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the effect of employment that may change relative decision making
power of women within household. Using data set of NFHS-4 (2015-
16), this paper documents a positive significant increase in women’s

To cite this article relative power to take decisions alone within household. Similarly,
Sangeeta & Singh, P. (2022). women are more likely to take various individual decisions either alone
Woman’s Employment and or jointly with husband when they are engaged in labour market. These
Intrahousehold Bargaining results ate consistent with a theoretical model of bargaining power in

Power. Asian Journal of
Economics and Business, Vol. 3,
No. 2, pp. 315-343.

which likelihood of a woman to take part in houschold decision making
increases upon entering the labour force. The likelihood of men to be

DOT: https://doi.org/ a sole decision maker in the household falls when women are involved
10.47509 /AJEB.2022. in labor market.
v03i02.09

Keywards: Bargaining power, employment, decision-maker.

Introduction

More opportunities to labour market are statistically believed to improve the
social and living standards of women (Heath, 2013). Encouraging women’s
access to labour and economic opportunities is one of the top five policy
priorities in the World Development Reportin the direction of gender equality
(World Bank, 2012). The economic concept of gender inequality has direct
link with bargaining power which is the negotiating power between members
of a household to make a decision regarding family wellbeing (Seebens, 2010;
Chuta, 2017). The decision making process includes the different preferences
of each member of the household that might not follow unitary model (Majlesi,
2015). In a non-unitary model decisions are made through bargaining process
where all members of a household use their resources to achieve desired
outcomes (Chuta, 2017). However, social and economic constraints limit
woman’s bargaining power which restricts her decision making power within
the household (Dito, 2011; Chuta, 2017).
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Policymakers are concern regarding the bargaining power of women as it
has direct correlation with improving outcomes of health, education, child’s
clothing and family wellbeing (Doss, 2011; Chuta, 2017). A wide range of factors
influence bargaining power of women which help to understand household
dynamics that include income, employment, ownership of assets, and education
(Chuta, 2017; Doss, 2011; UNICEF 20006). An increase in a woman’s monetary
holdings, options for employment outside the house and receiving cash transfers
such as pension schemes, increases her bargaining power and positively affects
children’s and family wellbeing (Hoop ez al., 2018). Women’s employment
improves their bargaining power within the household (Anderson and Eswaran,
2009; Rahman and Rao, 2004; Majlesi, 2012; Heath, 2012). Theoretical household
bargaining models also show the change in domestic violence by the channel
of woman’s access to economic opportunities which depend on her initial level
of bargaining power (Rao 1997; Eswaran and Malhotra 2011; Heath, 2012). An
increase in bargaining power for a woman who already has high bargaining
power can decrease domestic violence, since work opportunities increase her
ability to flee a bad marriage (Heath, 2012). However, a woman could face
higher risk of domestic violence after beginning work as her husband seeks to
offset the increased bargaining power that her income would otherwise bring
her. Despite of positive effects of women’s employment, job opportunities
may have negative unintended consequences for women if it impacts their
husband’s attitude towards increased domestic violence.

There is a direct relationship between woman’s employment and her
bargaining power. A woman’s bargaining power can be measured with her relative
decision making power within the household. Using data on who makes decisions
in different categories, including woman’s own health, visit to family and relatives,
visit to healthcare centers, children’s health, own income, husband’s income,
and household purchases etc., this paper examines the effects of women’s
participation in labour market on women’s relative decision making power within
the household.

Literature Review

Non-labour income such as pension schemes, cash transfers, rental incomes
etc., is being used to proxy for female’s Abargaining power in some previous
studies. Influence of being employed and having labour income on women’s
bargaining power have been studied by some researchers (Atkin, 2009; Antman
2014; Heath, 2014), while few studies shed light on the impact of labour market
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opportunities for women on their bargaining power (Majlesi, 2015). Studies
also sAhow that mother’s earnings, employment opportunities in labour market
and employment status tend to improve a woman’s bargaining power in the
household. Antman (2014) found a positive link of women’As empAloyment
to her bargaining power within the household using data from the “Mexican
Family Life Survey (MFLS)” in 2002 and 2005-07 for 9551 households. Linear
regression results show that economic power and decision-making power are
closely linked. Thus, a spouse’s employment significantly reduces the likelihood
that the head of the family alone makes decisions on household purchases. The
wife’s employment increases her bargaining power and the likelihood of her
being involved in family decisions.

