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Abstract: Transnational organizations spread human rights rhetoric through the projects they enact. 
Some projects shift public opinion as intended while others have backlash effects. Pragmatist 
theories suggest such variation can be explained in part by accounting for projects’ varying degrees 
of cultural resonance in specific settings and among particular groups of people. I link four national 
surveys from Malawi with new administrative data on transnational organizations’ funding for 
human rights projects about violence against women. Multilevel logistic regression models indicate 
that aid disbursed for activist-led projects substantially increased women’s probability of stating that 
they reject men’s violence against women. Aid for bureaucrat-led projects did not have this effect on 
women and decreased stated rejection among men. These results indicate that transnational 
organizations do reach and affect lay people’s declarative attitudes through the projects they 
implement, but that the manner in which projects are carried out can lead to unique influences 
across sub-populations.  
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Introduction 

 Human rights messaging is abundant in public culture and circulates across every region of 

the world. Human rights feature prominently in international law and national constitutions 

worldwide (Beck et al. 2012). School textbooks and curricula cover the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights and many human rights treaties (Meyer et al. 2010). Media outlets regularly frame 

stories around the notion of human rights’ violations (Powers 2018). Social movement activists 

make appeals to intergovernmental organizations in the language of human rights, which in turn 

pressure national governments (Keck and Sikkink 1998; Tsutsui 2017). In many ways, human rights 

are a major touchstone across the various, interconnected cultural models of today’s world society 

(Meyer 2010). Yet, recent years have seen direct challenges to human rights discourse through 

authoritarianism and growing claims of national sovereignty. Waves of political populism and 

illiberal movements have rapidly spread across various regions of the world, leading to conflicting 

trends of the contraction of human rights-informed national policies and laws (Bonikowski 2017; 

Ferguson 2019; Schofer et al. 2019).  

 Research regarding the direction and influence of human rights messaging has focused 

primarily on human rights’ legitimacy and practice among national governments (Carothers and 

O’Donohue 2019; Krücken and Drori 2009). Another key component, however, is understanding 

the flow of human rights messages among public citizenries (Roberts 2018). Given the widespread 

prevalence of human rights discourse in various elements of public culture, it is not surprising that 

surveys find that majorities of lay people in many nations worldwide are, at a minimum, aware and 

generally supportive of many human rights concepts (for a review, see Ron et al. 2016). This 

suggests that human rights messages are reaching many lay people worldwide. Following this logic, 

scholars show positive associations between people’s stated attitudinal conformity with various 

human rights messages and their likely exposure to such messages through several theorized sources 
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of diffusion, including education, urban environments, mass media, and the national presence of 

international nongovernmental organizations (e.g. Ayoub and Garretson 2017; Boyle et al. 2002; 

Hadler 2017; Hadler et al. 2012; 2020; Zhou 2013). Conversely, others demonstrate that people’s 

likely exposure to alternative messaging campaigns opposing certain human rights issues, most 

notably homosexuality, are negatively associated with their expressed attitudinal conformity to 

human rights (e.g. Hadler and Symons 2018). 

 I extend this research on the flow of human rights messages among lay people in two ways. 

First, I theorize that people’s variation in their exposure to particular human rights messages 

through donor-funded, targeted projects may positively predict their attitudinal conformity to such 

messages (see Beer 2016; Thornton et al. 2015). Second, I contend that human rights projects’ 

organizational forms shape their ability to reach lay people, and this may vary by sub-population. 

Career international development bureaucrats staffing transnational organizations’ in-country offices 

generally work in an hierarchical environment that leads project designers to have comparatively less 

experience communicating with lay people and community leaders than domestic social movements 

activists (Freeman and Schuller 2020). Activist-led projects are more likely to be designed and 

carried out in ways that resonate with lay people than bureaucrat-led projects, even though both 

types of projects may play parts in other social change processes at the national-level (Htun and 

Weldon 2012; Wilks 2018; see also Reger and Staggenborg 2006). In addition, discriminated groups 

of people may be more receptive of human rights projects that specifically make statements about 

structural discrimination because of their personal life course experiences (see Robinson and Bell 

1978).  

