.3 0.4 0.4 19179 100

B: Both earn roughly the same amount 98.4 0.6 0.4 0.7 5864 100

C: Respondent earns more than partner 98.1 0.23 0.94 0.75 3461 100

t-test: A-B

t-test: B-C

Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.

Figure 6 Estimated probabilities of sexual violence by frequency class and earn-
ing position compared to partner 

Violence by current partner, all women
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Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.
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Economic status of household. Earlier on, for physical violence, we found evidence 
that risk increases steadily and significantly with each successive deterioration of 
the household economic situation. The results are much weaker for sexual violence.

One clear suggestion from prevalence rates of sexual violence (from all perpetra-
tors: Table 8) is that women in worse off households are more at risk of sexual vio-
lence than women in other types of households, especially those living comfortably. 
However, estimated probabilities of sexual abuse indicate that differences across 
household economic condition are not robust enough to reach statistical signifi-
cance (Figure 7 and Table D8, Appendix). 

Table 8 Frequency of sexual violence by self-reported economic status

Violence by any perpetrator in past 12 months

Frequency 0 1 2-5 6+ Total

  % % % % N. %

A: Living comfortably on present income 98.5 0.7 0.3 0.6 10421 100

B: Coping on present income 98.5 0.4 0.6 0.4 18913 100

C: Finding it difficult on present income 97.4 0.7 1.0 0.8 11814 100

t-test: A-B *

t-test: B-C *** * * **

Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.

Figure 7 Estimated probabilities of sexual violence by frequency class and self-
reported economic status 

Violence by any perpetrator in past 12 months

1.6% 1.7% 2.1%

0%
1%
2%
3%
4%
5%
6%
7%
8%
9%

10%

Living comfortably on
present income

Cope on present income Find it difficult or very
difficult on present income

Once 2-5 times 6+ times

Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.
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5.3  Her economic independence and psychological violence 

Together with sexual harassment, psychological violence by one’s partner is the 
most widespread type of violence according to FRA data: forty-three percent of 
women in the EU report having experienced some form of psychological abuse from 
the current or the previous partner (FRA survey: Table 4.1)23. 

The survey treats psychological abuse as more or less frequent ‘habitual’ behaviour 
rather than as a series of distinct occurrences. For this reason, women participating 
in the survey were not asked to distinguish between abuse experienced since youth 
and in recent months. We therefore disregarded time in analysing psychological 
violence, and because the frequency of occurrence of psychological abuse was only 
recorded for the current partner, we restricted analysis to partnered women. 

It is known from the literature that children may be used to put psychological pres-
sure on women (see Part 1 of the report: passim), an idea that inspired some of the 
questions the FRA survey asked to trace psychological violence. As a result, women 
in households with children answered a longer/different questionnaire than women 
in childless households, making it problematic to collapse the two groups for analy-
sis. In what follows, we focus primarily on women living in households where chil-
dren are present. Estimates for women in households without children are confined 
to the appendix and briefly mentioned in the text. 

Labour force status. Results from cross-tabulations and from econometric es-
timates indicate that labour force status is not a significant discriminant for 
psychological abuse in households where children are present. The estimated 
risk is higher among women in ‘other labour force status’, thanks primarily to the 
‘students and trainees’ and the ‘short term unemployed’ categories. However differ-
ences among categories are not statistically robust in cross-tabulations (Table 9) or 
in econometric estimates (Figure 8). 

The picture changes somewhat when children are not present. In this case, not 
being in employment (‘not working’ women) significantly adds to the chances of 
psychological violence compared to being employed (Table C4 and Figure C2 in 
Appendix C). 

Table 9 Frequency of psychological violence by respondent labour force status

Violence by current partner

  Women in households with children

 Frequency Never Some-
times Often All the 

time Total

  % % % % N. %

A: Currently working 77.3 8.2 9 5.6 12700 100

B: Other labour force 76.1 7.4 8.8 7.7 11014 100

t-test: A-B ***

C: All 76.7 7.8 8.9 6.6 23714 100

Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.

23   Fifty-five percent of women experienced sexual harassment since the age of 15, according to the 
same source.  
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Figure 8 Estimated probabilities of psychological violence by frequency class 
and respondent labour force status

Violence by current partner. Women in households with children
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Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.

Comparative earnings. Unlike labour force status, relative earnings appear to make 
some difference in households with children. Inspection of Table 10 reveals that 
women belonging to an egalitarian couple are more protected from psychologi-
cal abuse than women who earn more or less than their partner, with a larger 
difference in the latter case. In visual terms, a U shaped pattern emerges, with the 
left leg lending support to resource theory or the household bargaining approach 
(poor comparative earnings expose women) while the right leg tends to validate 
relative resource theory (higher female earnings are a threat). Econometric esti-
mates confirm the U shaped pattern but deny significance to the right leg (Figure 
9 and Table D10). The findings are similar but less clear cut for women living in 
households where there are no children: the one notable difference is that women 
in traditional couples fare even worse that their counterpart with children (Table C5 
and Figure C3).

Table 10 Frequency of psychological violence by earning position compared to 
partner

Violence by current partner

Women in households with children 

Frequency Never Some-
times Often All the 

time Total

  % % % % N. %

A: Respondent earns less 
than partner 76.4 8.2 8.9 6.5 15645 100

B: Both earn roughly the 
same amount 80.4 6.4 7.9 5.3 4457 100

C: Respondent earns 
more than partner 74.6 7.4 10.4 7.7 2648 100

t-test: A-B *** ***

t-test: B-C *** * *

Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.



54

PART 2: Empirical investigation of the FRA Survey

Figure 9 Estimated probabilities of psychological violence by frequency class 
and earning position compared to partner

Violence by current partner. Women in households with children
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Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.

To summarize the comparative earnings results, the evidence we obtained is of 
an ‘unbalanced’ U relationship between psychological violence and women’s 
contribution to household earnings. The U relationship arises from the fact that 
exposure to abuse first decreases when women increase their share of household 
earnings and head towards parity. Once their share is sufficiently large to outweigh 
their partner’s, the reverse happens and violence thickens again. However, the left 
leg of the U is much longer and stronger than the right leg, i.e. earning less is defi-
nitely more ‘risky’ for women than earning more than their partner, especially 
if they are childless. 

Concerning economic status of household, the results echo what we found for 
physical violence, with econometric evidence in Figure 10 consistently mirroring 
results from cross-tabulations in Table 11. 

Table 11 Frequencies of psychological violence by self-reported economic status 

Violence by current partner

  Women in households with children

Frequency Never
Some-
times

Often
All the 
time

Total

  % % % % N. %

A: Living comfortably on present 
income

81.9 7.5 6.7 3.8 6292 100

B: Coping on present income 78 8.2 8.5 5.4 10928 100

C: Finding it difficult on present 
income

69.1 7.7 11.7 11.5 6259 100

t-test: A-B *** ** **

t-test: B-C *** *** ***

Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.
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Specifically, among partnered women in households with children, a rising trend 
in psychological violence, especially regular abuse (‘all the time’), is observed in 
the transition from households perceived to live comfortably to households just 
coping and those that find it difficult or very difficult to cope. Once more, we find 
that the better the household status, the more women are sheltered from violence 
(Figure 10), and once more we find that the evidence is sufficiently solid to attain 
statistical significance (Table D11). However, when children are not present, the pic-
ture is more confused and less easy to interpret (Table C6 and Figure C4).

Figure 10 Estimated probabilities of psychological violence by frequency class 
and self-reported economic status

Violence by current partner. Women in households with children
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Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.

To draw all the threads of the discussion on psychological violence, for women in 
households with children we found that:

-	 having a job does not appear to significantly help women fence off psy-
chological abuse by partners; 

-	 however, one collateral advantage of working is that it helps prevent 
the household from falling into critical economic conditions which deci-
sively boost exposure to psychological abuse between partners;

-	 yet, if she earns ‘too much’ (i.e. more than her partner), the protection 
that adequate household finances afford may be partly eroded.

The main difference when children are not present is that not working or earning 
less than the partner significantly increases exposure to psychological abuse. This 
raises the question whether children offer women in traditional relationships some 
shield against psychological abuse, a finding that has not been emphasized in the 
literature and deserves further investigation.



56

PART 2: Empirical investigation of the FRA Survey

5.4  Her economic independence and economic violence 

Economics is not the first association that comes to mind when thinking or talking 
about violence against women. Yet the category of economic violence was created 
precisely to denote those forms of abuse that are explicitly geared to limit the fi-
nancial resources women can mobilize in order to gain autonomy in their living (see 
section 2.2.2, Part 1). The FRA survey sees economic violence as part of psychologi-
cal violence, but separates it out, matching the concept with the following behaviour 
on the part of the respondent’s partner: “preventing the respondent from making 
decisions on family finances or shopping independently, or forbidding her to work 
outside the home” (FRA 2014a: 72). Answers to the two questions devoted to this 
type of behaviour revealed that “some 5% of women have experienced economic 
violence in their current relationship, and 13% of women have experienced some 
form of economic violence in past relationships” (FRA 2014a:71).

In line with the FRA survey, we analysed economic violence as part of psycho-
logical violence (section 5.3) but here we examine it on its own. In fact, figures on 
prevalence of economic violence are sufficiently high to invite and justify separate 
analysis. In order to minimize repetitions and simplify analysis, we only discuss 
results from econometric estimation. Without much loss of information, moreover, 
we present streamlined estimates from a simple ‘probit’ model where probabilities 
are for (ever) having experienced economic abuse from the partner as opposed to 
not having had this experience. In other words, the frequency of abuse is ignored.24 

Box 4. Frequency and habit in psychological abuse

As noted, there is a habit component in all types of psychological abuse, and it is 
especially important in economic abuse. From the point of view of the perpetrator, 
restricting opportunities for women to exercise financial autonomy ‘makes sense’ if 
it is repeated regularly over time. Preventing women from shopping is a clear case in 
point, but regularity may also take more subtle forms. Think of a woman who is denied 
permission to take a job. Such denial also acts as a signal that permission is likely to 
be denied in the future, and the implicit threat of future denials has the same effect 
as repeated denials. Because of the importance of habit in economic violence, adding 
data on frequency of occurrence need not be more informative than simply recording 
whether or not economic abuse occurred.25

24   Binary probit is a special (and simpler) case of the ordered version (Box3) and can be put to similar 
uses. 

25  The same may be said for other forms of psychological violence, but does not hold across all forms. 
This is why we used information about frequency in section 5.3.
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Does economic violence behave in much the same way as psychological violence? 
The broad answer is yes. Figure 11 shows how labour force status, comparative 
earnings and household economic condition influence estimated values. Women 
who do not work, those who work but earn less than the partner and, finally, 
those who belong to households in critical economic conditions are all associat-
ed with an increase in the estimated risk of abuse. In all these cases the increase 
in exposure to violence is statistically robust.26 

Notice, in particular, that what we dubbed unbalanced U shaped relationship in 
the discussion about psychological violence surfaces again from the results on eco-
nomic violence: working women who out-earn their partners face higher probability 
of abuse than working women who earn roughly as much, and the same holds for 
women on comparatively low earnings. Like for psychological violence, however, 
only the difference between women in egalitarian couples and those in traditional 
couples turns out to be significant. 

Two additional findings are worth mentioning. First, students show the lowest es-
timated prevalence of economic violence, even lower than working women. This 
is hardly surprising since students generally do not face the choice of taking up em-
ployment. They are also less likely to cohabit with their partner, and therefore share 
financial and household management decisions with him: this reduces opportunities 
for the partner to exercise economic abuse. 

Second, cultural differences are rather important for economic violence, with expo-
sure more than doubling among women of ethnic or religious minorities. Cultural 
differences and the importance of minority affiliation have been widely recognized 
in the literature, especially in connection with sexual harassment (see Part 1). We 
come back to this point with further details in the next section. 

26   In comparison with women who work, those on roughly equal earnings, and women in 
well-off households, respectively: see Table D12). 
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Figure 11 Estimated probabilities of economic violence by current partner 

A.	 By respondent labour force status
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5.5  Her economic independence and sexual harassment 

An estimated 24 million to 39 million women (13% to 21%) in the EU-28 experi-
enced sexual harassment in the 12 months before the survey interview (FRA 2014a: 
95). This is a major phenomenon that deserves closer attention than it has received 
in the literature. 

Sexual harassment may come from partners, friends, acquaintances, colleagues, 
bosses or passers-by and we saw no strong reason for breaking down analysis by 
perpetrator, preferring to keep the sample as large as possible and the discussion 
simpler. As a result this section focuses on labour force status and household eco-
nomic status while it disregards comparative earnings since the latter indicator can 
only be used if the sample is restricted to partners.

Labour force status. Because sexual harassment takes place in a social context,   
it tends to increase with the density of social interactions.   It is hardly surprising, 
therefore, to learn from Table 12 that prevalence of sexual harassment among 
working women is almost four points higher than for women in ‘other labour 
force status’. This is a clear-cut result, with differences between working and ‘other’ 
women reaching statistical significance across the entire frequency scale. And it 
resonates with the fact that the literature on sexual harassment largely focuses on 
the work domain (section 2.3). 

A more articulated result obtains from econometric estimates. Not only are the 
chances of experiencing sexual harassment higher for working than non working 
women (homemakers, retirees and so on). They are actually even higher for stu-
dents and the short-term unemployed, although in statistical terms the difference 
between the latter and working women does not achieve critical significance (Figure 
12 and Table D13).

Table 12 Frequencies of sexual harassment by respondent labour force status

Harassment by any perpetrator in past 12 months

Frequency 0 1 2—5 6+ Total

  % % % % N. %

A: Currently working 76.9 5.7 8.1 9.4 21651 100

B: Other labour force sta-
tus

80.7 4.5 6.9 7.9 20351 100

t-test: A-B *** *** ** ***

C: All 78.7 5.1 7.5 8.7 42002 100

Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.
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Figure 12 Estimated probabilities of sexual harassment by frequency class and 
respondent labour force status

Harassment by any perpetrator in past 12 months
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Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.

Economic status of household. When the focus is moved to household economic 
conditions, cross-tabulations show a puzzling U relationship which sees women 
from middle income households – those coping on present income – displaying the 
highest prevalence of sexual harassment (Table 13).

Table 13 Frequency of sexual harassment by self-reported economic status

Harassment by any perpetrator in past 12 months

Frequency 0 1 2—5 6+ Total

  % % % % N. %

A: Living comfortably on 
present income 77.1 6.1 8.6 8.2 10421 100

B: Coping on present income 80.7 4.9 6.3 8.1 18913 100

C: Finding it difficult on present 
income 77.3 4.5 8.5 9.7 11814 100

t-test: A-B *** ** ***

t-test: B-C *** *** ***

Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.

However, econometric results yield a much more familiar picture echoing a bleak 
dejà vu: women from the poorest households are the most exposed to sexual 
harassment (Figure 13). Specifically, the probability of having experienced sexual 
harassment at least once is more than five percentage points higher for women 
perceiving their households as finding it difficult to cope in comparison to well-off 
households, and clearly significant (Figure 13 and Table D14). In contrast, estimated 
differences between households perceived to be well off and those just coping on 
present income are lower and not significant across frequency categories.
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Figure 13 Estimated probabilities of sexual harassment by frequency class and 
self-reported economic status 
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Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.