Getahun & Villanger (2015) use data from a random sample of 664
households in US where women work with a control group of 182 households
of non-working women who want to join the labour market. They find that
women’s participation in the labour market may increase the real consumption
of all members of the household. The authors find that higher confidence,
economic independence, feeling of satisfaction, sense of self-worth and higher
decision-making power on how to spend her income helps improve household
wellbeing. Women’s employment helps increase household consumption, ensures
better quality of food, and reduces the severity of food insecurity and poverty.

Majlesi (2015) examines the changes in demand for labour in the Mexican
manufacturing market for men as well as women that affect women’s bargaining
power in the household. This study uses longitudinal household level data sets
for 2002 and 2005 taken from “Mexican Family Life survey (MxFLS)” which
covers over 8000 households. Employment data is taken from the Mexican
Social Security Institute (IMSS). The author has constructed a measure of
women’s relative decision making power based on answers to twelve questions
related to decisions about health services and medicines for children, food,
clothing for children, spouse, and herself, major expenditures like buying
refrigerator, car, or television etc, money given to parents or relatives,
employment decision and use of contraceptive method, etc. The findings point
out a significant positive relation and an increase in woman’s chance of being
employed when demand for female labour rise in the market. Further, the results
show that a rise in employment opportunities as demand for female labour in
Mexican manufacturing market increases helps to significantly improve women’s
relative decision-making power between 2002 and 2005 for women who do not
work as well as women who do work.
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A similar study by Deijl (2015) from Indonesia investigates the effect of
women’s earning capacity on her bargaining power and its effect on childA’s
health and educationaAl outcomes. Using Atwo panel data for the years 2000
and 2007-2008 from two rounds of the “Indonesian Family Life Survey (IFLS)”
for over 30000 households, this study shows a positive relation between a
woman’s earning and her bargaining power in the household. The results also
show that a mother’s financial bargaining power has a significant positive effect
on children’s wellbeing, particularly on the health of girl children, aAlthough
the results of the girl child is not statisticaAlly signifAicant due to large
measurement errors and small sample size.

A study by Greer (2006) from U.S examinees the effect of migration and
employment that influence negotiating power of women in a family. This study
includes primary data through interview of immigrant women from Ethiopia
and Eritrea. The results show that social network is the main tool for women to
get labour market information and search job opportunities that allow them to
look after children while working, Newly married working women in U.S who
have lived for short period of time are more likely to have control over their
own income in comparison to women who are living for longer time period.
Women are likely to have equal influence in household decision making with
their husband. This study concludes that working women increase their apparent
contribution to the household that leads to increase their negotiating power
within the household and make them empower

Heath (2012) finds the relationship between women’s participation in labour
market used as a proxy of bargaining power and likelihood to suffer domestic
violence. This study uses survey data of 1395 households from a sixty villages
outside of Dhaka, Bangladesh, which are diverse in population and work
characteristics. The probit model results of marginal effects show that a woman’s
paid work increases the likelithood to ever experience domestic violence in
comparison to woman of same age who does not do paid work. The results are
consistent to show lower likelihood to experience domestic violence upon
entering the labour market when woman has higher bargaining power before
entering labour market as these women may have higher autonomy over assets
despite of higher education.

A similar study by Aizer (2010) examines the effect of relative income earning
power of females on domestic violence while studying the change in demand
for female labour in California. The results show that increase in relative female
wages help to reduce the likelihood of experiencing domestic violence in the
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US, where women presumably do have higher baseline bargaining power.
However, another study by Hjort and Villanger (2011) find the negative
outcomess of increasing women’s outside options. The results show that
increasing job opportunities from Ethiopian flower factories increase chances
of a woman to suffer physical violence, where women most likely to have lower
bargaining power within the household. In a cross sectional study of 800 married
women, Rahman and Rao (2004) analyse the effect of change in wage earning
of female and male on women’s power within households.