 I apply this general framework to human rights projects focused on violence against women 

(VAW) that were implemented in contemporary Malawi. Lay people in Malawi, like in the vast 

majority of countries, have increasingly rejected VAW in recent decades (Pierotti 2013). Since the 
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shift toward greater rejection was especially large and swift in Malawi, it is a helpful case to examine 

whether targeted projects focusing on VAW contributed to this shift in public attitudes and whether 

people’s variation in exposure to such projects predicts their attitudes. The Malawian case is less 

generalizable to countries where transnational organizations do not allocate substantial funding to 

implement human rights projects.  

 Importantly, foreign-funded efforts to combat VAW in Malawi fit into the classifications of 

bureaucrat-led and activist-led projects. Bureaucrat-led projects emphasized training community 

leaders about human rights surrounding VAW, and then relied on these leaders to distil messages to 

the publics in their communities. Activist-led projects were longstanding awareness campaigns 

designed by domestic activists that transnational organizations financially supported. The unique 

administrative data on human rights projects and four national surveys spanning 2004-2016 available 

for Malawi permits a detailed analysis of the independent influences of bureaucrat-led and activist-

led projects on people’s attitudes about VAW.  

 In my analyses, I observe that districts in Malawi that ultimately received more aid for 

activist-led human rights projects initially had lower percentages of residents that rejected VAW than 

districts that received the standard amount. This assures that there is not a selection effect. I then 

find a substantial positive effect of the cumulative amount of aid disbursed for activist-led human 

rights projects to one’s district on people’s probability of expressing that they reject VAW, net of 

known socioeconomic and demographic factors, though the effect is much larger and only robust 

among women. Conversely, aid for bureaucrat-led human rights projects in a person’s district has a 

negative effect on men’s stated rejection of VAW.  

 These results show that human rights projects are an important medium through which 

transnational organizations spread human rights messages among lay people, but that projects’ 

influence at the individual-level is not uniform. Human rights projects led by activists are more 
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influential on people’s declarative attitudes than projects implemented by international development 

bureaucrats. Projects’ influence may also vary across different sub-populations, such as gender. 

Thus, human rights projects’ organizational forms and the resonance of their messages among 

different social groups shapes their influence among publics. Given divergent global trends of 

human rights expansion among some social groups and rising opposition among others, these 

findings inform the literature about how human rights projects disseminate cultural messages at the 

individual-level.  

 

Theoretical Framework: Disseminating Human Rights From Public to Personal Culture 

 Scholars originally developed institutional theories of cultural diffusion to explain cultural 

convergence and divergence across all levels of society, including the individual person (e.g. Meyer 

1986a; 1986b; see also Jepperson 2002:246-251). However, they often empirically studied 

transnational cultural diffusion at the country level. Studies on human rights, for example, assessed 

the worldwide diffusion and relationships between nation-states’ ratification of international human 

rights’ treaties, countries’ establishment of domestic human rights institutions, and nation-states’ 

respect for human rights in practice (Hafner-Burton and Tsutsui 2005; Hafner-Burton et al. 2008; 

Koo and Ramirez 2009; Wotipka and Tsutsui 2008).  

 More recently, scholars’ attention expanded to include empirical studies of global cultural 

diffusion at the level of individual people (e.g. Wang and Schofer 2018). This coincided with the 

emergence of work on “developmental idealism” by Thornton (2005). Thornton et al. (2015) 

theorize that an ideology about what constitutes development and human rights has been 

disseminated across not only national governments, corporations, and other organizations, but also 

populations worldwide. Results from cross-national surveys and internet search data provide 

empirical support for these assertions (Abbasi-Shavazi et al. 2012; Dorius 2016; Dorius and Swindle 
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2019; Kavas and Thornton 2020; Kiss 2017; Melegh et al. 2016; Swindle et al. 2020; Thornton and 

Yang 2016; Thornton et al. 2014; 2017). Linking data on country characteristics with surveys, 

scholars conducting multilevel analyses provide extensive evidence that the number of international 

nongovernmental organizations (INGOs) or intergovernmental organizations (IGOs) present in a 

country is positively associated with individuals’ support for human rights, environmental 

conservation, homosexuality, and gender egalitarianism, all of which are aligned with cultural 

messaging about human rights (for a review, see Hadler 2017).  