Summing up with regard to sexual harassment, the findings are sufficiently neat 
to inspire plausible interpretation. Being out of employment clearly protects the 
woman, but the flipside of the coin cannot be ignored. If the fact that she does not 
work hinders economic betterment of the household, the ‘advantage’ of not 
working may be considerably reduced. 

What we found is generally in line with the multifarious literature suggesting that 
work organization inherently favours harassment because of its hierarchical and 
power structure (Part 1:section 3.2). In order to advance beyond such general un-
derstanding, however, detailed information is needed on work organizations and 
working conditions which is not available in the FRA survey. 
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5.6  Male partner’s economic condition and intimate partner violence

Having completed analysis of ‘her’ economic conditions we can now turn to those 
of her partner. Recall that we know practically nothing about former partners, and 
that relevant information for current partners is scant. What we do know about the 
current partner includes his earnings, but only in relation to hers, and current labour 
force status. Given that we already systematically looked at comparative earnings 
in the previous sections, what follows concentrates on labour force status.27 

Figure 14 compares probabilities for the woman to suffer physical or sexual vio-
lence from a partner who is employed, unemployed or out of the labour force. Un-
employed partners are shown to be more closely associated with the woman’s 
experience of physical or sexual violence, in line with what resource theory pre-
dicts and contrary to Anderberg’s version of the household bargaining approach 
(Anderberg et al. 2015). However, estimated differences with respect to partners 
not in the labour force or those in employment are rather limited and do not 
reach significance (Table E2 and E3). For example, the estimated risk that the 
woman experienced sexual violence at the hands of her partner is 3.8% if he is un-
employed, 3.2% if he has a job and 2.9% if he is out of the labour force. 

Findings for psychological violence are not much stronger. As Figure 14 clearly sug-
gests, the (estimated) likelihood of psychological violence increases linearly with 
distance of the woman’s partner from employed status. The most violent partners 
are those not in the labour force (25.7% probability), followed by the unemployed and 
those holding a job (24.1% and 22.7%, respectively). In one case – being out of the 
labour force – the increase with respect to being employed is significant (Table E4). 

This latter finding, too, is broadly in line with resource theory: the more a male 
partner can rely on his work, the less he feels the need to use violence in order to 
preserve power in the household and the relationship. However, none of the above 
findings are particularly robust, but this must be weighed against the fact that in-
formation about partners in the FRA survey is scant. 

Figure 14 Estimated probabilities of violence by frequency class, type of vio-
lence and partner’s employment status
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Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.

27  In order to simplify the text and keep the size of the report manageable, we only report the results 
of econometric estimation, foregoing those from cross-tabulations. 
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5.7  The importance of education, age, ethnicity, childhood vio-
lence and alcohol abuse for VAW

Economic conditions do matter, as we have learnt from the preceding sections, 
but they are not necessarily the best ‘predictors’ of abuse. This section broadens 
analysis to investigate the role of the remaining explanatory variables used in our 
estimations. The idea is to gauge how important economic conditions are compared 
to other factors, while providing additional evidence of potential relevance to policy 
making in the EU. Besides education, we shall investigate her age, ethnicity and 
experience of violence in childhood, as well as his drinking habits; we also consider 
awareness on her part that specialized services and shelter are available to shield 
women from violence and counter its effects. The former group of variables are 
especially relevant for policy targeting, while awareness of special services matters 
for policy design and assessment in particular. 

Education. Let us start with the role of education, her education, that of her partner 
and comparative education (i.e. whether she is more or less educated than her part-
ner). For economists education is a basic ‘economic’ variable, since it represents ‘in-
vestment’ in own human capital undertaken by individuals in order to gain access to 
higher earnings. However, education is more than investment in future earnings and 
this ‘more’ is especially relevant for analysing VAW. If knowledge bestows power, 
so education can empower men and women within partnerships, or social relations 
more generally. Such empowerment may be independent of earnings and may be 
used by the woman in a relationship to fence off abuse. The flip side of the coin is 
that education can represent a threat for men who may respond to empowerment 
with abuse. Call ‘shielding effect’ the former and ‘exposing effect’ the latter. The 
shielding effect is upheld by the resource dependency and household bargaining 
approaches, while the exposing effect has a central place in relative and gendered 
resources hypotheses but also in conceptual approaches to sexual harassment that 
emphasize socio-cultural mechanisms and social role identity (see Part 1:passim). 
Both effects surface from our results, depending on the type of violence.

The shielding effect is the rule (Figure 15). Women with medium or higher educa-
tion face less exposure to sexual, physical or psychological abuse from partners or 
non partners compared to low educated women. However, the degree of protection 
that higher education affords is sufficiently large and statistically robust with re-
gard to sexual violence by any perpetrator, but not to sexual violence by partners or 
physical violence in general (Table E3, E5 and E6). 

The exposing effect is the exception, for it only concerns sexual harassment 
(from all perpetrators). Higher education is an important risk factor here, given 
that medium or higher education adds 5 percentage points (robust) to the risk of 
sexual harassment compared to low education (17.9% to 23.2%: last panel of Fig-
ure 15 and Table E7). A contributing factor to this result is that women of higher 
education are more likely to be present and prominent in social and political life, as 
well as in the labour market.



64

PART 2: Empirical investigation of the FRA Survey

Figure 15 Estimated probabilities of violence by frequency class, type of vio-
lence and women’s education
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Partners’ level of education behaves more or less in line with expectations from 
classical resource theory. Across types of violence and frequency, low educated 
partners display comparatively higher propensity to be physically, sexually or 
psychologically abusive (Table E2-E4). However, the difference loses robustness 
in the case of psychological violence where lower education raises the chances of 
violence by too little to attain significance (Figure 16, last panel).
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Figure 16 Estimated probabilities of violence by frequency class, type of vio-
lence and partner’s education
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Notes: For psychological violence, frequency categories are ‘sometimes’, ‘often’ and ‘all the time’. Frequency of psychological violen-
ce refers to women in households with children. Frequency of sexual or physical violence and sexual harassment refer to occurrences 
in past 12 months. Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.

As we just noted, a highly educated woman could be seen as a threat by a domi-
neering, less educated husband with the result of fuelling violence. Figure 17 
accordingly compares estimated probabilities of violence for women who are more 
educated and less or equally educated with respect to their partners. Estimated dif-
ferences are noticeably small and statistically uninfluential for physical and sexual 
abuse, larger and fairly robust for psychological violence (26.5% for women better 
educated than their spouse compared to 22.7% for other women: see also Tables 
E2-E4). Once again, the exposing effect appears to be at play in psychological 
violence. 

Figure 17 Estimated probabilities of violence by frequency class, type of vio-
lence and comparative level of education
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Notes: For psychological violence, frequency categories are ‘sometimes’, ‘often’ and ‘all the time’. Frequency of psychological violen-
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in past 12 months. Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.
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Let us arrange the clips of the mosaic on education we have been exploring bit by 
bit. For women in partnerships, the risk of physical and sexual violence nearly 
doubles if the spouse is low educated. However, being more educated than the 
partner need not reduce such risk, while it increases that of psychological abuse 
by some four percentage points. In non intimate relationships, being better edu-
cated works both ways for women, keeping sexual abuse at bay while exposing 
women to more sexual harassment. The intricate, non linear relationship between 
education and (different kinds of) abuse echoes that between economic conditions 
and abuse. It is yet another example of how crucial it is to distinguish between 
types of violence and perpetrators: failure to do so can easily produce seemingly 
inconsistent results. 

Age. Being young has often been found to aggravate the risk of abuse in the VAW 
literature. Our results broadly confirm this view. Figure 18 compares women aged 
18-29 with older women and reveals a consistent pattern. Estimated probabilities 
for all types of violence and by any perpetrator are higher for women under 30 
years of age, except in the case of sexual abuse from the current partner. How-
ever, the results are only statistically robust for physical violence and sexual harass-
ment, and only if all perpetrators are considered (Tables E2-E7). In both these cases, 
robustness holds across frequency categories.

Figure 18 Estimated probabilities of violence by frequency class, type of vio-
lence and women’s age
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Notes: For psychological violence, frequency categories are ‘sometimes’, ‘often’ and ‘all the time’. Frequency of psychological violence 
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Ethnicity. One of the results of the FRA survey that attracted wide attention when 
the report was first issued is differences in prevalence of VAW across European 
countries. With hindsight, the finding should have caused less surprise since Europe 
is rich in cultural diversity and a large body of literature links gender, culture and 
violence, especially sexual harassment (section 2.3). 

In this report, we are specifically interested in the role that ethnic or religious minor-
ity affiliation plays in relation to VAW. Earlier we mentioned that minority affiliation 
more than doubles the risk of economic violence among European women. Figure 
19 shows that, far from being an exception, economic violence strongly exemplifies 
a pattern that recurs across all types of violence and perpetrators. 

Consistency of pattern does not imply statistical solidity: in our estimates minority 
affiliation is associated with a large and statistically significant rise in exposure 
only with regard to psychological violence by the current partner and sexual ha-
rassment by all perpetrators (Tables E2-E7). In the specific instance of economic 
violence that we examined earlier, the estimated probability of abuse rises from 
5.5% for an ‘average’ woman not affiliated with any minority to 11.6% in the case 
of affiliation.

Figure 19. Estimated probabilities of violence by frequency class, type of vio-
lence and women’s affiliation with an ethnic or religious minority
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Notes: For psychological violence, frequency categories are ‘sometimes’, ‘often’ and ‘all the time’. Frequency of psychological vio-
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Violence in childhood. The importance of physical or sexual abuse during childhood 
in relation to violence in adulthood can hardly be overemphasised. In this respect, 
too, the FRA report confirms what has been reiterated in the literature time and 
again (FRA 2014a, Abramovaite et al. 2015). 

So do our findings: women (with otherwise average characteristics) are nearly two 
to four times as likely to have experienced violence in the past 12 months if 
they were exposed to physical or sexual violence at least twice during child-
hood (Figure 20). For example, the likelihood of physical violence from the current 
partner goes up from 1.9% to 6.4% if the respondent was abused as a child, while 
that of sexual harassment (by all perpetrators) increases from 17.4% to 31.5%! The 
surge in probabilities is highly significant over types of violence (from partners or 
non partners) and over frequency class: abuse in childhood is the best predictor 
of abuse in adulthood.

Figure 20 Estimated probabilities of violence by frequency class, type of vio-
lence and women’s experience of violence in childhood
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Notes: For psychological violence, frequency categories are ‘sometimes’, ‘often’ and ‘all the time’. Frequency of psychological violence 
refers to women in households with children. Frequency of sexual violence, physical violence and sexual harassment refer to occurren-
ces in the past 12 months. Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.

Alcohol abuse. According to the literature on VAW, another good predictor of part-
ner violence is whether or not he gets drunk regularly (WHO 2016).28 We define 
‘regularly’ as at least once every two months and find that regular drunkenness on 
his part is associated with a fourfold increase in his partner’s exposure to sexual 
and physical violence, and with a one and a half times increase for psychological 
violence (Figure 21), all statistically robust. 

28   Harmful use of alcohol is listed by the World Health Organization among major risk fac-
tors for IPV, especially sexual violence (WHO 2016).
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Figure 21 Estimated probabilities of violence by frequency class, type of vio-
lence and partner’s drinking habits 
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Notes: For psychological violence, frequency categories are ‘sometimes’, ‘often’ and ‘all the time’. Frequency of psychological vio-
lence refers to women in households with children. Frequency of sexual violence, physical violence and sexual harassment refer to 
occurrences in the past 12 months. Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.

5.8  Leaving a violent relationship 

To conclude our investigation of the FRA data set, we reverse perspectives and ask 
the following question(s): (i) do economic conditions of women in violent relations – 
financial independence in particular – influence the chances of leaving the relation? 
and (ii) what other factors are involved? In our definition a woman had a violent 
relationship if sexual or physical abuse occurred at least once in any of the 
partnerships the woman entered since she was 15 years old (Box 5 discusses 
our choice) and she left a violent relationship if her current partnership is not violent. 
Separation rate is the share of women who left a violent relationship, having 
been in at least one during their adult life. 

Table 14 breaks down the average separation rate by the variables in the explana-
tory set used for estimation. By comparing separation rates for different variables 
we can gauge their possible influence. Rates are noticeable lower for non working 
women and low educated women, but also for women in households living well on 
present income as well as for female members of religious or ethnic minorities. 
Lower rates suggest that each of these factors makes separation more difficult or is 
associated with other factors making separation more difficult. Conversely, being a 
student and being aware that specialized services for victims of violence are avail-
able noticeably improves rates.
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Table 14 Separation rates from a violent relationship by ‘explanatory’ variables

Violent relationships since age 15 years

 
 

 
Did not 
leave  Left 

All women with ex-
perience of a violent 

relationship

Without experience of a 
violent relationship

All women in survey      

 freq. 1914 6285 8200 31419

 % 23 77 100  

   

age 18-24 years    

  % 14.6 85.5 100  

age 25-29 years    

  % 16.4 83.6 100  

age 30-34 years    

  % 19.0 81.0 100  

age 35-39 years    

  % 23.7 76.3 100  

age 40-49 years    

  % 26.5 73.5 100  

age 50-59 years    

  % 25.5 74.5 100  

age 60-74 years    

  % 26.4 73.6 100  

Primary and lower secondary education    

  % 27.1 72.9 100  

Upper and post-secondary education    

  % 20.5 79.5 100  

Tertiary education       

  % 21.9 78.1 100  

Belonging to ethnic or religious minority    

  % 27.2 72.8 100  

Aware of at least 
one service for VAW          

  % 21.4 78.6 100  

Working          

  % 21.2 78.8 100  

Short-term unemployed      

  % 23.9 76.1 100  

Student         

  % 16.4 83.6 100  

Not working        

  % 27.5 72.5 100  

Living comfortably on present income    

  % 25.6 74.4 100  

Coping on present income      

  % 22.9 77.1 100  

Finding it difficult or very difficult on present income  

 % 22.5 77.5 100  
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Several of these findings on separation rates resonate with the literature we re-
viewed in Part 1 (end of section 2.2.2), for example the finding that rates are lower 
if the woman does not work and has poor education, but also if she belongs to 
a well-off household. However, separation rates computed from raw data can be 
confounding. For example, students may find it less difficult to leave not because of 
student status but because they tend to have much fewer children and the latter 
deter women from quitting relations, even violent ones. As before, we need to resort 
to econometric estimation in order to know whether it is student status, absence of 
children, or both that make a difference. 

In the previous sections we estimated probabilities of experiencing a given type of 
violence in relation to the explanatory variables. In this section, we estimate prob-
abilities of leaving a violent relationship in connection with explanatory variables. A 
different econometric procedure is appropriate here, the so called probit model with 
correction for sample selection (Box 5). The results of the estimation can, however, 
be illustrated in much the same way as we have up to now. 

Box 5. Estimation issues: definitions, samples and variables

One preliminary issue to address is how a ‘violent relation’ should be understood and 
therefore measured. The literature offers mixed suggestions: some contributions only 
classify as violent those partnerships that are marred by severe forms of violence. 
Others use looser criteria, and we are closer to the latter. According to our definition, 
a relation is violent if sexual or physical abuse occurred at least once in any of the 
partnerships the woman entered since she was 15 years old. However, in order to 
allow sufficient time for the woman to get organised and leave a violent partner, we 
disregarded instances of relations where the abuse first occurred in the six months 
preceding the interview. 