Data and Methodology

This study uses dataset from the National AFamily AHealth Survey (NFHS-4,
2015-16) for India), which covers the entire nation and has object to examine the
information on socioeconomic, demographic, and health indicators that check
nationwide trends and patterns in India. This survey collected information from
6,01,509 Ahouseholds, 6,99,686 women, and 1,12,122 men. The survey includes
640 districts where separate data for urAban and ruraAl population has been
collected (NFHS-4, IIPS , 2015-16). NFHS survey had four separate questionnaires
for the household, women, men, and biomarker where women’s questionnaire
lists all eligible women aged 15 to 49 and collects information on their background
characteristics as age, literacy, schooling, caste; reproductive history, family planning,
maternal and child health; delivery care; marriage and sexual activity; fertility
preference, indicators of women empowerment as who makes household
decisions, mobility freedom, use of bank account, ownership of house or land
etc.; and attitude towards domestic vioAlence (NFHS-4, TIPS, 2015-16).

The main explanatory variable is woman’s employment status which is
represented by a binary variable that takes the value 0 if she is not working and
value 1 if she is currently working, has a job but was on leave for the past 7
days, or had worked in the year preceding the survey. The working status can
also be measured as all year working (full time employed), seasonally/
occasionally working (part time employed), and not working at all. There is a
categorical variable where many categories of occupation are present and to
make more specific categories, these are transformed into clusters with a value
of 0 assigned to the not working group: the other values are 1 for professional
work, 2 for clerical work, 3 for sales, 4 for agriculture, 5 for services/ household
jobs, 6 for manual- skilled or unskilled work, and 7 for those who do not know
their occupation type. Not working group category includes student or workers
who have not reported any occupation. According to literature, the type of
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work matters to affects women’s bargaining power. Informal work might not
give much economic freedom to women that can highly increase their negotiating
power within the household, whereas, females in formal work can greatly help
households financially that leads to reduce food shortage and improves family
wellbeing;

The woman’s decision making power in the household is measured by many
different variables where respondents are asked who makes the decision about
husband’s earning, purchase of costly items, visit to relatives or own family
house, children’s health and education, visit to health centre and women’s own
health. Each variable takes the value 1 if the woman alone takes the decision
and 0 otherwise, showing woman’s higher decision making power in the
household. Similar procedure is followed when husband alone takes the decision
and joint decision making where both spouses are involved. Apart from these
dependent and independent variables, the study also includes some control
variables such as age and sex of the household head, age of woman and her
husband, education of spouses, residence of living, household size, number of
children in the family etc.

Woman’s decision making power can be measured by her aggregate relative
decision making power - the no of decisions made be woman in the household
minus the number of decisions made by men. Increase in the likelihood of a
woman being employed can translate into relatively more decisions made by
woman within the household. However, positive change in the aggregate
decisions taken by woman might not show actual increase in her bargaining
power as importance of every decision is different. Every decision contains
different weights and women might give up power over most important one to
take control over least important decisions which may increase aggregate
decisions taken by women but not their real bargaining power (Majlesi, 2015).
To tackle this issue, this study also analyse changes in decision taking power
over individual decisions.

This study intends to use logit model to examine the relationship between
work status of woman and the likelihood of her involvement in household
decision making, The causal effect of work status on bargaining power may has
potential endogeneity bias, households in which woman has a greater say in
decision making process may also has a greater propensity of being employed
due to some omitted variable bias (Antman, 2014). To tackle this issue, this
study includes household fixed effects that help to control unobserved
determinants as a source of endogeneity at the household level.
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Results

Descriptive Results

The descriptive results of women’s, men’s and household characteristics are
shown in table-1. The NFHS survey data for 2015-16 indicates that 23.9%
women are either currently working, have a job but were on leave for past 7
days, or have worked in the past twelve months prior to survey. From the group
of working women, 51.1% women tend to work all year, 43% are seasonal
workers, and 5.9% women work occasionally. Findings show that 31.2% women
have no education, 14.6% acquired primary education, 45% have secondary,
and 9.2% are highly educated.