 Beer (2016) notes that count measures of the number of such organizations with members 

in a country, while a helpful proxy for exposure to various cultural scripts about development and 

human rights, obscures transnational organizations’ specific activities, which can be very diverse. 

Following this line of thought, I focus on the role of human rights projects as dissemination sources 

of public cultural discourses positing human rights messages.  

 The dissemination of cultural messages about development and human rights via 

transnational organizations often occurs in a top-down manner: officials at transnational 

organizations’ headquarters in Vienna, New York, London, or other global cities often decide which 

issues they want to focus on and then design global programs for this purpose (Barnett and 

Finnemore 2004). They communicate with bureaucrats staffing transnational organizations’ in-

country offices around the world, which in turn work with INGOs and different branches of a 

country’s government to contract domestic NGOs and community-based organizations to conduct 

specific projects in particular locales (Watkins et al. 2012). Projects are efforts to promote human 

rights and other cultural messages about development, such as “education is a human right” or 

“gender discrimination stifles development.” People’s exposure to these messages contributes to 

their formation of declarative knowledge about human rights and development, which in turn 

contribute to their ideological sentiments along many other factors. 
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  Yet, the flow of information in global cultural diffusion is more complex than a top-down 

process alone; domestic organizations often raise awareness about specific human rights violations 

by protesting directly to national governments or by communicating with officials at transnational 

organizations who in turn pressure national governments (Gallo-Cruz 2017; Tsutsui and Shin 2008; 

Tsutsui and Smith 2018). These alternative routes are especially common when it comes to human 

rights messaging: activists in specific locales play an integral role informing leaders at transnational 

organizations of the types of abuses people confront (Tsutsui 2018). 

 This theorized flow of information from public cultural sources—human rights projects—to 

personal cultural manifestations—stated attitudes—is consistent with models of social learning 

(Bandura 1977). Following current theoretical models of cognitive processing, I theorize attitudes 

expressed in response to fixed-response surveys as indications of the declarative elements of an 

individuals’ personal culture that are distinct from people’s nondeclarative, more automatic elements 

of their personal culture that govern much of their habitual behaviors (Frye 2017; Lizardo 2017; 

Mohr et al. 2020; Patterson 2014). However, the declarative aspects of people’s personal culture are 

not direct reproductions of the messages they hear, and their declarative attitudes are often 

predictive of their subsequent behavior (Glasman and Albarracín 2006). And when personal 

attitudes do not predict corresponding actions, they nonetheless demonstrate an aspiration to 

uphold human rights or perceptions that doing so is socially desirable, both of which are evidence of 

their knowledge of human rights messages (Behrman and Frye 2019:29; Pierotti 2013:261-262; 

Thornton et al. 2012b:337).  

 

Distinguishing Organizational Forms in Human Rights Projects 

 Building on these insights, I theorize that the organizational forms human rights projects 

take as either bureaucrat-led or activist-led shapes their ability to reach lay people. My emphasis here is 
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on variation in how human rights projects as institutions are “inhabited” (Hallet and Ventresca 

2006)—that is, the social interactions and organizational structure of people involved in project 

implementation (Watkins and Swidler 2013). This includes how human rights messages are adopted 

for a given context and interpreted by different sub-populations (Jijon 2019; Levitt and Merry 2009). 

Table 1 summarizes key differences between these two organizational forms of human rights 

projects, in particular their information sources and comparative strengths.  

[Table 1] 

 Bureaucrat-led human rights projects generally keep project design and implementation “in 

house.” Staff at transnational organizations’ in-country offices stays informed of broader global aims 

through conference calls, emails, and research reports coming from headquarters (Cormier 2018; 

Kentikelenis and Babb 2019; Kentikelenis and Seabrooke 2017; Zapp 2020). The projects they 

implement follow standardized, global formats (Beigbeder 1997:52-69; Honig 2018:114).  

 The background and career aspirations of bureaucrats staffing transnational organizations’ 

country offices also play a role in the way projects are carried out. Many are educated, liberal 

foreigners from the regions of the world where transnational organizations’ headquarters are located. 