The size of the sample we eventually used therefore consists of the entire FRA sample 
of women who have been partnered at least once, barring those who were abused 
sexually or physically in the six months preceding the interview (Table 15). Out of the 
39,618 women in the sample, 8200 experienced a violent relationship since 15 years 
of age (just above 20%). More than two thirds (77%) left the relationship.29 However 
violent relations tend to break up more frequently than non violent partnerships, and 
the more intensely violent the relation is, the higher the separation rate (i.e. the per-
centage of women who leave out of the total number of women in violent relation-
ships). For example, if we had chosen to classify relations where physical or sexual 
abuse occurred more than once as ‘violent’, the separation rate would have gone up 
to 79% for violent relations with at least two episodes, and to 83% for those with at 
least six episodes of physical or sexual abuse.

Our explanatory variables for this estimation coincide with the ones we used for previ-
ous estimates, except for partner characteristics. They include indicators of economic 
condition of the woman as well as her age. In line with the literature, we assumed that 
(her) economic condition influenced probability and frequency of experiencing violence 
but also the probability of leaving a violent relation. In contrast, we did not use infor-
mation on the characteristics of the partner (including comparative earnings) for the 
simple reason that the likelihood of separating was estimated for any violent partner-

29   Seventy-seven percent separation rates may sound high in comparison with figures around 50% 
in the earlier American literature (see the commentary for Zlotnic, 2006, in section 2.2.2, Part 1). How-
ever, Bowlus and Seitz (2006) report a much higher rate (73%: 1120f) and clarify that much depends 
on the characteristics of the sample.
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ship that the woman entered since she was 15 years old, and the survey provides no 
information about former partners. Nor does it provide information about the char-
acteristics of the woman at the time of separation; in this case, however, we simply 
assumed continuity of characteristics, i.e. that current characteristics are a good proxy 
for past characteristics. This is a very strong assumption and demands equally strong 
caution in interpreting the results. In particular, age effects might be interpreted as 
‘cohort effects’, having children may be interpreted as ‘propensity to have children’ and 
so on. In some cases, however, interpretation is problematic as we point out in the text.

 As noted, probabilities of leaving a violent relationship were estimated using the 
sample of women who found themselves in a violent relationship at some time in their 
life. The problem is that this group of women is not drawn randomly from the relevant 
population, indeed it may be a ‘special’ group of women. Hence a simple probit regres-
sion may yield biased estimates. To avoid this possibility, the Heckman correction pro-
cedure can be used: a ‘selection variable’ is identified, in our case ‘living in a big city’. 
See, for example, Christopher Baum (2006), ‘An Introduction to modern econometrics 
using Stata’, Stata Press: chapter 10 for an easy to read illustration of this model and 
its estimation. 

The set of explanatory variables is also the same as previously, on the understand-
ing that what influences the probability to leave a violent relationship inevitably 
influences the probability that violence occurs. In this case, however, the character-
istics of the partner are omitted because they are not known for previous partners. 
We also only know the characteristics of the woman at the time of the interview, 
not at the time she left the violent relationship. This demands special prudence in 
interpreting the results (Box 5). 

Below are the main findings in point form. The estimated probability of leaving a 
violent relation is significantly higher for a woman who: 

•	 currently belongs to a household in critical economic conditions or just 
coping on present income (+11 pp. with respect to household living com-
fortably)

•	 is aware that specialized services are available for victims of violence 
(+9 pp. with respect to being unaware)

•	 attained a medium level of education (+4 pp. with respect to being low 
educated).

 Conversely, probability of leaving is significantly lower for a woman who:

•	 currently lives in a household with children (+11 pp. compared to having 
no child)

•	 experienced physical violence at least twice in childhood (+8 pp. with 
respect to not having been abused)

•	 has not worked in the past twelve months (+5 pp. with respect to having 
a job).

Figure 22 charts the corresponding probabilities. What we cannot find in the fig-
ures and need to ask is whether the numbers are backed by a consistent story 
and whether this story supports the expectation that financial independence helps 
women separate from violent partners.
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Figure 22 Estimated conditional probabilities of leaving a violent relationship 
by selected characteristics of respondent
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We believe that the answer is a very qualified yes. First, the reasons for being 
positive, then the need for qualification. Let us restate the result about labour force 
status: the estimated probability of leaving a violent relation is 78.8% for a woman 
who is currently in employment (Figure 22). All other things being equal, a woman 
who does not work has a probability of 73.6%. If moreover, the woman is aware 
that shelters or other services are available, this further increases her chances of 
quitting by several percentage points. It is tempting to conclude that a combination 
of employment and services is an important aid for female victims of IPV who wish 
to separate from abusive partners. 

However, this must be reconciled with the apparently opposite finding that the prob-
ability of leaving is higher for women from households in critical conditions and 
lower in well-off households. One way to resolve the apparent contradiction is to 
recall from the literature on VAW that women who leave a violent relation often end 
up in poverty. Since we are estimating the probabilities that women left relation-
ships at any point of their adult life, at least some of the women in our sample may 
have fallen into poverty after separation. If so, our estimates would reflect a power-
ful two way causation process between experience of violence and poverty. 

But if we need to resort to two-way causation in order to make sense of our results, 
we are no longer able to infer with some degree of confidence that having a job, 
for example, helps a woman leave: she may, in fact, have taken a job after she left 
and because she left. In other words we are faced with a catch 22 dilemma of being 
able to make sense of our results only if we admit that they are rather preliminary 
and that they could change radically if we were able to properly allow for two-way 
causation.30

While we cannot resolve this methodological weakness, it is reassuring to note that 
in a different respect, our findings resonate with what other studies report (Gelles 
1976): when the woman has been abused in childhood, her likelihood of leav-
ing is significantly curbed. This reinforces evidence in support of the claim that 
addressing violence in childhood should feature among the policy priorities for con-
taining VAW. 

30   Unfortunately, this option is unfeasible with FRA data. The main reason is that estimating inher-
ently dynamic events (like entering a partnership, leaving it, entering a second one and so on), where 
two-way causation takes place over time, requires suitable data. In particular, retrospective informa-
tion is needed on the characteristics of both partners over time and on the timing of the relevant tran-
sitions. No such information is available in the FRA survey and no degree of econometric sophistication 
can counter this kind of knowledge gap. We therefore chose to stick to a relatively simple methodology. 
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6.	Violence against women 
in times of crisis

To conclude the empirical investigation, we now turn our attention from economic 
conditions at individual and household level (the micro level) to macroeconomic 
conditions, specifically conditions in a downturn. The FRA survey was conducted in 
the middle of the so called Great Recession, but it is a cross section, a one-shot 
picture across European Member States. Any possible effect of the crisis cannot 
therefore be singled out from the survey because we lack terms of comparison and 
must rely on other sources. In this short chapter, these sources are the literature 
and newly released judiciary data by Eurostat. The objective is minimal, however, a 
short incursion into these sources is warranted, more to motivate further enquiry 
than to offer a comprehensive review of either source.

6.1  Evidence from the literature

In the previous sections we learnt that, depending on type of abuse, occurrence is 
related to economic shocks, sudden unemployment in particular, marginal labour 
status, difficult household economic conditions, and (awareness of) availability of 
specialised services, all of which may worsen in a recession. However, a recession 
may acquire relevance for violence not only indirectly because the micro-level pro-
cesses that lead to abuse happen to become more frequent, but also because a 
downturn fuels some of these processes independently. This is the idea of econo-
mists of the Beckerian tradition who maintain that recessions lower the opportunity 
costs of crime, hence of perpetrating violence, because unemployed or poor people, 
for example, have less to lose if they get caught after perpetrating violence.31 

The empirical literature is still rather scant, especially in Europe, and it focuses 
primarily on the effect of the crisis via male unemployment or via cuts in ser-
vices. Sanz-Barbero et al. (2015) estimated multinomial regressions using data 
from the 2011 Spanish macrosurvey of gender-based violence. They concluded 
that women’s risk of IPV may have increased recently in Spain as a result of rising 
unemployment at regional level as well as income inequalities. 

European comparative research on this point includes a regional report published in 
2014 by the Euromediterranean Human Rights Network and a comparative study 
conducted by the United Nations Interregional Crime and Research Institute  (UNICRI 
2014). The latter covers four Member States (Italy, France, Spain and Greece) and 
is worthy of closer attention. The French experts contributing to this report under-
lined the role played by unemployment in domestic violence: “If no social group 
is exempt from domestic violence, underemployment and poverty are shown by 

31   See Cramer (2011) for a discussion. 
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several surveys to be driving forces... Spouse’s unemployment is also a risk factor 
for exposure to violence: when the two partners are in employment, 2% of women 
report having experienced domestic violence, compared to 4.6% for unemployed 
women whose partner is also unemployed... Thus among the 400 000 women re-
porting having experienced physical violence from their partners, the victimization 
rate is four times higher among women in households where the average income 
per consumption unit is the lowest” (UNICRI 2014: 52). The Greek experts came to 
a similar conclusion: “Economic difficulties, changing gender roles in the household, 
and frustrated men who are unable live up to the traditional breadwinner ideal, all 
lead to increased household tensions, and in turn to greater incidence of domes-
tic violence”. Moreover, “as women are more likely to suffer from poverty, some 
groups of women—particularly poor immigrant women—are also more vulnerable 
to other forms of gender-based violence, such as trafficking” and “the fact the state 
funds and social services are being reduced or entirely cut, helps neither the circum-
stances under which gender violence may arise, nor victims who are seeking social 
and financial support” (UNICRI 2014: 106, 108). Italian experts stressed the same 
factors: “Italy’s prolonged recession is likely to aggravate the problem of domestic 
violence by making it more difficult for women to find the money they need to leave 
an abusive situation” and “for potentially abusive men, the loss of a job can remove 
“social anchors that restrain violent behaviour” (UNICRI 2014: 167). 

Concerning budget cuts, specialized research about the repercussions on VAW ser-
vices was conducted in the USA as soon as the crisis began. An example is offered 
by the Center for Domestic Peace in California, USA, which reports an increase in re-
quests for assistance during the last recession. Nationally, 80% of domestic abuse 
shelters noted an increase in women seeking respite from abuse and 73% of the 
shelters attribute this rise to financial issues (Center For Domestic Peace 2011). 
Renzetti begins her article on economic stress and domestic violence by observing 
the link between the recession that started in December 2007, the unemployment 
rate and the elevated number of incoming calls to domestic violence agencies (Ren-
zetti 2009: 1). An online survey commissioned by Mary Kay in 2011 on 672 domes-
tic violence shelters in the US investigated the influence of economic developments 
on shelters since 2008. Eighty percent of shelters recorded an increase in women 
seeking assistance. More than half the shelters reported that abuse was more vio-
lent than before the economic crisis started (September 2008).

 A number of academic studies in Ireland also focused on violence in times of crisis (Har-
ney 2011). The Luxembourg Institute of Health (Luxembourg Institute of Health 2015) 
touched upon the effect of the crisis in its 2015 study on domestic violence. Polish au-
thorities also investigated the issue, focusing on the relation between the reduction in 
employment, more frequent conflicts in households and domestic violence (Bieleseszk 
2010). Svarna (2014) links the economic recession which started in Greece in 2009 to 
the increasing number of women using help lines and shelter services. An increase in 
police intervention in cases of domestic violence has also been recorded.

For Spain, the UNICRI report claims that financial cuts aimed at fiscal consolidation 
had a severe impact on the annual budget for gender based violence, which had been 
reduced every year since 2010: in 2014, it amounted to €21.85 million (0.005% of 
Spain’s national budget), 1.5% less than in 2013, and 33.8% lower than in the bud-
get of 2010. Briones-Vozmediano et al. (2014) add qualitative evidence on services 
for migrant women victims of violence. Based on 43 interviews administered to key 
informants, they concluded that “these policy changes prompted by the crisis hinder 
effective coverage of services for women victims of IPV in general, and more specifi-
cally, for immigrant women in this situation” (Briones-Vozmediano et. al. 2014:8).
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6.2  Evidence from Eurostat

Eurostat released data on prisoners and offenders in the criminal justice system in 
EU-28 Member States over the period 2008-2014. The data provides prevalence 
rates and absolute numbers for three major offences, intentional homicide includ-
ing by own partner, rape and sexual assault. Prevalence is computed per 100,000 
of population of the same sex group.32 

Since comparison of levels across countries may be distorted by differences in na-
tional recording systems, we followed Eurostat’s advice to focus on comparisons 
across time within each country and found that change over the years of the crisis 
(2008-2014) varied across category of offence and country. By way of illustra-
tion, we only report two charts: intentional homicides and sexual violence. Both 
compare prevalence rates (per 100,000 of female population) at the beginning and 
end of the chosen period.  

Intentional homicide. In the vast majority of the twenty-three countries for which 
records are available, fewer female victims of intentional homicides were reported 
in 2013-14 than at the beginning of the crisis (in proportion to the female popu-
lation). Also, in countries where the converse occurred (Austria, Greece, Hungary, 
Ireland, Northern Ireland, Norway and Serbia), the reported increase was generally 
modest, except in Austria and Norway.

Figure 23 Female victims of intentional homicide per 100,000 of female popu-
lation:  average rates in 2008-2009 and 2013-2014
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Source: Eurostat, database on Crime and criminal justice, accessed on 27 January 2017.  

32   Eurostat collects data on police-recorded offences. In this section we examine female 
victims of rape, sexual violence and intentional homicide for European countries with re-
cords over the period 2008-2014. Sexual assault refers to unwanted sexual acts, attempts 
to obtain a sexual act, or contact or communication with unwanted sexual attention not 
amounting to rape.  Rape is defined as sexual intercourse without valid consent. Sexual vio-
lence covers both rape and sexual assault.  (http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/
index.php/Crime_and_criminal_justice_statistics).     

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/Crime_and_criminal_justice_statistics
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/Crime_and_criminal_justice_statistics


78

PART 2: Empirical investigation of the FRA Survey

Sexual Violence. The picture for victims of rape is less reassuring. Victims are 
disproportionately women in all the Member States that collect judicial statistics 
on rape, and the gender gap is striking with, for example 17 victims for every male 
victim in Ireland, and up to 19 female victims in Norway.  In this case, too, countries 
recording a higher prevalence at the end of the crisis period were a minority: 
Austria, Czech Republic, Croatia, England and Wales, Ireland, Luxemburg, Northern 
Ireland (UK) and Norway. However, the minority is larger than for intentional homi-
cides, and increases at the end of the crisis period tend to be larger.

Finally, countries recording a higher prevalence at the end of the crisis period 
were a majority in the case of sexual assault.   Women are far more likely than 
men to be victims of sexual assault, again with a striking gender gap in most coun-
tries and regions keeping records. England and Wales, for example, reported more 
than six female victims for every male victim in 2014.  Austria, the Czech Republic, 
Denmark, England and Wales, Ireland, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, Northern Ire-
land (UK), Norway and Spain all recorded more female victims of sexual assault in 
2013-2014 than at the onset of the crisis (in proportion to the female population), 
and the increase was very large in at least three cases (England and Wales, Ireland 
and Luxembourg).   