The findings in Table 1 shows 4.3% men do not work, 7% are employed in
professional or technical work, 2.5% in clerical jobs, 10.3% in sales, 32.3% in
agriculture, 9.9% in services, and 32.5% are skilled and unskilled labour. About
18.1% have no education, 14.6% have primary education, 54.2% have secondary
education, and 12.8% have higher education. The household attributes show
that 76.4% household samples are from rural areas and 23.6% household samples
are from urban areas. The poorest quantile in the wealth index accounts for
26.5% of the households; 23.7% are considered poorer, 19.9% belong to the
middle class quantile, 16.5 fall under the richer category, and 13.4% households
belong to the richest wealth quantiles.

The NFHS classifies states and union tetritories in India under six different
regions - (1) Northern Region that includes Chandigarh, Delhi, Haryana,
Himachal Pradesh, Jammu & Kashmir, Punjab, and Rajasthan; (2) North Eastern
Region includes Arunachal Pradesh, Assam, Manipur, Meghalaya, Mizoram,
Nagaland, and Tripura; (3) Eastern Region includes Andaman & Nicobar Island,
Bihar, Jharkhand, Orissa, Sikkim, and West Bengal; (4) Central Region includes
Chhattisgarh, Madhya Pradesh, Utter Pradesh, and Uttarakhand; (5) Western
Region includes Dadra & Nagar Haveli, Daman & Diu, Goa, Gujarat, and
Maharashtra; and (6) Southern Region includes Andhra Pradesh, Karnataka,
Kerala, Lakshadweep, Pondicherry, and Tamil Nadu. The base category of every
region is “all other regions”.

The results in table-2 show that 4.71% non-employed women alone and
61.15% jointly with husband take decisions about the husband’s earning,
Whereas, 6.27% of working women alone and 66.43% jointly with partner are
making decisions about the husband’s earning. In the case of women’s own
health, 24.53% husbands take decisions for non-working women in comparison
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Table 1: Descriptive Statistics

Variable Obs.  Mean Std. Dev. Min. Max. Description

Respondent currently working/ 45231 .239 426 0 1 Binatry, 0 and 1
has worked in the past yeat/
has job but on leave from

last 7 days

Respondent Works, 10805 1 3 Categorical, 1 to 3
1 All year 511

2 Seasonal 43

3 Occasional .059

Respondent’s Education 259627 0 3 Categorical, 0 to 3
0 no education 312

1 primary 146

2 secondary 45

3 higher .092

Husband’s Occupation 45194 0 7 Categorical, 0 to 7
0 Not working/ No occupation .043

1 Professional/technical .07

2 Clerical .025

3 Sales 103

4 Agricultural 323

5 Services .099

6 Skilled and unskilled .325

7 Don’t know .012

Husband’s Education 45194 0 8 Categorical, 0 to 8
0 No education 181

1 Primary 146

2 Secondary .542

3 Higher 128

8 Don’t know .003

Wealth Index 259627 1 5 Categorical, 1 to 5
1 poorest 265

2 poorer 237

3 middle 199

4 richer 165

5 richest 134

Woman’s Age 259627 27.19 5.167 15 49 Continuous
Husband/Partner’s Age 44591 31.76 6.52 15 95 Continuous
Number of Household Members 259627 6.51 2.87 1 41 Continuous
Gender of Household Head 259627 3248 0 1 Binary

1Male .88

OFemale 12

Age of Household Head 259624 44.5 15.12 15 98 Continuous
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Table 2: Descriptive statistics of working women by their power to take
individual decision

Variable Not Working Women Working Women

Obs. Mean  Std. Dev.  Obs.  Mean  Std. Dev.