They are overwhelmingly idealistic altruists steeped in developmental idealism, and many seek to 

report statistics to headquarters that demonstrates their impact (Kallman 2020; Krause 2014; Merry 

2016). In-country employees that are domestic in origin are also highly educated—often abroad—

and are generally of a high social status (Hensell 2016). Though national citizens, they sometimes 

have little experience interacting with the poor and instead harbor discriminatory stereotypes about 

them and their “harmful cultural practices” (Johnson 2018; Pot 2019b). Staff based outside the 

office tends to be comparatively less educated and employed on a project-by-project basis (see Terzi 

and Fall 2014). As “implementarians” (Peters 2020), many seek out these jobs with transnational 

organizations in large part because they are exceptionally remunerative compared to other possible 



 9 

employment or piecework (Roth 2015). As a result of this hierarchical organizational structure, 

project aims and ownership in bureaucrat-led human rights projects remains highly centered at the 

top (Peters 2016). The lack of incentives for implementarians to focus on meaningful social changes, 

and in-country office staff’s drive to provide numerical measures of progress, often leads to worse 

project implementation or repeated mistakes (Honig 2018; Watkins et al. 2012).  

 Despite these limitations, bureaucrat-led projects can still be exceptionally powerful. The 

amount of financial resources disbursed for projects is substantial, and in some cases project staff 

adapt their projects to match intended project recipients’ recommendations and engage in long-term 

follow up activities (e.g. Salem et al. 2018). Furthermore, many lay people are apt to learn the human 

rights messages that transnational organizations and their partners promote, which they associate 

with knowledge, status, wealth, and the good life (Swidler and Watkins 2015).  

 Another style of human rights projects provides funding directly to existing, active, domestic 

social movements organizations. While much less common than bureaucrat-led projects, this 

activist-led strategy is sometimes taken by foreign donors interested in encouraging widespread 

political change and rights’ consciousness (Htun and Weldon 2012). There are many benefits to this 

strategy.  

 First, domestic activists are often a part of transnational advocacy networks, where they 

build solidary and learn a series of common activist strategies of collective organization. This helps 

them learn the power of sharing personalized stories of abuse with relatable characters and a clear 

injunctive message, and the importance of building connections with local media (Alvarez 2000; Ball 

Cooper et al. 2014; c.f. Smith 2002). Second, domestic activists generally have ample experience 

helping victims of human rights abuses in their country. This gives them knowledge of local 

government, the police, and cultural practices that in turn help them to effectively vernacularize 

human rights messages (Merry 2006). Activists’ experience also gives them insights into which target 



 10 

communities or social groups they should target, and how to do so persuasively. Relatedly, many 

activists leading human rights projects astutely work with national and community leaders. 

Persuading different types of leaders to support their cause is important because it broadly “seeds” 

(Banerjee et al. 2019) target messages across different sub-populations within communities, 

including across important religious, educational, and gendered social networks (Cislaghi et al. 2019). 

This increases the relative legitimacy of the human rights messages and greatly increases their 

subsequent sharing among lay people. Finally, activists often have personal stories of abuse and 

discrimination that sustain their desire to help others. Their personal story is also a powerful 

campaigning tool (Broockman and Falla 2016; Chun et al. 2013; Polletta et al. 2013). 

 The most difficult challenge to activist-led human rights efforts is inconsistent funding. 

Activists’ lack of training in scientific research methods compared to office bureaucrats, especially in 

monitoring and evaluation, can lead donors to sour on their projects (Arensman and van Wessel 

2018). Activist-led projects can also be ineffective at reaching lay people when project leaders are 

disconnected from lay people’s concerns and human rights abuses. This can occur over time, as 

activists become increasingly professionalized or when donors take control over domestic social 

movements and sanitize them (Tsutsui et al. 2012:383-384). Despite these limitations, I expect that 

activist-led human rights projects reach lay people and influence their attitudes about human rights 

issues.  

 

Human Rights Projects Addressing Violence Against Women in Malawi 

 In empirically testing the role of different forms of human rights projects in shaping people’s 

declarative attitudes, I focus on the human rights issue of violence against women (VAW) in the 

context of contemporary Malawi. In the past several decades, a transnational social movement 

emerged calling for the end of VAW (Montoya 2013; Rademacher 2020; Russell et al. 2018). 
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Member countries of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (2018) 

donated 131 million dollars in 2016 alone to projects addressing VAW. Activists and organizations 

leading the movement aim to ensure VAW is outlawed in international treaties and national laws and 

attempt to build support among lay people that VAW denies victims of their human rights and is 

harmful for well being and development. Data from the Global Database on Violence against 

Women lists 981 pieces of national legislation regarding VAW across the world, 722 of which were 

enacted since 2000 (UN Women 2020). This includes legislation in Malawi, most notably the 

Prevention of Domestic Violence Act in 2006 that outlawed domestic violence (Kanyongolo and 

White 2017).  