Figure 24 Female victims of rape and sexual assault per 100,000 of female 
population:  average rates in 2008-2009 and 2013-2014 
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B.	 Sexual assault 
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Overall, judicial data from Eurostat is not inconsistent with expectations 
that the crisis may have heightened violence against women, but differ-
ences in trends across countries and type of violence are the dominant 
note. Caution is especially warranted in gauging these trends because we do 
not know exactly what lies behind the judicial figures. Gender experts from 
the ENEGE network were specifically asked to uncover possible connections 
between patterns and trends emerging from judicial data on one hand, and 
changes in economic conditions for women and men ensuing from the crisis 
on the other. Their comments highlighted difficulties rather than offering new 
insights. In their view, the difficulty of tracing (statistically relevant) links is 
partly due to the fact that the topic investigated is relatively new. Under-
reporting is frequently mentioned as an additional difficulty, since it is well 
known that judicial figures on violence against women underestimate actual 
prevalence. Last but perhaps not least, any confounding effect of under-re-
porting may be further compounded by differences in judicial data collection 
over time and across countries.

To sum up this selective and very brief overview of available evidence for Europe, 
the European picture reveals mixed trends over the crisis, with judicial records 
on rape and sexual assault indicating a surge in violence in at least a large 
minority of European countries, while records on intentional homicides  point in 
the opposite direction. Country-level evidence from existing literature on the reper-
cussions of rising unemployment and cuts in specialized services offers somewhat 
clearer evidence that the crisis might have worsened exposure for women, although 
even this evidence is not conclusive. 
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7.	Concluding summary

7.1  Questions and answers

In the first part of this report we reviewed theoretical and empirical literature on 
violence against women from the perspective of women’s economic independence. 
As in the rest of the report, we focused attention on the influence that independence 
may exercise on VAW, not the other way round. Either direction of causation is rel-
evant for policy, but research has often prioritized the other way round, e.g. investi-
gation of the economic costs of violence for the woman or for society. 

The review was not aimed at compiling an exhaustive or even representative ‘state-
of-research’ report for Europe, although we made a special effort to identify litera-
ture from European countries (alongside other industrialized countries, primarily 
Canada and the USA). Rather, the main objective of the review was to (i) identify 
questions on economic independence and violence that are still debated in the lit-
erature and potentially relevant for policies, (ii) select theoretical perspectives to 
guide investigation on these issues.

This proved less straightforward than it sounds. Studies on VAW form a vast, mag-
matic field with contributions spanning the entire domain of social sciences – from 
criminology, psychology and epidemiology to anthropology, sociology, social policy, 
statistics and economics. Each discipline has brought to the literature its own lan-
guage, priorities, methods of enquiry and scientific standards, which has enriched 
the debated. 

However, the downside of interdisciplinarity has also emerged from our review, es-
pecially with regard to empirical investigation. Fragmentation is a problem. There 
is no shared notion of ‘economic independence’ for women in the literature, nor of 
economic empowerment. Hence different contributions select this or that indicator, 
following disciplinary ‘must’, data convenience or researcher’s inclination. Likewise 
for violence: theoretical perspectives tend not to distinguish between types of vio-
lence, while empirical investigations do or must, because their data is selective; so, 
results that may apply to a given type of violence tend to be generalized across the 
spectrum. Lack of shared standards is an additional problem. In measuring violence, 
for example, frequency of occurrence may make a difference, but some contribu-
tions account for it, others do not. Methodologies differ, sometimes radically, with 
answers to similar questions being drawn from simple prevalence statistics in some 
cases and sophisticated econometric procedures in other cases. 

All this and yet other examples of fragmentation and lack of share standards mean 
that it is often difficult to compare results and reconstruct an overall picture. Unsur-
prisingly, inconsistency of results is often lamented in the literature, although we 
chose not to emphasize this aspect in our review as we concentrated on detecting 
key empirical issues and regularities. However, we did highlight some instances 
of inconsistent results. The role of male unemployment is a case in point: in the 
non economic literature male unemployment has been often, albeit not systemati-
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cally, associated with higher prevalence on violence; in the economic literature this 
has been confounded by a recent, authoritative contribution, both empirically and 
theoretically (section 2.3). The question is how far such inconsistencies are real – 
which would signal a weak, erratic relation between certain aspects of economic 
independence and violence – and how much they are due, instead, to lack of shared 
standards and fragmentation. 

Arguably, the investigation that was carried out in the second part of the report 
avoids these pitfalls, at least in part. It is the first EU-wide attempt to address the 
possible influence of economic independence and VAW. It exploits the individual re-
cords from FRA survey, the largest dedicated survey on VAW available for Europe. It 
covers all types of violence against women except violence ending in murder, stalk-
ing and violence against children. Moreover, the same or comparable methodology 
is adopted to investigate the different types of violence. All this helps avoiding frag-
mentation of analysis, not only because of extensive coverage, but also because 
interdependency among types of violence becomes visible when analysis is carried 
out along nearly the entire spectrum. Lack of homogeneity in research criteria and 
research standards should also be contained when comparable methodologies are 
applied. 

To summarize the findings from the investigation we go back to the questions that 
inspired analysis (section 3.2) and organise the discussion in a question-answer 
format. 

Question. What is the relationship, if any, between her financial (in)dependence and 
her exposure to any form of violence?; and does this relation differ for groups that 
are more at risk such as young women or migrants? 

Answer. This is ‘the’ core question for this report, actually a composite question 
warranting a multi-faceted answer. The bottom-line reply to the first part of the 
question is that financial independence directly influences probability of abuse 
via labour force status and earnings, but such influence is generally contained 
and, more importantly, has different signs and strength depending on the type 
violence. The strongest influence that her financial independence exercises goes 
via household economic conditions. Insofar as the woman gains financial inde-
pendence by taking up a job and her earnings significantly help avoid or lessen 
household poverty, independence fences off the accentuated surge of violence that 
we consistently found associated with households in critical economic conditions. 

Specifically, we found that having a job as opposed to being homemaker in re-
tirement or long term unemployment does not significantly protect women from 
physical or sexual abuse from partners, nor does it expose them. We also found 
that childless women, not other women, are less at risk of psychological abuse if 
they work. In contrast, having a job heightens the risk of sexual harassment 
from non partners. The order of magnitude involved is large for psychological 
abuse of working, childless women, and more contained for sexual harassment. For 
example, having a job is associated with a 4 pp. points increase in the probability 
of being harassed (by partners and non partners) compared to not working (about 
20% more). Here is an example of the importance of introducing a distinction be-
tween ‘private spaces’ and ‘public spaces’ which is well known to anthropologists: 
as women acquire more independence and agency they may gain protection within 
private spaces while losing it within public spaces. Or the converse may happen, 



82

PART 2: Empirical investigation of the FRA Survey

depending on type of violence and dimension of independence33. 

Two additional important dimensions interacting with economic independence in 
our findings are affiliation to religious or ethnic minorities and age. Our results 
for minority women reveal a consistent rise in the probability of being abused by 
partners, but the rise is statistically relevant only for psychological abuse. Economic 
abuse drives the rise in psychological violence in this case, i.e. the attempt to 
limit access to financial resources, especially employment, or to limit participation 
in the management of financial resources: from going shopping to taking financial 
decisions. The order of magnitude we estimated is very large: exposure to economic 
violence practically doubles for a woman affiliated to religious or ethnic minorities. 
Affiliation to ethnic minority also intensifies the risk of sexual harassment (by 
all perpetrators). 

Age is important but, again, selectively. For young women (18-29) we consistently 
estimated higher prevalence across types of abuse in comparison with older wom-
en, independently of economic conditions (labour force status, earnings and house-
hold economic status). However, differences are noteworthy and robust (statistically 
significant) only for physical abuse and for sexual harassment (by all perpetrators). 

Perhaps the strongest evidence from our findings for economic conditions is that 
financial independence affects VAW indirectly via households conditions in general, 
and poverty in particular, confirming what emerges from a large body of literature. 
Compared to households where the respondent’s perception is to live comfort-
ably on present income, those in dire economic conditions witness a surge in 
the probability of the woman experiencing physical violence, psychological vio-
lence, and sexual harassment (at least once). Households perceived to just ‘cope’ 
on present income stand in the middle and generally witness an intermediate rise in 
the said probability, with some exceptions. The order or magnitude involved is me-
dium to large. For example the estimated probability of experiencing sexual harass-
ment is one and a quarter times higher for women in households finding it difficult 
to cope in comparison to well-off households (from 25.2 to 19.3 pp.); also physical 
violence is one and a half times more likely to occur at least once in the former type 
of households compared to the latter (9 against 6.3 pp.). The pattern is the same 
for sexual abuse, although statistical significance is weak. 

 A few results we obtained are difficult to account for or reconcile with other find-
ings. An example is the role of economic independence among students: we found 
that students and trainees are significantly less exposed to sexual violence than 
working women. Should we understand that what is at stake here is not financial 
independence as such but some ‘exposure factor’ such as living less frequently 
with partners, or cohort factors such as a more equalitarian sexual culture among 
younger cohorts34? More focused research is clearly needed to adequately address 
such queries.

33   Criminologists’ idea that time of exposure matters may seem to provide a clearer explanation: 
women are less exposed to IPV when they work because they spend less time at home and are more 
exposed to sexual harassment because they spend more time at work. However, the idea that IPV 
decreases because of less time spent at home has been challenged by Aizer (2010) who finds that 
IPV takes place during non working hours. It is also challenged by our findings that working does not 
significantly associate with lower physical or sexual violence. 

34   Age is controlled for in these estimations, but age effects need not coincide with cohort effects, 
and we did not identify which cohorts may best capture cultural change. 
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Question. Can a link be traced between economic conditions of the perpetrator, in 
particular with regard to unemployment and poverty, and the likelihood of abuse 
against women, including sexual harassment? 

Answer. Contrary to expectations, in our results labour status of the male part-
ner is not consistently a significant discriminant for abusive behaviour on his 
part. Education has a stronger role. While education is not merely an indicator of 
economic conditions, in the case of men it tends to closely correlate with his earn-
ings35. 

Our evidence specifically indicates that it is especially important to distinguish 
between types of violence in this instance. We found a small difference in the 
probability that sexual and physical abuse occurs when the male partner is in em-
ployment as opposed to being out of the labour force. The difference is larger in 
case of unemployment, but none of these differences are robust enough to warrant 
further thought. In contrast, being out of as opposed to being in the labour force 
significantly associates with higher likelihood of abusive psychological behaviour, 
although the increase is rather small. 

The pattern that emerges from our estimates about partner’s characteristics is 
neater and stronger for education, as we found that the likelihood for a low edu-
cated partner to be more abusive nearly doubles in comparison to a better edu-
cated male partner when it comes to physical or sexual behaviour. In contrast, 
the difference is statistically negligible when it comes to psychological violence. 

If we combine the evidence about (not) having a job with that on education, and 
if we take education to proxy level of earnings, our findings turn out to be much 
more nuanced, but nevertheless broadly consistent with the literature supporting 
resource theory. Nuanced because unemployment is not the only things that mat-
ters and because it is crucial to distinguish between psychological abuse and physi-
cal or sexual abuse. Consistent because the direction of causation is the same, even 
if statistical significance is not always there, i.e. unemployment and low/education 
go hand in hand with higher abuse.

The final piece of evidence on partner’s conditions concerns poverty. As noted, infor-
mation about poverty is recorded for the household of the female respondent in the 
FRA survey. When the two partners live together, if she is poor, the partner is poor. 
Hence what we found for poverty of her household (previous answer) holds for the 
partner. 

Question. Are sudden changes in economic conditions, including labour force status, 
of the perpetrator or the victim more conducive to violence, e.g. the perpetrator or 
the victim losing his/her job?

Answer. We gathered qualified support for the hypothesis that having experi-
enced some economic shock over the 12 months preceding the interview in-
creases the risk of intimate partner violence. Our evidence concerns the female 
respondent, i.e. the potential ‘victim’ rather than the perpetrator since we do not 
know the length of the unemployment spell for her partner36 It concerns, in particu-

35   For example, it is standard practice among economists to use the former as a ‘proxy’ of the latter.

36   As mentioned earlier, the FRA survey records unemployment status for the partner without enquir-
ing if and when unemployment was caused by loss of job. In contrast it asks the respondent whether 
she lost her job in the last 12 months. Being unemployed is clearly different from having recently lost 
one’s job, e.g. a student is unemployed when s/he first enters the labour market; a returnee is unem-
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lar, those women we categorise as ‘short-term unemployed’: they are likely to have 
recently experienced a sudden deterioration of economic conditions, either because 
they lost their job less than 12 months from the time of the interview, or because 
household income has fallen enough for them to seek and accept occasional em-
ployment. 

The order of magnitude of the increase in IPV that these women experience com-
pared with working women varies but it never attains full statistical significance. For 
example the estimated probability of physical violence is 4.5% compared with 3% 
for women with a job; and the corresponding figures for economic violence are 6.1% 
compared with 4.8%. Lack of statistical significance could be enough to dismiss 
all these differences. The reason why we prefer to view them as bringing qualified 
support to the hypothesis under examination is twofold. First, there is strong consis-
tency of pattern, since the risk of violence for women who lost their job rises sys-
tematically across types of intimate partner abuse with respect to women who have 
a job. The second reason is that poor significance is often exaggerated by small 
numbers, and the number of women likely to have experienced an economic shock 
(the ‘short-term unemployed) is small compared to those in or out of employment. 

Question. How do relative economic conditions of the partners affect the likelihood 
of intimate partner violence?

Answer. Using the FRA data we constructed two different indicators of relative 
economic conditions, respectively comparative level of earnings and comparative 
level of education (respondent earns/ is better educated, partners are on a par, 
respondent earns more/is better educated). Exploiting both indicators we obtained 
results that are broadly consistent. Depending on type of violence and indicator 
we found some evidence of higher risk of violence both when she outperforms 
and underperforms the partner (a U shaped relationship); but evidence is slightly 
stronger for women who are outperformers, tilting support towards relative and 
gendered resource theory. 

In detail, physical abuse turned out to be weakly sensitive to comparative earn-
ings or comparative education. In contrast, when her earnings rose in comparison 
with the partner’s, sexual abuse was found to increase in parallel until doubling 
for those who out-earn their partners (in comparison to those who under-earn 
him). Risks of psychological abuse also appear to rise in a linear fashion when her 
education increases vis a vis that of the partner. However, when comparative earn-
ings are used, the finding for women is that earning less than partner is definitely 
more ‘risky’ than earning more. 

 In all these cases, women in non traditional partnerships, where the male bread-
winner role is questioned, face greater abuse than women in equalitarian or tradi-
tional couples. But only in the case of sexual abuse did we find a large order mag-
nitude: double the risk of abuse for women earning more than partner (compared 
to women earning less).

ployed when s/he returns to the labour market. 
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Question. To what extent does financial independence increase the likelihood that a 
woman leaves an abusive relationship?

Answer. Our estimates indicate that women (currently) in paid employment have 
a high rate of separation from violent relations over their adult life (estimated at 
78.8%), the difference with women who do not work being non negligible (5.5 
pp) and statistically significant. Taken in isolation, this result is plausible, in line 
with the findings of some empirical studies, and supportive of the idea that financial 
autonomy contributes to fighting the plight of violence. 