Who decides how to spend 34057 10282

husband’s earning

Respondent alone .0471 2118 0627 2424
Husband alone 2892 4534 23 42023
Respondent and Husband jointly .6115 4874 6643 4722
Someone else 0318 .1754 .043 .288
Who decides on respondent’s 34057 10519

health care

Respondent alone 0822 2747 1092 3118
Husband alone 2453 4303 2043 4032
Respondent and Husband jointly .63 4828 6513 4765
Someone else 042 286 .0351  .261
Who decides on large 34057 10519

household purchase

Respondent alone 0533 2247 0706 .25622
Husband alone 236 4246 2043 4032
Respondent and Husband jointly 636 4811 .6573 4746
Someone else 0745 .38 0677  .354
Who decides on visits to 34057 10519

family/ relatives

Respondent alone 05722323 0729 .26
Husband alone 2355 4242 2091 4066
Respondent and Husband jointly .6456 4783 6632 4726
Someone else .06 337 .054 354
Who makes decision for 13949 4701

using contraception

Respondent alone 074 2618 0759 .2649
Husband alone .09025 .2865 .0883  .2837
Respondent and Husband jointly 834 372 8341 3721
Someone else 0016 .04057 0017 .04122

to 20.43% for working women where husband decides on woman’s health. The
proportion of working women alone taking decisions regarding the household
purchases is 7.06% and 65.73% take decisions jointly with husband. It stands at
5.33% for non-working women who independently take decisions about large
household purchases and 63.6% take decisions jointly with husband. Similarly,
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64.56% of non-employed women and 66.32% of working women take decisions
with husband regarding visit to family or relatives compared to 5.72% non-
working and 7.29% working women who independently make decisions. Women
jointly with husband make decisions for using contraception where statistics
are quite similar at 83.4% for both working and non-working women.

Estimation Results

The linear results are shown in table 3 & 4. The estimates show the change in
women’s relative decision making power with her employment status measured
as whether she is currently working, has worked in the past twelve months
prior to the survey, or currently working but on leave for seven days preceding
the survey. The estimates also show the change in women’s and men’s aggregate
decisions made in the household alone when women are working,

The results in tables-3 show that woman’s employment is positively
associated with her relative power. Controlling for woman’s education and
age, husband’s age, education, and employment, some household
characteristics, and fixed effects to limit omitted variable bias, table-3 indicates
that employed women are making relatively 20.8% more decisions within
the household at a 1% significant level. The results show that working
women independently make 5.8% more decisions. Men’s power to take
decisions alone falls by 15% significantly within the household when women
are working.

The results in tbale-4 present the estimates of the impact of women’s
employment status measured as full time working and seasonally/ occasionally
working on their relative bargaining (decision) power. The results show that
women’s full time (all year) employment is significantly associated with a 25%
point higher the relative decision making power of women alone; the same
trend is seen for women’s part time (seasonal/ occasional) work status where
change is lesser comparatively but significant. Similarly, full time working women
make 7.4% more decisions alone significantly, whereas, the increase is 4% in
aggregate decisions made by women who works part time (seasonally/
occasionally).

The results of this study are consistent with findings in previous literature
that woman’s involvement in labour market is positively associated with her
relative bargaining power as she may relatively takes more decisions within
household. Including different types of employment, this study tries to analyse
the variation in change due to switching employment type- full time to part
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time, because income matters to affect bargaining power that varies with
employment hours.

This study also presents the impact of employment on individual decisions
where women or men independently and women jointly with husband take
decisions within the household. Making household decisions either alone or
jointly with husband indicates higher strength of a woman to negotiate in a
family for wellbeing of all members. Table-5 presents the relationship between
woman’s employment and decision making power of female and male in the
household. The findings show that employed women are more likely to take
decision alone and jointly with husband on their own health significantly. The
estimates in table-5 indicate that when women are employed, the likelihood of
a female to decide on her own health care alone is high with a significant 1.379
odds ratio and its 1.266 odds ratio when woman jointly with husband decides.
Men will be at high risk of losing their sole decision maker’s power within
household, the results show that likelihood of men to take decision on woman’s
healthcare is lower with a significant 0.758 odds ratio when woman starts working
outside.