 With few exceptions, global attitudes have increasingly shifted toward rejection of VAW 

(Kurzman et al. 2019). In Malawi, 64 percent of women and 74 percent of men rejected VAW in 

2000, and by 2013-14, these rates reached 87 percent of women and 92 percent of men. Rejection 

slightly decreased in 2015-16 to 84 percent for women and 87 percent for men. These rejection 

percentages are markedly higher than neighboring countries despite similar histories. In fact, they are 

higher than any African nation besides South Africa and, more recently, Mozambique (ICF 2020).  

 Transnational organizations are very powerful in Malawi; foreign aid accounted for more 

than a fifth of Malawi’s Gross National Income annually in 2016 (World Bank 2018). Jobs with 

transnational organizations are highly coveted because they offer a lifestyle far different than most 

Malawians experience (Morfit 2011), as over four-fifths of the population live in rural settings and 

are engaged in household agriculture (NSO and ICF 2017). Such jobs include consistent salaries and 

access to an automobile, where salaried work is exceptionally rare and only roughly three percent of 

households own a car or truck (NSO and ICF 2017).  

 Because of transnational organizations’ immense power in Malawi, it is possible that people’s 

exposure to any projects these organizations implement could influence their declarative attitudes 
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about VAW. However, the topics their projects address and the activities undertaken are 

exceptionally diverse and thus may not have a unified influence. Research in other settings 

additionally demonstrates that lay people’s attitudes, values, and beliefs across a range of 

developmental and rights-based messages are connected, but somewhat more loosely than 

previously theorized (Allendorf and Thornton 2015:256-263). This suggests that exposure to specific 

cultural messages about a particular topic, such as VAW, may have an especially great influence on 

people’s attitudinal alignment to that message.  

 Transnational organizations and foreign donors have supported several human rights 

projects addressing VAW in Malawi, which generally match the organizational forms of bureaucrat-

led and activist-led projects. In summarizing these two types of projects, I synthesize information 

from various official reports by the national government and transnational organizations, as well as 

several newspaper articles, which are listed in the Appendix. 

Bureaucrat-Led Projects 

 The UN Population Fund (UNFPA) and UN Women direct the bureaucrat-led human 

rights projects on VAW in Malawi. They started their first projects in 2009 and then increased in 

earnest in 2012 when UN Women opened a country office in Malawi and UNFPA selected Malawi 

as one of the sites for two major global initiatives focused on “strengthening Gender Based Violence 

service delivery programs” (UN Malawi 2015:28-30; see also Joint Oxfam Programme in Malawi 

2009; UNFPA 2017; UNFPA and EU 2017; UN Women Malawi 2017:20, 41).  

 In practice, projects provided “trainings” for community leaders about VAW and established 

Victim Support Units (VSUs) in order to provide access to justice for victims (MoGCDSW 2014; 

Nkhoma 2012; UN Women 2019; UN Women Malawi 2013). This strategy built on international 

trends emphasizing institutional capacity in handling cases of VAW (Booth and Carrington 2012). In 

Malawi, there were already two VSUs in Kanengo and Lilongwe that were previously built in the 
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early 2000s. They were standalone buildings housed by full-time staff and police officers and 

featured multiple rooms (Government of Malawi 2015:48; Sabola 2003). Bureaucrat-led projects 

about VAW claim that they established over 120 VSUs attached to police stations and between 250-

400 community VSUs (Kaufulu-Kumwenda 2014:23, 38; UN 2015b:6).  

 While these total counts of VSUs are impressive, these new VSUs differed dramatically from 

the originally two VSUs in Malawi. New VSUs at police stations were often open only one to two 

days a week and were staffed by either police officers or community volunteers that had attended 

occasional short trainings lasting a few hours or days (UN Women Malawi 2018:44-49, 128-129). 