However, these results might hide an issue of reverse causation which cannot be 
ignored and which is well illustrated by another finding we obtained, namely that 
women from poor households have the highest separation rate (estimated at 
81.4%). The seeming contradiction between the two results may be explained away 
by recalling from the literature that women who leave violent relations often end up 
in poverty. In this reasoning, however, the order of causation is reversed: the deci-
sion to leave (sometime in the past) would ‘explain’ poverty in current times, not the 
other way round. This is a strong reminder that our estimates bring out associations 
between variables which cannot be taken as straight, one-way causal links; at least 
not without further investigation.

Apart from employment status and household conditions, the likelihood of separa-
tion also increases by a significant (and statistically robust) amount if the woman is 
aware of specialized services available to victims of abuse (see below). Conversely, 
it decreases if she experienced violence in childhood and has any children. In all 
these cases variations are robust and range between 8 and 11 pp.

Question. To what extent availability of supporting services/provisions for VAW vic-
tims increases the likelihood that the latter leave an abusive relationship indepen-
dently of own financial self-reliance?

Answer. Our estimates indicate that the separation rate for a woman who is 
aware of the availability of supporting services for victims of VAW is 9 pp 
higher than for a woman who is unaware (whose separation rate is 69.1%). The 
difference is large and significant, but, again, we must exercise caution in interpret-
ing our evidence because we do not know when the woman left the relation or when 
she gained awareness. If, for example she had gained awareness after leaving the 
relation, we could hardly draw the implication that services actually assist women 
in separating from violent partners. 

Question. Did the recent crisis have repercussions on the prevalence and type of 
VAW?

Answer. We cannot offer smoking-gun evidence, but there is some evidence in 
this report in support of the assumption that VAW rose during the crisis.

The findings in chapter 5 do suggest that violence is likely to intensify during a 
recession. Her if not his unemployment tends to associate with more abuse in a 
fairly consistent fashion, and so does deterioration of household economic condi-
tion. While association with unemployment is not always robust, that with poverty 
is generally strong and large. Moreover, during the latest crisis earnings losses for 
men were larger than for women in several European countries (Bettio et al. 2013). 
In those household where she out-earned the partner as a result, this may have 
triggered abusive behaviour on his part, if our findings about comparative earnings 
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hold true. However, we could not test those expectations using the FRA survey data-
base: the latter was conducted in the middle of the so-called Great Recession, but it 
is a cross section, a one-shot picture across European Member States. 

National and comparative evidence from existing literature on the repercussions of 
rising unemployment and cuts in specialized services bear out some of the above 
expectations. However, the country coverage and scope of the investigations are 
such that they ought be taken as preliminary rather than conclusive evidence. 

Judicial data recently released by Eurostat on intentional homicide (including by 
partner), rape and sexual assault cover the entire period of the crisis (2008-2014). 
While providing some answers about trends in prevalence of ‘very serious’ violence, 
the data actually return a mixed picture opposing a decrease in the prevalence of 
intentional homicides for the majority of reporting countries to a surge in the preva-
lence of sexual assault and rape for at least a large minority of reporting countries.   
ENEGE national experts were asked to comment on this data and were encouraged 
to look ‘behind’ in search of links with economic condition. In response, most experts 
underscored the limitations of the data – under-reporting, non homogeneity in data 
collection over time and across countries – which further justifies caution.  

7.2  Notes on policy

How does the entire body of results in this report add to existing knowledge, and 
how do they provide evidence that may be relevant to policy? With a massive body 
of literature on violence, especially empirical, claiming that one or more of the re-
sults we obtained is ‘truly’ new would be neither accurate nor plausible. The more 
so because in our investigation we went ‘wide’ rather than ‘deep’ exploring issues 
of economic relevance across the types of violence in order to best exploit the ad-
vantages of the FRA data set (accurate coverage of all types) and avoid the disad-
vantages (limited information on the economic conditions of the partners and their 
households). 

Nevertheless our findings bring novelty in some important respects. Firstly, they 
indicate that what holds for a given type of violence need not hold for a different 
type. Hence some of the ‘inconsistencies’ in the literature may be artefacts due to 
fragmentation of analysis. Secondly, the results show that, using the same (or simi-
lar) methodology for all types of violence, including choice of explanatory variables, 
facilitates comparison of orders of magnitude for the various effects. For example, 
although our focus was economic independence, we could ascertain that having 
suffered violence in childhood is a better predictor of the woman’s risk of violence 
than most economic indicators, and this holds across types of violence.

We must, however, recall the limitations of the estimation exercise conducted for 
this report. Economic independence or economic conditions are not central dimen-
sions in the FRA survey, so the set of information we could rely on is limited. More-
over, given the methodology we used (probit or ordered probit estimation of cross 
sectional data), the ‘effects’ we found and discussed, e.g. the increase in psycho-
logical violence for women who earn more than their partner, should be interpreted 
as measures of association rather than causal influence. Finally, we hardly used 
information about violence over the life course because we lacked retrospective 
information about economic conditions. This further limited our ability to detect 
causal chains. 
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For sound and fine grained evidence, analysis of FRA data must go further. It should 
nevertheless be apparent that such exercises as we have conducted can be infor-
mative for policy even if they are exploratory. 

On a very general level, the results call for unrelenting vigilance since they indicate 
that VAW changes guise rather than simply decreasing or increasing in response to 
women’s progressive integration in the labour market. In particular, sexual harass-
ment at work and other forms of harassment may be spreading due to the long 
recession, persistent unemployment and widespread job insecurity among women.37 
Yet only a minority of member states has taken any action.  

On a more operational level, our findings help to better identify possible targets: 
women belonging to religious or ethnic minorities are targets for economic rather 
than physical or even sexual violence, working women and students are targets for 
sexual harassment, women in poor households are targets for physical and sexual 
abuse by their partners, as well as sexual harassment. They also advocate a multi-
setting policy approach and call for policy innovations. The case of sexual harass-
ment makes it clear that Member States’ attempts to grapple with the problem 
span different policy settings – from the workplace to the educational setting and 
cyberspace - and some of these attempts are bound to be innovative as they cover 
new ground. However, the need for a multi-setting and innovative policy approach 
is shared by other forms of violence, those we know better that have long attracted 
policy attention. Without attempting to be comprehensive or operational, the follow-
ing examples illustrate the relevance of our findings for this type of policy approach.

Labour market policy. One clear finding from our estimations is that employment 
status of the woman matters via poverty reduction. While this is yet another reason 
to advocate measures in support of women’s employment, the labour policy tool 
kit to reduce VAW should also encompass well-targeted provisions. Take the finding 
that an economic shock can trigger violence, such as when she suddenly loses her 
loss and becomes unemployed. One idea could be to resort to unemployment or job 
centres for preventative action, i.e. by asking staff of these centres to ‘play sentry’ 
with regard to their female clients. Similarly, professional associations could be 
asked to help fight the kind of violence (sexual, psychological) that sometimes oc-
curs among non traditional couples when she earns as much or more than her part-
ner. Such associations could, for example, be asked to organise awareness-raising 
initiatives among their members to forewarn them about this risk. 

Educational policy. Another lesson from our findings is that irrespective of work-
ing status or earnings, well educated women are generally better able to fence off 
violence from their partners, while he is more prone to physical or sexual violence 
if his level of education is low. Although we cannot take this evidence to imply that 
all men ought to be given tertiary education, it can be used to support the claim 
that educational leverage can be effective. Equally strong advocacy in favour of 
educational provisions comes from two additional results, namely the importance 
of abuse in childhood and the higher prevalence of economic violence among ethnic 
and religious minorities. In both cases, early targeted educational schemes are likely 
to prove more effective than more years of education. 

Social policy. Two pieces of evidence from our investigation directly impinge on so-
cial policy: the fact that alcohol abuse associates with a fourfold increase in sexual 
and physical violence from the male partner, and evidence that being aware of spe-
cialized services for victims of violence associates with a non negligible increase in 

37   ISTAT (2012: 7-10) for sexual blackmail at work.



88

PART 2: Empirical investigation of the FRA Survey

the woman’s chances of quitting abusive relationships. Although we already warned 
that the latter finding cannot be taken as proof of a causal link, both results offer 
prima facie support for investing in specialized services for victims of violence. How-
ever, the review of the empirical literature that we conducted in the first part of this 
report offered convincing evidence that specialized centres hosting female victims 
of violence may paradoxically engender poverty or make it last longer. This is in fact 
a clear case in which a combination of policies rather than a single policy approach 
is needed for success, e.g. individualised policy packages where the victim is offered 
shelter but also comprehensive care and effective assistance in her job search by 
employment centres. 
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Appendix A: Aggregation 
and weighting of FRA data

In the FRA survey frequencies are recorded in the following categories for physical 
and sexual violence and for sexual harassment: 

•	 never

•	 once 

•	 2-5 times

•	 6 or more times

Psychological violence is recorded in the following categories: 

•	 never

•	 sometimes 

•	 often

•	 all the time

Every type of violence physical, sexual, psychological and sexual harassment fea-
tures a list of ‘items’, with frequencies being separately recorded for each item. 
Since our units of analysis in this report are types of violence, not single items, we 
devised an algorithm to aggregate frequencies across items. 

First, categories were converted into numbers as follows:

Never = 0;

Once = 1;

2-5 times = 3.5;

 6 or more times = 6.

For psychological violence, we used the following conversion: 

Never = 0;

Sometimes = 1;

Often = 3.5;

All the time = 6.

These numerical frequencies were then aggregated, i.e. added, by type of violence. 
The resulting sum was then converted back into the original categories, i.e. never, 
once, etc. 

‘Refused’, ‘Not applicable’ and ‘Don’t know’ answers were also assigned a zero value. 
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This was necessary in order not to lose information. If, for example a respondent’s 
answered ‘do not know’ to only one question-item and if we set ‘do not know’ to 
missing, this would have make it impossible to numerically aggregate frequencies 
across the remaining items. All the respondent’s answers would have been lost as 
a result. 

All the frequencies were weighted using the variable WTEUOVER for conversion of 
sample figures into EU population figures. 
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Appendix B: ‘Explanatory’ 
variables

Table B1 The set of ‘explanatory’ variables. Absolute and percentage frequency 
in the sample of women with current partner* 

      Frequency Percentage

Women’s 
characteristics – 
subsample of women 
with current partner

Age group 18-24 years 2760 9.1

  25-29 years 2690 8.9

  30-34 years 3228 10.6

  35-39 years 3384 11.1

  40-49 years 6918 22.8

  50-59 years 5804 19.1

  60-74 years 5593 18.4

Education primary and lower secondary 10974 36.2

  upper and post-secondary 13004 42.9

  tertiary 6349 20.9

Experience in 
childhood

no physical violence in childhood 22464 73.8

physical violence once in childhood 1750 5.8

physical violence more than once in 
childhood 6208 20.4

no sexual violence in childhood 26871 88.3

sexual violence once in childhood 1932 6.4

sexual violence more than once in 
childhood 1619 5.3

no psychological violence in childhood 27447 90.2

psychological violence once in childhood 795 2.6

psychological violence more than once 
in childhood 2181 7.2

Awareness not aware of any service for VAW 5528 18.2

  aware of at least one service for VAW 24894 81.8

Minority not member of ethnic or religious 
minority 28866 94.9

  member of ethnic or religious minority 1556 5.1

Labour force 
status

 

 

currently working 16642 54.9

short-term unemployed 1724 5.7

student or trainee 1631 5.4

not working 10293 34.0



100

Appendix

Household 
characteristics

Household 
composition

 

no children in household 15514 52.1

1 child in household 6156 20.7

2+ children in household 8133 27.3

Place of resi-
dence living in big city or suburb of big city 21352 70.2

  not living in big city 9070 29.8

Self-reported 
economic 
status

living comfortably on present income 8337 27.8

coping on present income 13969 46.6

finding it difficult or very difficult on 
present income 7644 25.5

Current partner 
characteristics

 

 

Labour force 
status

 

neither working nor retired 8774 28.8

retired, employed or self-employed 21648 71.2

Education primary and lower 11821 39.4

upper and post-secondary 12195 40.7

    tertiary 5956 19.9

  Relative earn-
ings partner earns less than respondent 3461 12.1

    both earn roughly the same amount 5864 20.6

    partner earns more than respondent 19179 67.3

Alcohol abuse partner does not get drunk regularly 25627 85.8

partner gets drunk regularly 4232 14.2

* As previously (see Table 2), country variables are not reported in this table although they are included as cova-
riates in all estimations.



101

Appendix

Table B2 The set of ‘explanatory‘ variables. Absolute and percentage frequency 
in the sample of women with current partner and children*

      Frequency Percentage

Women’s 
characteristics 
- subsample of 
women with current 
partner and children

Age group 18-24 years 532 2.3

  25-29 years 1219 5.2

  30-34 years 2364 10.0

  35-39 years 2878 12.2

  40-49 years 6265 26.5

  50-59 years 5298 22.4

  60-74 years 5122 21.6

Education primary and lower secondary 9305 39.4

  upper and post-secondary 9810 41.5

  tertiary 4529 19.2

Experience in 
childhood

no physical violence in childhood 17168 72.4

physical violence once in childhood 1423 6.0

physical violence more than once in 
childhood

5123 21.6

no sexual violence in childhood 20816 87.8

sexual violence once in childhood 1520 6.4

sexual violence more than once in 
childhood

1378 5.8

no psychological violence in childhood 21403 90.3

psychological violence once in child-
hood

630 2.7

psychological violence more than 
once in childhood

1682 7.1

Awareness not aware of any service for VAW 4309 18.2

  aware of at least one service for VAW 19405 81.8

Minority not member of ethnic or religious 
minority

22353 94.3

  member of ethnic or religious minor-
ity

1361 5.7

Labour force 
status

currently working 12700 53.8

  short-term unemployed 1355 5.7

  student or trainee 173 0.7

  not working 9366 39.7

Household 
characteristics

Household com-
position

 

no children in household 10156 43.4

1 child in household 5617 24.0

2+ children in household 7607 32.5

Place of resi-
dence living in big city or suburb of big city 17058 71.9

  not living in big city 6656 28.1

Self-reported 
economic status

living comfortably on present income 8337 27.8

coping on present income 13969 46.6

finding it difficult or very difficult on 
present income

7644 25.5
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Current partner’s 
characteristics 

 

 

 

 

Labour force 
status

 

neither working nor retired 6953 29.3

retired, employed or self-employed 16761 70.7

Education primary and lower 10141 43.3

  upper and post-secondary 8798 37.6

  tertiary 4482 19.1

Relative earnings partner earns less than respondent 2648 11.6

both earn roughly the same amount 4457 19.6

partner earns more than respondent 15645 68.8

Alcohol abuse partner does not get drunk regularly 20409 87.4

partner gets drunk regularly 2941 12.6

*As previously (see Table 2), country variables are not reported in this table although they are included as covaria-
tes in all estimations. Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.

Table B3 The set of ‘explanatory’ variables. Country of residence. Absolute and 
percentage frequency of women in the sample

Country code Weighted Freq. Weighted % Unweighted Freq.