The results in table-6 present the association of employment with decision
on large household purchases. The findings show that working women are more
likely to take independent decisions on costly items purchased in a house with
1.379 odds ratio in comparison to not working women. The estimates indicate
lower probability for men to take decision alone on costly household purchases
when their wife is working. Findings are consistent because employed woman
often helps financially to her family and contributes more in large household
purchases that indicates increasing participation of working women in household
decision making process.

Table-7 presents that probability of a woman to take decision alone on
visits to family and friends is higher when she is working, the estimate is
significant with 1.272 odds ratio. Men are less likely to take decision alone on
visits to meet family and friends when women are employed.Similarly, men
remain no longer sole decision maker who decide the way and purpose to spend
their own earnings.

The findings in table-8 show that woman’s employment status reduces the
likelihood for men to decide on their own earning alone with a significant 0.705
odds ratio. The results predict high involvement of women either alone or with
husband to decide how the earning of men is spent on.
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Apart from decisions on household purchase, husband’s earning, women’s
health and visit to family, decision for using contraception also matters to affect
women’s relative decision making power. When women make decisions for
using contraception, they are considered to attain some bargaining power as
they are free to decide for their own and family’s wellbeing, The results in table-
9 show that employed women are less likely to take decisions alone for using
contraception, but they have high likelihood when decide jointly with husband,
though estimates are insignificant. The one result is justified with another as
the findings in table-9 present that men are less likely to be a sole decision
maker for using contraception when women are working and earning money in
return.

Conclusion and Discussion

Using data on a wide range of decisions within household, this study tries to
gain a better understanding of the household bargaining power between partners
and change in women’s employment status. The findings of this study indicate
that woman’s employment status affects her relative bargaining power within
household. While female employment increases household income that may
increase her status in family and improves her decision making power. This
study employs different strategies to assess the effect of employment on women’s
relative decision making power as well as bargaining power over individual
decisions, using NFFHS-4 in different regions of India. The omitted variable
bias is being tacked with fixed effect and standard errors are robust that are
adjusted for 6966 clusters in PSU.

The linear results show a positive and significant effect of woman’s
employment status on her relative decision taking power within household.
Women who work take more number of decisions alone over men relatively
that indicates increase in women’s decision making power. The findings show a
negative association of women’s employment with husband’s authority to make
decisions alone. This analysis is robust to sensitivity analysis based on different
ways- categorizing into all year (full-time) and seasonal/occasional (part-time)
employment, to measure maternal employment and validates our results. Logistic
results present the effect of employment on the different individual decisions
made by woman or men either alone or jointly. The results show that women
are more likely to take most of household decisions either as a sole decision
maker or jointly with husband when they are working and financially
independent. Apart from these positive results, findings indicate that women
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might not be a sole person to decide for using contraception. Instead of this,
women are more likely to take decision for using contraception jointly with
husband.The study has few limitations. There is inadequate information on the
mother’s time devoted for labour work and earning information is also missing
in the DHS survey data, which would have been useful.

Appendix

Table 2A: Descriptive statistics of individual decisions

Variable Obs. Mean  Std. Dev.  Min.  Max. Description
Who decides on large 44576 1 4 Categorical
household purchase
Respondent alone 2559  .0574 23206
Husband alone 10188 2285 42
Respondent and Husband jointly 28574 .641 A48
Someone else 3255 .0726 466
Who decides on visits to family/ 44576 1 4 Categorical
relatives
Respondent alone 2717 .061 24
Husband alone 10218 .23 42
Respondent and Husband jointly 28963 .65 A48
Someone else 2678 .059 .32
Who decides how to spend 44339 1 4 Categorical
husband’s earning
Respondent alone 2249 .0507 .22
Husband alone 12206 2753 45
Respondent and Husband jointly 27657  .6237 4844
Someone else 1384 .05 .309
Who makes decision for using 101730 1 4 Categorical
contraception
Respondent alone 7753 0762 .2653
Husband alone 9052  .0889  .2847
Respondent and Husband jointly 84801 .8336  .3724
Someone else 124 .0012 .0348
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