Community VSUs generally were not physical entities. Instead, transnational organizations and the 

national government counted community VSUs as any community leaders that attended a short-

term VAW training hosted by domestic NGOs that transnational organizations’ country office staff 

contracted. The idea was that these community leaders would then return to their communities and 

lead the charge against VAW (UK DFID 2011). They trained community leaders to record and 

report some basic descriptive information about each case of partnership conflict they adjudicated 

between couples in their community (Interviews with government officials at the MoGCDSW). This 

included items like the complaint, victim and perpetrator background information, whether the case 

was resolved or referred to other institutions, etcetera. Community leaders then reported this 

information to administrators of national-level databases maintained by government officials at the 

Ministry of Gender, Children, Disability and Social Welfare (MoGCDSW). In turn, these officials 

used this information in preparing their national reports and in communication with transnational 

organizations and international governing bodies like the United Nations’ Committee on the 

Elimination of Discrimination Against Women (CEDAW). 

 While this strategy provided important data on VAW cases, it was limited in its ability to 

promote cultural messages criticizing VAW among Malawian citizens for several reasons. First, it 
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relied on community leaders to spread messages condemning VAW to others, rather than trying to 

reach citizens directly. Second, community leaders generally lacked building space for community 

VSUs, so they tended to adjudicate disagreements between couples at their own home compound or 

“under a tree” nearby (Government of Malawi 2015:49). This was the way community leaders had 

long counseled quarreling couples as well as other social conflicts in their communities, in which 

their primary goal has historically been to resolve cases and maintain continuity in their community 

social structure (Cammack et al. 2009; Eggen 2011). As a result, counseling sessions they hosted 

focused on reconciliation between couples and not charging abusive men with a crime and referring 

them to the police (Interviews with government officials at the MoGCDSW). Community leaders 

are overwhelming men and they are usually older. Many may be especially interested in maintaining 

existing social structures and, above all else, keeping the peace (Dionne et al. 2013). These challenges 

may have contributed to community leaders serving more “as marriage counselors rather than 

focusing on gender-based violence,” as noted in project evaluation reports (UK DFID 2011:4; see 

also Chepuka 2013:267; Munthali et al. 2015:76-80). 

 Additionally, the trainings offered to community leaders appeared to have little impact. 

Leaders privately acknowledged their disagreement of trainings’ condemnation of practices common 

in their community, and some of the contracted NGOs leading the trainings had little experience 

working on VAW (Nyasa Times, April 5, 2016; Page 2019; Pot 2019a; Swidler and Watkins 2017:160-

161; see also UN Women Malawi 2017:54-55). The timeframe of the trainings was also very limited 

and NGO-led trainings in Malawi tend to be especially didactic and non-participatory following 

schooling lecturing practices (Swidler and Watkins 2015). Consistent with this, few people reported 
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abuse they experienced to community VSUs (UN 2015a:8-10; see also Government of Malawi 

2015:33, 52; United States Department of State 2014:2).1  

 Thus, there are multiple constraints limiting the influence of bureaucrat-led human rights 

projects addressing VAW in increasing Malawians’ expression of rejecting VAW. I expect that these 

projects did not increase people’s stated rejection of VAW.  

Activist-Led Projects 

 Activists led other human rights projects combatting VAW in Malawi. Early Malawian 

activists became aware of the international 16 Days of Activism Against Gender Violence campaign in the 

late 1990s (Kanyongolo and White 2017). This global campaign stemmed from Latin American 

regional feminist meetings in the 1980s, especially efforts by Dominican activists in starting the 

International Day for the Elimination of Violence Against Women on November 25, 1981 (Peguero 

2005:169). As a transnational advocacy network developed, Malawian Emma Kaliya learned of it and 

began holding small-scale activities in Malawi during the annual campaign period of November 25th 

through December 10th as early as 2000, including public marches near Parliament and awareness 

campaigns in rural areas (Arise!: A Newsletter of the Network Against Gender Violence, November-

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

 In 2008, the Norwegian Agency for International Development began funding a domestic 

NGO led by Kaliya, the Malawi Human Rights Resource Centre (MHRRC), in order to substantially 

expand the annual 16 Days campaign in Malawi (MHRRC 2007; 2013). Kaliya and other campaign 

leaders drew upon their prior organizing experience and connections to institutional leaders to 

design and implement a campaign that would resonate with lay people in Malawi. They recruited 

various types of leaders from the national government, major religions, musicians, law enforcement, 