AT 703 1.67 1505

BE 871 2.07 1537

BG 661 1.57 1507

CY 69 0.17 1505

CZ 903 2.15 1620

DE 6889 16.4 1534

DK 443 1.05 1514

EE 119 0.28 1500

EL 941 2.24 1500

ES 3821 9.1 1520

FI 433 1.03 1520

FR 5145 12.25 1505

HR 375 0.89 1505

HU 874 2.08 1512

IE 355 0.85 1569

IT 5042 12.01 1531

LT 294 0.7 1552

LU 41 0.1 908

LV 203 0.48 1513

MT 34 0.08 1501

NL 1342 3.19 1510

PL 3296 7.85 1513

PT 901 2.14 1515

RO 1857 4.42 1579

SE 739 1.76 1504

SI 172 0.41 1501

SK 471 1.12 1512

UK 5007 11.92 1510

EU 42002 100 42002

Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.
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Appendix C: Additional 
tables on prevalence of 
violence 

Table C1 Frequency of physical violence by respondent labour force status 

A.	 Violence by current partner since age of 15 

Frequency 0 1 2—5 6+ Total

  % % % %

A: Currently working 93.7 2.4 2.7 1.9 16642 100

B: Other labour force sta-
tus 

91.8 2.7 2.8 2.8 13780 100

t-test: A-B *** ** **

C: All 92.8 2.5 2.3 2.3 30422 100

B.	 Violence by non partners since age of 15 

Frequency 0 1 2—5 6+ Total

  % % % % %

A: Currently working 97.3 0.8 0.9 0.9 16642 100

B: Other labour force sta-
tus 

96.4 1.1 1.6 1 13780 100

t-test: A-B **   ***   

C: All 96.9 0.9 1.2 1 30422 100

Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.

Table C2 Frequency of physical violence by earning position compared to part-
ner

Violence by current partner in past 12 months. All partnered women 

Frequency 0 1 2—5 6+ Total

  % % % %

A: Respondent earns less 
than partner 97.1 0.9 1.2 0.7 19179 100

B: Both earn roughly the 
same amount 96.6 1.1 0.9 1.5 5864 100

C: Respondent earns more 
than partner 96.5 0.5 1.5 1.5 3461 100

t-test: A-B *

t-test: B-C **

Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.
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Table C3 Frequency of sexual violence by respondent labour force status

Violence by any perpetrator in past 12 months

Frequency 0 1 2—5 6+ Total

  % % % % N. %

A: Currently working 98.3 0.6 0.7 0.5 20351 100

B: Other labour force status 98.0 0.6 0.7 0.7 21651 100

t-test: A-B

C: All 98.2 0.6 0.7 0.6 42002 100

Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.

Table C4 Frequency of psychological violence by respondent labour force status

Violence by current partner 

Women in households without children

Frequency Never Some-
times Often All the 

time Total

  % % % % N. %

A: Currently working 80.0 8.3 8.9 2.9 3942 100

B: Other labour force 
status 71.6 12.2 10.6 5.6 2766 100

t-test: A-B *** ** ***

C: All 76.5 9.9 9.6 4 6708 100

Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.

Table C5 Frequency of psychological violence by earning position compared to 
partner

Violence by current partner

Women without children 

 Frequency Never
Some-
times

Often
All the 
time

Total

  % % % % N. %

A: Respondent earns less 
than partner 

74.7 11.3 9.8 4.2 3534 100

B: Both earn roughly the 
same amount

81.3 7.6 8.8 2.4 1406 100

C: Respondent earns more 
than partner

78.8 8.8 7.4 5 813 100

t-test: A-B *** ** **

t-test: B-C

Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.
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Table C6 Frequency of psychological violence by self-reported economic status 

Violence by current partner

  Women without children 

Frequency Never Sometimes Often All the 
time Total

  % % % % N. %

A: Living comfortably on pres-
ent income 75.9 12.3 7.6 4.2 2045 100

B: Coping on present income 79.9 9.1 8.8 2.2 3042 100

C: Finding it difficult on present 
income 70.4 8.6 12.9 8.1 1385 100

t-test: A-B
t-test: B-C *** ** ***

Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.

Figure C1 Estimated probabilities of physical violence by frequency class and 
earning position compared to partner 
Violence by current partner in past 12 months. All partnered women 
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Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.

Figure C2 Estimated probabilities of psychological violence by frequency class 
and respondent labour force status
Violence by current partner. Women in households without children
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Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.
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Figure C3 Estimated probabilities of psychological violence by frequency class 
and earning position compared to partner 

Violence by current partner. Women in households without children
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Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.

Figure C4 Estimated probabilities of psychological violence by frequency class 
and self-reported economic status

Violence by current partner. Women in households without children
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Appendix D: Detailed 
results – estimated effects 
of labour force status, 
relative earnings and 
family economic status 

How to read tables

Consider for example Table D1 and the frequency class ‘once. For a woman in the 
‘short-term unemployed’ category, the probability of having suffered physical vio-
lence just once is 0.4 percentage points higher than for a woman still working at the 
time of interview. Since the estimated probability that the latter frequently suffered 
physical violence is 0.8%, recent experience of unemployment is associated with 
fifty percent increase in the probability of violence. But this increase in probability is 
only weakly statistically significant. 

The comparison is carried out for women with the same characteristics except la-
bour force status (see Table 2 for list of characteristics – independent variables – 
included in the estimation).

Table D1 Estimated difference in the probability of physical violence by re-
spondent labour force status

Violence by current partner in past 12 months§

Frequency: 
Never

Predicted probability for working women = 97.0%   Stat. Sign.

  Difference in probability (pp) if woman:    

    short-term unemployed -1.69 *

    student or trainee -1.43  

    not working 0.05  

Frequency: 
Once

Predicted probability for working women = 0.8%    

  Difference in probability (pp) if woman:    

    short-term unemployed 0.40 *

    student or trainee 0.34  

    not working -0.01  
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Frequency: 
2-5 times

Predicted probability for working women = 1.2%    

  Difference in probability (pp) if woman:    

    short-term unemployed 0.65 *

    student or trainee 0.55  

    not working -0.02  

Frequency: 
6+ times

Predicted probability for working women = 0.9%    

  Difference in probability (pp.) if woman:    

    short-term unemployed 0.64 *

    student or trainee 0.53  

    not working -0.02  
§ ‘Short-term unemployed’ women are women who worked in the past 12 months, but not at the time of the inter-
view. Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.

Table D2 Estimated difference in the probability of physical violence by re-
spondent labour force status

Violence by non partners in past 12 months§

Frequency: 
Never Predicted probability for working women = 94.5%   Stat. Sign.

  Difference in probability (pp) if woman:    

    short-term unemployed -0.46  

    student or trainee -1.89  

    not working 1.49 ***

Frequency: 
Once Predicted probability for working women = 2.0%    

  Difference in probability (pp) if woman:    

    short-term unemployed 0.14  

    student or trainee 0.57  

    not working -0.49 **

Frequency: 
2-5 times Predicted probability for working women = 2.2%    

  Difference in probability (pp) if woman:    

    short-term unemployed 0.19  

    student or trainee 0.76  

    not working -0.61 **

Frequency: 
6+ times Predicted probability for working women = 1.2%    

  Difference in probability (pp) if woman:    

    short-term unemployed 0.13  

    student or trainee 0.55  

    not working -0.40 **
§ Short-term unemployed women are women who worked in the past 12 months, but not at the time of the inter-
view. Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.
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Table D3 Estimated difference in the probability of physical violence by earning 
position relative to partner Violence by current partner in past 12 months 

A.	 Working women

Frequency: 
Never

Predicted probability when both earn roughly the same amount = 
96.4%

Stat. Sign.

  Difference in probability (pp) if woman:    

    earns more than partner 0.20  

    earns less than partner 1.22 *

Frequency: 
Once

Predicted probability when both earn roughly the same 
amount = 1.1%

   

  Difference in probability (pp) if woman:    

    earns more than partner -0.06  

    earns less than partner -0.34 *

Frequency: 
2-5 times

Predicted probability when both earn roughly the same 
amount = 1.3%

   

  Difference in probability (pp) if woman:    

    earns more than partner -0.07  

    earns less than partner -0.44 *

Frequency: 
6+ times

Predicted probability when both earn roughly the same 
amount = 1.2%

   

  Difference in probability (pp) if woman:    

    earns more than partner -0.08  

    earns less than partner -0.44 *

B.	 All women.

Frequency: 
Never

Predicted probability when both earn roughly the same 
amount = 95.9%   Stat. Sign.

  Difference in probability (pp) if woman:    

    earns more than partner 0.85  

    earns less than partner 1.27 *

Frequency: 
Once

Predicted probability when both earn roughly the same 
amount = 1.2%    

  Difference in probability (pp) if woman:    

    earns more than partner -0.21  

    earns less than partner -0.32 *

Frequency: 
2-5 times

Predicted probability when both earn roughly the same 
amount = 1.4%    

  Difference in probability (pp) if woman:    

    earns more than partner -0.32  

    earns less than partner -0.48 *

Frequency: 
6+ times

Predicted probability when both earn roughly the same 
amount = 1.4%    

  Difference in probability (pp) if woman:    

    earns more than partner -0.32  

    earns less than partner -0.47 *

Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.
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Table D4 Estimated difference in the probability of physical violence by self-
reported economic status

Violence by any perpetrator in past 12 months 

Frequency: Never Predicted probability for woman reporting household (HH) comfortable on 
present income = 93.7%

  Difference in probability (pp) for woman reporting:   Stat. 
Signif.

    HH copes on present income 0.15  

    HH finds it difficult or very difficult to cope 
on present income -2.70 ***

Frequency: Once Predicted probability for woman reporting HH comfortable on 
present income = 2.3%  

  Difference in probability (pp) for woman reporting:    

    HH copes on present income -0.05  

    HH finds it difficult or very difficult to cope 
on present income 0.77 ***

Frequency: 2-5 
times

Predicted probability for woman reporting HH comfortable on 
present income = 2.3%  

  Difference in probability (pp) for woman reporting:    

    HH copes on present income -0.05  

    HH finds it difficult or very difficult to cope 
on present income 0.94 ***

Frequency: 6+ 
times

Predicted probability for woman reporting HH comfortable on 
present income = 1.8%  

  Difference in probability (pp) for woman reporting :    

    HH copes on present income -0.05  

    HH finds it difficult or very difficult to cope 
on present income 0.99 ***

Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.
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Table D5 Estimated difference in the probability of sexual violence by respond-
ent labour force status§

Violence by any perpetrator in past 12 months

Frequency: 
Never Predicted probability for women working currently = 98.1%   Stat. signif.

  Difference in probability (pp) if woman:    

    short-term unemployed -0.08  

    student or trainee 1.05 ***

    not working 0.02  

Frequency: 
Once Predicted probability for working women = 0.6%    

  Difference in probability (pp) if woman:    

    short-term unemployed 0.02  

    student or trainee -0.30 ***

    not working -0.01  

Frequency: 
2-5 times Predicted probability for working women = 0.7%    

  Difference in probability (pp) if woman:    

    short-term unemployed 0.03  

    student or trainee -0.37 ***

    not working -0.01  

Frequency: 
6+ times Predicted probability for working women = 0.6%    

  Difference in probability (pp) if woman:    

    short-term unemployed 0.03  

    student or trainee -0.38 ***

    not working -0.01  
§ Short-term unemployed women are women who worked in the past 12 months, but not at the time of the inter-
view. Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.

Table D6 Estimated difference in the probability of sexual violence by respond-
ent labour force status§

Violence by current partner in past 12 months

Frequency: Never Predicted probability for working women = 98.5%   Stat. signif.

  Difference in probability (pp) if woman:    

    short-term unemployed 0.29  

    student or trainee 1.04 ***

    not working 0.42  

Frequency: Once Predicted probability for working women = 0.4%    

  Difference in probability (pp) if woman:    

    short-term unemployed -0.07  

    student or trainee -0.25 ***

    not working -0.10  
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Frequency:  
2-5 times Predicted probability for working women = 0.5%    

  Difference in probability (pp) if woman:    

    short-term unemployed -0.10  

    student or trainee -0.38 ***

    not working -0.15  

Frequency:  
6+ times Predicted probability for working women = 0.5%    

  Difference in probability (pp) if woman:    

    short-term unemployed -0.12  

    student or trainee -0.41 ***

    not working -0.17  
§ Short-term unemployed women are women who worked in the past 12 months, but not at the time of the inter-
view. Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.

Table D7 Estimated difference in the probability of sexual violence by earning 
position relative to partner.

Violence by current partner in past 12 months. All women with current partner

Frequency: Never Predicted probability when both earn roughly the same 
amount = 98.2%  

Stat. 
Signif.

  Difference in probability (pp) if woman:    

    earns more than partner -0.13  

    earns less than partner 0.81 **

Frequency: Once Predicted probability when both earn roughly the same 
amount = 0.5%    

  Difference in probability (pp) if woman:    

    earns more than partner 0.03  

    earns less than partner -0.20 *

Frequency: 2-5 
times

Predicted probability when both earn roughly the same 
amount = 0.7%    

  Difference in probability (pp) if woman:    

    earns more than partner 0.05  

    earns less than partner -0.29 **

Frequency: 6+ 
times

Predicted probability when both earn roughly the same 
amount = 0.7%    

  Difference in probability (pp) if woman:    

    earns more than partner 0.06  

    earns less than partner -0.32 **

Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.
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Table D8 Estimated difference in the probability of sexual violence by self-
reported economic status.

Violence by any perpetrator in past 12 months

Frequency: 
Never

Predicted probability for woman reporting household (HH) comfortable on present 
income = 98.4%

  Difference in probability (pp) for woman reporting:   S t a t . 
Sign. 

 

 

    HH copes on present income -0.01

   
HH finds it difficult or very difficult to cope 
on present income -0.49

Frequency: 
Once

Predicted probability for woman reporting HH comfortable on present in-
come = 0.5%  

  Difference in probability (pp) for woman reporting:     

    HH copes on present income 0.00  

   
HH finds it difficult or very difficult to cope 
on present income 0.13  

Frequency: 
2-5 times

Predicted probability for woman reporting HH comfortable on present in-
come = 0.6%  

  Difference in probability (pp) for woman reporting:    

    HH copes on present income 0.00  

   
HH finds it difficult or very difficult to cope 
on present income 0.17  

Frequency: 
6+ times

Predicted probability for woman reporting HH comfortable on present in-
come = 0.5%  

  Difference in probability (pp) for woman reporting :    

    HH copes on present income 0.00  

   
HH finds it difficult or very difficult to cope 
on present income 0.19  

Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.

Table D9 Estimated difference in the probability of psychological violence by 
respondent labour force status.§

A.	 Violence by current partner. Women with children

Frequency: 
Never Predicted probability for working women = 76.7%  

Stat. 
Sign.

  Difference in probability (pp) if woman:    

    short-term unemployed -2.25  

    student or trainee -3.27  

    not working 0.09  

Frequency: 
Sometimes Predicted probability for working women = 7.9%    

  Difference in probability (pp) if woman:    

    short-term unemployed 0.50   

    student or trainee 0.71  

    not working -0.02  
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Frequency: 
Often Predicted probability for working women = 9.0%    

  Difference in probability (pp) if woman:    

    short-term unemployed 0.82  

    student or trainee 1.18  

    not working -0.03  

Frequency: All 
of the time Predicted probability for working women = 6.5%    

  Difference in probability (pp) if woman:    

    short-term unemployed 0.94  

    student or trainee 1.38  

    not working -0.03  

B.	 Violence by current partner. Women without children

Frequency: 
Never Predicted probability for working women = 78.5%  

Stat. 
Sign.

  Difference in probability (pp) if woman:    

    short-term unemployed -5.13  

    student or trainee -2.73  

    not working -6.86 **

Frequency: 
Sometimes Predicted probability for working women = 9.5%    

  Difference in probability (pp) if woman:    

    short-term unemployed 1.53  

    student or trainee 0.84  

    not working 2.00 **

Frequency: 
Often Predicted probability for working women = 8.5%    

  Difference in probability (pp) if woman:    

    short-term unemployed 2.16  

    student or trainee 1.15  

    not working 2.88 **

Frequency: 
All of the 
time

Predicted probability for working women = 3.5%
   

  Difference in probability (pp) if woman:    

    short-term unemployed 1.44  

    student or trainee 0.74  

    not working 1.98 *
§ Short-term unemployed women are women who worked in the past 12 months, but not at the time of the inter-
view. Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.
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Table D10 Estimated difference in the probability of psychological violence by 
earning position relative to partner

A.	 Violence by current partner. All women with children

Frequency: 
Never Predicted probability when both earn roughly the same amount=79.7%  

Stat. 
Sign.

  Difference in probability (pp) if woman    

    earns more than the partner -2.82  

    earns less than the partner -3.65 ***

Frequency: 
Sometimes Predicted probability when both earn roughly the same amount=7.1%    

  Difference in probability (pp) if woman    

    earns more than the partner 0.68  

    earns less than the partner 0.87 ***

Frequency: 
Often

Predicted probability when both earn roughly the 
same amount=7.9%    

  Difference in probability (pp) if woman    

    earns more than the partner 1.05  

    earns less than the partner 1.36 ***

Frequency: All 
of the time Predicted probability when both earn roughly the same amount=5.3%    

  Difference in probability (pp) if woman    

    earns more than the partner 1.09  

    earns less than the partner 1.43 ***

B.	 Violence by current partner. All women without children

Frequency: 
Never

Predicted probability when both earn roughly the same amount = 
80.6% Stat. Sign.

  Difference in probability (pp) if woman    

    earns more than the partner -2.04  

    earns less than the partner -5.45 **

Frequency: 
Sometimes

Predicted probability when both earn roughly the 
same amount = 9.1%    

  Difference in probability (pp) if woman    

    earns more than the partner 0.69  

    earns less than the partner 1.77 *

Frequency: 
Often

Predicted probability when both earn roughly the 
same amount = 7.4%    

  Difference in probability (pp) if woman    

    earns more than the partner 0.84  

    earns less than the partner 2.24 **

Frequency: 
All of the 
time

Predicted probability when both earn roughly the 
same amount = 2.9%    

  Difference in probability (pp) if woman    

    earns more than the partner 0.51  

    earns less than the partner 1.44 **

Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.



116

Appendix

Table D11 Estimated difference in the probability of psychological violence by 
self-reported economic status

A.	 Violence by current partner. Women with children

Frequency: 
Never

Predicted probability for woman reporting household (HH) copes on present income= 
77.7%

  Difference in probability (pp) for woman reporting:   Stat. Sign. 

    HH lives comfortably on present income 2.89 ***

    HH finds it difficult or very difficult to cope on present 
income -6.67 ***

Frequency: 
Sometimes Predicted probability for woman reporting HH comfortable on present income = 7.7%

  Difference in probability (pp) for woman reporting:    

    HH lives comfortably on present income -0.72 ***

    HH finds it difficult or very difficult to cope on present 
income 1.43 ***

Frequency: 
Often

 

 

Predicted probability for woman reporting HH copes on present in-
come = 8.6%  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman reporting:    

  HH lives comfortably on present income -1.09 ***

    HH finds it difficult or very difficult to cope on present 
income 2.41 ***

Frequency: 
All of the 
time

Predicted probability for woman reporting HH copes on present income = 6.0% 

  Difference in probability (pp) for woman reporting :    

    HH lives comfortably on present income -1.08 ***

    HH finds it difficult or very difficult to cope on present 
income 2.82 ***

B.	 Violence by current partner. Women without children

Frequency: 
Never

Predicted probability for woman reporting HH copes on present income= 
79.8%  

  Difference in probability (pp) for woman reporting:    Stat. Sign.

    HH lives comfortably on present income -5.09 **

   
HH finds it difficult or very difficult to cope on 
present income -6.76 ***

Frequency: 
Sometimes

Predicted probability for woman reporting HH comfortable on 
present income = 9.1%  

 
Difference in probability (pp) for woman 
reporting:    

    HH lives comfortably on present income 1.58 **

   
HH finds it difficult or very difficult to cope on 
present income 2.05 ***

Frequency: 
Often

Predicted probability for woman reporting HH copes on present 
income = 8.0%  

 
Difference in probability (pp) for woman 
reporting:    

    HH lives comfortably on present income 2.15 ***

   
HH finds it difficult or very difficult to cope on 
present income 2.85 ***
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Frequency: 
All of the 
time

Predicted probability for woman reporting HH copes on present 
income = 3.1%   

 
Difference in probability (pp) for woman 
reporting :    

    HH lives comfortably on present income 1.36 ***

   
HH finds it difficult or very difficult to cope on 
present income 1.86 ***

Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.

Table D12 Estimated difference in the probability of economic violence by re-
spondent labour force status, self-reported economic status, and earnings com-
pared to the partner§

Violence by current partner 

All women Predicted probability for working women = 4.8%   Stat. Sign.

  Difference in probability (pp) if woman:    

    short-term unemployed 1.21  

    student or in training -2.30 ***

    not working 1.19 **

All women 
Predicted probability for woman reporting household (HH) comfortable on present 
income = 4.2%

  Difference in probability (pp) for woman reporting:    

    HH copes on present income 0.35  

   
HH finds it difficult or very difficult to cope on present 
income 2.87 ***

All women 
Predicted probability when both earn roughly the same 
amount = 4%    

  Difference in probability (pp) if woman:    

    earns more than the partner 0.43  

    earns less than the partner 1.93 ***

Only work-
ing women

 

 

 

Predicted probability when both earn roughly the same 
amount = 3.3%    

Difference in probability (pp) if woman:    

  earns more than the partner 0.84  

  earns less than the partner 1.42 **

Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.

Table D13 Estimated difference in the probability of sexual harassment by re-
spondent labour force status.

Sexual harassment by any perpetrator in past 12 months

Frequency: 
Never

 

 

Predicted probability for working women = 78%   Stat.Signif.

Difference in probability (pp) if woman:    

  short-term unemployed -2.77 *

  student or in training -3.78 *

    not working 4.31 ***
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Frequency: 
Once Predicted probability for working women =5.4%    

  Difference in probability (pp) if woman:    

    short-term unemployed 0.43 *

    student or in training 0.57 **

  not working -0.75 ***

Frequency: 
2-5 times  Predicted probability for working women = 7.7%    

  Difference in probability (pp) if woman:    

    short-term unemployed 0.82 *

  student or in training 1.10 *

    not working -1.34 ***

 Frequency: 
6+ times Predicted probability for working women =8.9%    

  Difference in probability (pp) if woman:    

  short-term unemployed 1.53 *

  student or in training 2.11 *

  not working -2.22 ***

 § Short-term unemployed women are women who worked in the past 12 months, but not at the time of the inter-
view. Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.

Table D14 Estimated difference in the probability of sexual harassment by self-
reported economic status.

Sexual harassment by any perpetrator in past 12 months

Frequency: 
Never

Predicted probability for woman reporting household (HH) comfortable 
on present income = 80.7%  

  Difference in probability (pp) for woman reporting:   Stat. Sign. 

    HH copes on present income -0.96  

    HH finds it difficult or very difficult to cope on pres-
ent income -5.78 ***

Frequency: 
Once

Predicted probability for woman reporting HH comfortable on present 
income = 4.9%  

  Difference in probability (pp) for woman reporting:    

    HH copes on present income 0.16  

    HH finds it difficult or very difficult to cope on pres-
ent income 0.90 ***

Frequency: 
2-5 times

Predicted probability for woman reporting HH comfortable on present 
income = 6.9%  

  Difference in probability (pp) for woman reporting:    

    HH copes on present income 0.29  

    HH finds it difficult or very difficult to cope on pres-
ent income 1.71 ***

Frequency: 
6+ times

Predicted probability for woman reporting HH comfortable on 
present income = 7.6%    

  Difference in probability (pp) for woman reporting :    

    HH copes on present income 0.50  

    HH finds it difficult or very difficult to cope on pres-
ent income 3.18 ***

Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.
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Appendix E: Detailed 
results – estimated effects 
of explanatory variables

Table E1 Base (reference) categories

Women’s 

characteristics 

Age Age 30+ years

Education Low education

Experience in childhood Violence in childhood: not more than once 

Awareness Not aware of any service for VAW

Minority Not belonging to ethnic or religious minority

HH characteristics Place of residence Not living in big city

HH composition  No children in HH

Current partner’s 

characteristics

Employment status Partner has a job

Education Partner with low education

Comparative education level  Woman’s education not higher than partner’s

Drinking habits Partner who never or only occasionally gets drunk

Table E2 Estimated difference in the probability of physical violence with re-
spect to the corresponding base category §

Violence by current partner in past 12 months

Frequency: Never

  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman aged 18-29 years -0.52  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with upper second-
ary or tertiary education 1.01 *

Difference in probability (pp) for woman who experienced 
violence in childhood more than once -4.55 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman in HH with at least 
one child -2.12 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman aware of at least 
one service for VAW 0.74  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman belonging to ethnic 
or religious minority -0.83  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman living in big city -1.94 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with unemployed 
partner -0.60  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with partner not in 
labour force 0.31  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with partner with 
upper secondary or tertiary education 1.79 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with level of edu-
cation higher than her partner -0.53  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with partner who 
regularly gets drunk -6.82 ***
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Frequency: Once Difference in probability (pp) for woman aged 18-29 years 0.13  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with upper second-
ary or tertiary education -0.25 *

Difference in probability (pp) for woman who experienced 
violence in childhood more than once 1.10 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman in HH with at least 
one child 0.52 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman aware of at least 
one service for VAW -0.18  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman belonging to ethnic 
or religious minority 0.20  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman living in big city 0.46 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with unemployed 
partner 0.14  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with partner not in 
labour force -0.08  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with partner with 
upper secondary or tertiary education -0.44 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with level of edu-
cation higher than her partner 0.13  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with partner who 
regularly gets drunk 1.52 ***

Frequency: 2-5 
times

Difference in probability (pp) for woman aged 18-29 years 0.20  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with upper second-
ary or tertiary education -0.39 *

Difference in probability (pp) for woman who experienced 
violence in childhood more than once 1.75 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman in HH with at least 
one child 0.82 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman aware of at least 
one service for VAW -0.28  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman belonging to ethnic 
or religious minority 0.31  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman living in big city 0.74 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with unemployed 
partner 0.23  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with partner not in 
labour force -0.12  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with partner with 
upper secondary or tertiary education -0.69 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with level of edu-
cation higher than her partner 0.20  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with partner who 
regularly gets drunk 2.54 ***
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Frequency: 6+ 
times

 

Difference in probability (pp) for woman aged 18-29 years 0.20  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with upper second-
ary or tertiary education -0.37 *

Difference in probability (pp) for woman who experienced 
violence in childhood more than once 1.70 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman in HH with at least 
one child 0.78 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman aware of at least 
one service for VAW -0.28  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman belonging to ethnic 
or religious minority 0.31  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman living in big city 0.74 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with unemployed 
partner 0.23  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with partner not in 
labour force -0.11  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with partner with 
upper secondary or tertiary education -0.66 ***

  Difference in probability (pp) for woman with level of edu-
cation higher than her partner 0.20  

  Difference in probability (pp) for woman with partner who 
regularly gets drunk 2.75 ***

§ Difference in probability stands for the change in the estimated probability of violence in response to a discrete 
change from the corresponding base category (‘marginal effects’). In the case of age, for example, the base cate-
gory is the 30+ age group and a woman aged 19-29 years has 0.52 pp less chance of having never experienced 
physical violence than a woman with the same (average) characteristics but aged 30+. Base categories are listed 
in Table E1. Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.

Table E3 Estimated difference in the probability of sexual violence with respect 
to the corresponding base category.§

Violence by current partner in past 12 months

Frequency: Never Difference in probability (pp) for woman aged 18-29 
years 0.50  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with upper sec-
ondary or tertiary education 0.46  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman who experi-
enced violence in childhood more than once -2.12 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman in HH with at 
least one child -1.35 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman aware of at 
least one service for VAW 0.27  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman belonging to 
ethnic or religious minority -0.88  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman living in big city -0.93 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with unem-
ployed partner -0.13  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with partner 
not in labour force -0.08  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with partner 
with upper secondary or tertiary education 0.69 *

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with level of 
education higher than her partner -0.21  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with partner 
who regularly gets drunk -3.25 ***
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Frequency: Once Difference in probability (pp) for woman aged 18-29 -0.12  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with upper sec-
ondary or tertiary education -0.10  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman who experi-
enced violence in childhood more than once 0.48 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman in HH with at 
least one child 0.31 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman aware of at 
least one service for VAW -0.06  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman belonging to 
ethnic or religious minority 0.19  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman living in big city 0.21 **

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with unem-
ployed partner 0.03  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with partner 
not in labour force 0.02  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with partner 
with upper secondary or tertiary education -0.16  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with level of 
education higher than her partner 0.05  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with partner 
who regularly gets drunk 0.67 ***

Frequency: 2-5 
times

 

Difference in probability (pp) for woman aged 18-29 -0.18  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with upper sec-
ondary or tertiary education -0.16  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman who experi-
enced violence in childhood more than once 0.76 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman in HH with at 
least one child 0.49 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman aware of at 
least one service for VAW -0.10  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman belonging to 
ethnic or religious minority 0.31  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman living in big city 0.33 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with unem-
ployed partner 0.05  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with partner 
not in labour force 0.03  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with partner 
with upper secondary or tertiary education -0.25 *

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with level of 
education higher than her partner 0.08  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with partner 
who regularly gets drunk 1.11 ***
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Frequency: 6+ 
times

Difference in probability (pp) for woman aged 18-29 -0.21  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with upper sec-
ondary or tertiary education -0.19  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman who experi-
enced violence in childhood more than once 0.89 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman in HH with at 
least one child 0.55 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman aware of at 
least one service for VAW -0.12  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman belonging to 
ethnic or religious minority 0.38  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman living in big city 0.39 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with unem-
ployed partner 0.05  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with partner 
not in labour force 0.03  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with partner 
with upper secondary or tertiary education -0.29  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with level of 
education higher than her partner 0.09  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with partner 
who regularly gets drunk 1.46 ***

§ Difference in probability stands for the change in the estimated probability of violence in response to a discrete 
change from the corresponding base category (‘marginal effects’). In the case of age, for example the base catego-
ry is the 30+ age group and a woman aged 19-29 has 0.50 pp more chances of having never experienced sexual 
violence than a woman with the same (average) characteristics but aged 30+. Base categories are listed in Table 
E1. Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.
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Table E4 Estimated difference in the probability of psychological violence with 
respect to the corresponding base category§

Violence by current partner. Women with children

Frequency: 
Never

 

Difference in probability (pp) for woman aged 18-29 -2.91  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with upper secondary or 
tertiary education 0.51  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman who experienced vio-
lence in childhood more than once -19.36 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman in HH with at least one 
child -4.06 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman aware of at least one 
service for VAW -0.44  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman belonging to ethnic or 
religious minority -8.93 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman living in big city -4.39 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with unemployed part-
ner -1.40  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with partner not in la-
bour force -3.09 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with partner with upper 
secondary or tertiary education 0.91  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with level of education 
higher than her partner -3.81 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with partner who regu-
larly gets drunk -20.20 ***

Frequency: 
Sometimes

 

Difference in probability (pp) for woman aged 18-29 0.62  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with upper secondary or 
tertiary education -0.11  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman who experienced vio-
lence in childhood more than once 3.96 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman in HH with at least one 
child 0.92 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman aware of at least one 
service for VAW 0.10  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman belonging to ethnic or 
religious minority 1.77 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman living in big city 0.96 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with unemployed part-
ner 0.32  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with partner not in la-
bour force 0.68 **

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with partner with upper 
secondary or tertiary education -0.20  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with level of education 
higher than her partner 0.83 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with partner who regu-
larly gets drunk 3.55 ***
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Frequency: 
Often

 

 

 

 

 

Difference in probability (pp) for woman aged 18-29 1.05  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with upper secondary or 
tertiary education -0.18  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman who experienced vio-
lence in childhood more than once 6.99 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman in HH with at least one 
child 1.48 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman aware of at least one 
service for VAW 0.16  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman belonging to ethnic or 
religious minority 3.14 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman living in big city 1.59 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with unemployed part-
ner 0.51  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with partner not in la-
bour force 1.12 **

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with partner with upper 
secondary or tertiary education -0.33  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with level of education 
higher than her partner 1.38 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with partner who regu-
larly gets drunk 6.91 ***

Frequency: 
All of the 
time

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Difference in probability (pp) for woman aged 18-29 1.24  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with upper secondary or 
tertiary education -0.21  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman who experienced vio-
lence in childhood more than once 8.41 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman in HH with at least one 
child 1.65 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman aware of at least one 
service for VAW 0.18  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman belonging to ethnic or 
religious minority 4.02 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman living in big city 1.84 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with unemployed part-
ner 0.58  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with partner not in la-
bour force 1.29 **

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with partner with upper 
secondary or tertiary education -0.37  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with level of education 
higher than her partner 1.61 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with partner who regu-
larly gets drunk 9.73 ***

§ Difference in probability stands for the change in the estimated probability of violence in response to a discrete 
change from the corresponding base category (‘marginal effects’). In the case of age, for example the base cate-
gory is the 30+ age group and a woman aged 19-29 has 2.9 pp less chances of having never experienced psycho-
logical violence than a woman with the same (average) characteristics but aged 30+. Base categories are listed in 
Table E1. Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.
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Table E5 Estimated difference in the probability of physical violence with re-
spect to the corresponding base category§

Violence by partner and non partners in past 12 months

Frequency: 
Never 
 
 
 
 
 

Difference in probability (pp) for woman aged 18-29 -8.86 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with upper secondary or 
tertiary education 0.81  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman who experienced vio-
lence in childhood more than once -8.50 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman in HH with at least one 
child -3.34 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman aware of at least one 
service for VAW 0.77  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman belonging to ethnic or 
religious minority -1.98 *

Difference in probability (pp) for woman living in big city -2.58 ***
Frequency: 
Once 
 
 
 
 
 

Difference in probability (pp) for woman aged 18-29 2.28 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with upper secondary or 
tertiary education -0.23  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman who experienced vio-
lence in childhood more than once 2.37 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman in HH with at least one 
child 0.96 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman aware of at least one 
service for VAW -0.22  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman belonging to ethnic or 
religious minority 0.55 *

Difference in probability (pp) for woman living in big city 0.73 ***
Frequency: 
2-5 times 
 
 
 
 
 

Difference in probability (pp) for woman aged 18-29 2.99 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with upper secondary or 
tertiary education -0.28  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman who experienced vio-
lence in childhood more than once 2.97 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman in HH with at least one 
child 1.17 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman aware of at least one 
service for VAW -0.27  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman belonging to ethnic or 
religious minority 0.69 *

Difference in probability (pp) for woman living in big city 0.90 ***
Frequency: 
6+ times 
 
 
 
 
 

Difference in probability (pp) for woman aged 18-29 3.58 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with upper secondary or 
tertiary education -0.30  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman who experienced vio-
lence in childhood more than once 3.16 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman in HH with at least one 
child 1.21 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman aware of at least one 
service for VAW -0.28  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman belonging to ethnic or 
religious minority 0.74 *

Difference in probability (pp) for woman living in big city 0.95 ***

§ Difference in probability stands for the change in the estimated probability of violence in response to a discrete 
change from the corresponding base category (‘marginal effects’). In the case of age, for example the base catego-
ry is the 30+ age group and a woman aged 19-29 has 8.86 pp less chances of having never experienced physical 
violence than a woman with the same (average) characteristics but aged 30+. Base categories are listed in Table 
E1. Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.
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Table E6 Estimated difference in the probability of sexual violence with respect 
to the corresponding base category§

Violence by partners and non partners in past 12 months

Frequency: Never 
 
 
 
 
 

Difference in probability (pp) for woman aged 18-29 -1.13  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with upper sec-
ondary or tertiary education 1.03 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman who experienced 
violence in childhood more than once -2.99 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman in HH with at 
least one child -1.56 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman aware of at least 
one service for VAW 0.45  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman belonging to eth-
nic or religious minority -0.94  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman living in big city -1.00 ***

Frequency: Once 
 
 
 
 
 

Difference in probability (pp) for woman aged 18-29 0.29  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with upper sec-
ondary or tertiary education -0.28 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman who experienced 
violence in childhood more than once 0.80 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman in HH with at 
least one child 0.42 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman aware of at least 
one service for VAW -0.12  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman belonging to eth-
nic or religious minority 0.24 *

Difference in probability (pp) for woman living in big city 0.27 ***

Frequency: 2-5 
times 
 
 
 
 
 

Difference in probability (pp) for woman aged 18-29 0.38  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with upper sec-
ondary or tertiary education -0.36 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman who experienced 
violence in childhood more than once 1.03 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman in HH with at 
least one child 0.54 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman aware of at least 
one service for VAW -0.16  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman belonging to eth-
nic or religious minority 0.32  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman living in big city 0.34 ***

Frequency: 6+ 
times 
 
 
 
 
 

Difference in probability (pp) for woman aged 18-29 0.45  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with upper sec-
ondary or tertiary education -0.40 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman who experienced 
violence in childhood more than once 1.16 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman in HH with at 
least one child 0.60 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman aware of at least 
one service for VAW -0.18  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman belonging to eth-
nic or religious minority 0.37  

Difference in probability (pp) for woman living in big city 0.39 ***

§ Difference in probability stands for the change in the estimated probability of violence in response to a discrete 
change from the corresponding base category (‘marginal effects’). In the case of age, for example the base cate-
gory is the 30+ age group and a woman aged 19-29 has 1.13 pp less chances of having never experienced sexual 
violence than a woman with the same (average) characteristics but aged 30+. Base categories are listed in Table 
E1. Source: FRA violence against women survey dataset 2012.
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Table E7 Estimated difference in the probability of sexual harassment with re-
spect to the corresponding base category§

Harassment by partners and non partners in 12 past months

Frequency: 
Never 

 

 

 

 

 

Difference in probability (pp) for woman aged 18-29 -19.5 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with upper secondary or 
tertiary education -5.3 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman who experienced vio-
lence in childhood more than once -14.1 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman in HH with at least one 
child -1.8 ****

Difference in probability (pp) for woman aware of at least one 
service for VAW -3.9 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman belonging to ethnic or 
religious minority -5.5 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman living in big city -4.1 ***

Frequency: 
Once 

 

 

 

 

 

Difference in probability (pp) for woman aged 18-29 2.4 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with upper secondary or 
tertiary education 0.9 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman who experienced vio-
lence in childhood more than once 2.1 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman in HH with at least one 
child 0.3 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman aware of at least one 
service for VAW 0.7 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman belonging to ethnic or 
religious minority 0.8 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman living in big city 0.6 ***

Frequency: 
2-5 times 

 

 

 

 

 

Difference in probability (pp) for woman aged 18-29 5.2 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with upper secondary or 
tertiary education 1.6 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman who experienced vio-
lence in childhood more than once 4.1 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman in HH with at least one 
child 0.6 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman aware of at least one 
service for VAW 1.2 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman belonging to ethnic or 
religious minority 1.6 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman living in big city 1.2 ***
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Frequency: 
6+ times 

 

 

 

 

 

Difference in probability (pp) for woman aged 18-29 11.9 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman with upper secondary or 
tertiary education 2.8 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman who experienced vio-
lence in childhood more than once 7.9 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman in HH with at least one 
child 1.0 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman aware of at least one 
service for VAW 2.1 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman belonging to ethnic or 
religious minority 3.1 ***

Difference in probability (pp) for woman living in big city 2.2 ***

§ Difference in probability stands for the change in the estimated probability of violence in response to a discrete 
change from the corresponding base category (‘marginal effects’). In the case of age, for example the base cate-
gory is the 30+ age group and a woman aged 19-29 has 19.5 pp less chances of having never experienced sexual 
harassment than a woman with the same (average) characteristics but aged 30+. Source: FRA violence against 
women survey dataset 2012.
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Appendix F: Detailed 
results – estimated country 
effects

Fig F1 Estimated probabilities of physical violence by country of residence 

Violence by current partner in past 12 months
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Fig F2 Estimated probabilities of sexual violence by country of residence

Violence by any perpetrator in past 12 months
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Fig F3 Estimated probabilities of psychological violence by country of residence 

Violence by current partner in past 12 months, women with children 
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Figures F1, F2, and F3 show estimated probabilities of different forms of violence 
by country of residence. These probabilities were computed from the ‘country ef-
fects’ we obtained in the respective estimations. We chose to compare individual 
countries with the Denmark-Finland-Sweden group of countries, which acts as ref-
erence category, appears as the first bar in each figure, and is labelled DK-FI-SE. 
The rationale for choosing this reference category is that Denmark, Finland and 
Sweden ranked highest in terms of women’s overall life satisfaction in 2013 (Euro-
stat, data retrieved in August 2016) and scored highest among Member States in 
terms of EIGE Gender Equality Index 2013.  The questions the figures address can 
be understood as follows: is prevalence of, say, physical violence by current partner 
in Belgium in the last 12 months any different from that estimated for DK-FI-SE? 
If the difference is statistically significant then the bar for the country is colored in 
shades of purple, otherwise it is colored grey. In the case of Belgium, the estimated 
difference in probability with respect to DK-FI-SE is large (2.9 pp. i.e. 5.3-2.4 pp.) and 
statistically significant.  

Why this difference? What does it capture? Country effects compare countries, all 
other things being equal, i.e. Belgium is compared with DK-FI-SE after ‘removing’ 
differences between the two in women’s labour force status, age, education and 
other characteristics, partner’s labour force status and characteristics, etc.;  in short, 
after removing all differences measured by our explanatory variables. The latter 
variables, however, do not include differences due to, say, overall crime level and 
cultural, legal or institutional factors. Note that cultural and legal differences may 
also influence the degree to which women of a given country are willing to disclose 
experiences of violence (for a discussion on this point see FRA 2014a: 22-26; 31-
33). Country effects can therefore be thought of as summarizing the impact of 
idionsyncratic factors on violence at country level.  

The results we obtain are rather different from those yielded by comparison of 
prevalence rates across countries discussed in the FRA report (FRA, 2014a). The 
difference arises not only because, unlike raw data, econometric estimates com-
pare countries ‘all other things being equal’. It is also due to the fact that the FRA 
survey compares countries on the basis of lifetime prevalence of violence, whereas 
we only consider prevalence in the last 12 months.  Specifically, we obtain smaller 
variation between countries (especially for sexual violence) and no clear ranking of 
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countries in terms of, say, gender equality or strength of labour market integration 
for women. However, our estimates highlight some regularities. Italy and Ireland are 
the only countries with significantly higher and significantly lower estimated prob-
abilities of abuse, respectively, than the DK-FI-SE group across all types of violence. 
In the range defined by these extremes, there are four subgroups of countries where 
women are more exposed than in DK-FI-SE to at least two forms of violence out of 
the three we investigated. These are the Baltic States, island countries in southern 
Europe (Cyprus and Malta), a subgroup of continental countries (Belgium, France 
and the Netherlands) and a subgroup of Eastern countries (Slovakia and Romania).
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Appendix G: Detailed 
results – leaving a violent 
relationship

Table G1 Estimated difference in the probability of leaving a violent relationship 
by labour force status, self-reported economic status, experience of violence in 
childhood and other respondent characteristics§

Average probability of leaving conditional on having entered a violent relation at some point since 
age 15 years =76.4%

Predicted probability for working women =78.8%    Stat. Sign.

Difference in probability (pp) if woman:    

  short-term unemployed -4.60  

  student or trainee -4.55  

  not working -5.20 ***

Predicted probability for woman reporting household (HH) comfortable on present income=70.2%

Difference in probability (pp) for woman reporting:    

  HH copes on present income 5.98 **

  HH finds it difficult or very difficult to cope on present income 11.23 ***

Predicted probability for woman without children=85.0%    

Difference in probability (pp) if woman has any children -11.21 ***

Predicted probability for woman with primary or lower secondary educa-
tion=74.1%    

Difference in probability (pp) if woman’s highest education level is    

  secondary 4.14 **

  tertiary 3.01  

Predicted probability for woman not aware of any service for 
VAW=69.1%    

Difference in probability (pp) if woman is aware of at least one service 
for VAW 9.01 ***

Predicted probability for woman not belonging to ethnic or religious mi-
nority=76.5%    

Difference in probability (pp) if woman belongs to ethnic or religious 
minority -1.85  

Predicted probability for woman reporting no experience of sexual violence in child-
hood=76.2%  

Difference in probability (pp) if woman reports having experienced sexual violence in 
childhood  

  once 3.41  

  more than once 0.22  
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Predicted probability for woman reporting no experience of psychological violence in 
childhood=76.2%  

Difference in probability (pp) if woman reports having experienced psychological vio-
lence in childhood  

  once 2.26  

  more than once 2.45  

Predicted probability for woman reporting no experience of physical violence in child-
hood=78.5%  

Difference in probability (pp) if woman reports having experienced physical violence 
in childhood  

  once -4.77  

  more than once -8.46 ***

Predicted probability for woman in the age group 18-24 = 79.7%  

Difference in probability (pp) if woman is in the age group  

  25-29 years -0.79  

  30-34 years -1.26  

  35-39 years -3.72  

  40-49 years -7.29 *

  50-59 years -3.90  

  60-74 years -2.11  

§ The reported changes in probabilities are the ‘marginal effects’ yielded by estimation of the corresponding probit 
model with sample selection. The selection variable is a dummy for living in a big city. The estimated probability of 
leaving is only evaluated if the first incident with the partner took place more than 6 months prior to the interview 
and is conditional on selection (having entered a violent relationship). Source: FRA violence against women survey 
dataset 2012.
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