 
1 One evaluation study on adolescent girls in two districts, Balaka and Thyolo, reported that only three percent of 
those that experience sexual abuse reported the matter at a community VSU (Munthali et al. 2015:79; see also 
Mueller et al. 2019). 
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and local community leaders to join them on a national bus tour. By design, most of the leaders they 

recruited were men, as activists viewed having males speak on the importance of gender equality and 

condemning VAW would legitimate this message for many people and would hopefully reach men 

in particular (FEMNET 2009). Organizers were further aware that men might express resentment of 

projects that focus on women only (see Connell 2005). They further created many slogans for their 

t-shirts, posters, and other paraphernalia that specifically targeted men and played on themes of 

masculinity, such as their tagline, “real men stop violence: using my strength to prevent violence.” 

 Together, the activists and leaders traveled across rural and urban communities in many 

areas of Malawi in three large touring buses filled to capacity (about 50-80 seats each) and performed 

dozens of large, outdoor, public presentations (Chavula 2009). Crowd size at the presentations 

varied, but usually was under 3,000 people, with a few swelling to nearly 13,000; organizers estimated 

a total attendance of 180,262 people at presentations during the 2013 campaign (MEGEN 2011; 

2012; 2013). At each site, organizers played loud music on concert speakers and performed public 

dances. People from the surrounding area gathered, and then volunteers performed outdoor dramas 

and facilitated public dialogue sessions for two to three hours, asking members of the crowd to 

participate as certain drama characters or to describe their experiences of abuse. Figure 1 comes 

from the 2012 annual campaign report and shows an example of the presentations held during the 

16 Days campaign. 

[Figure 1] 

 Public dancing and outdoor drama performance have a long history in Malawi (Kalipeni and 

Kamlongera 1996:63; see also Gilman 2011; Kerr 1996), and they previously were very successful in 

boosting girls’ school enrollment in Malawi during the 1990s (Anzar et al. 2004). People watching 

the 16 Days presentations explained that the dramas helped them imagine themselves in the victim’s 

shoes, see how many others in their community agreed with the messages presented, and learn how 
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to intervene in abusive situations they knew occurred in their community, like a teacher pressuring a 

young female student for sex (MEGEN 2011:12; see also Bezner Kerr et al. 2019:559-560; Gurman 

et al. 2014; Smith et al. 2007).  

 During the presentations, certain volunteers—mostly those that were involved with the 

national police force—strategically dispersed themselves throughout the audiences. When they 

noticed someone that appeared to be strongly emotionally affects by the presentation, they 

approached that person and asked to speak with them away from the crowd. The person would 

often share their experience being abused and, with the volunteers’ support, would file a formal 

compliant (MEGEN 2011:10). Campaign leaders shared this information with local law enforcement 

and then followed up by phone in subsequent weeks about whether the perpetrators had been 

prosecuted (MEGEN 2013:7). Beyond this, activists leading the campaign also recruited community 

leaders in the places they performed to join their network of VAW advocates, and they in turn often 

volunteered at police or community VSUs.  

 Given activists’ many efforts to tailor their communication strategies to the Malawian 

context, I expect that lay people’s exposure to these activist-led human rights projects increased their 

likelihood of rejecting VAW. Women may also be especially or more likely to be influenced by such 

projects. Riley and Dodson (2016) observe that women in Malawi are generally more receptive to 

messages condemning gender discrimination, and that men sometimes view projects aimed at gender 

equality issues as status threats. This is consistent with literature indicating that sub-populations that 

face discrimination are often more interested, persuaded, and emboldened by messages calling for 

their equality, or the equality of others (Davis and Robinson 1991). Men also may express 

resentment of projects that focus on women only. Still, activists’ efforts to recruit male leaders as 

spokespersons for their campaigns may have overcome these challenges. 
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Data and Methods 

 I test the influence of people in Malawi’s likely exposure to human rights messages 

denouncing VAW on their subsequent declarative attitudes about VAW. Specifically, I perform 

multilevel logistic regression analyses to examine whether the amount of aid disbursed for 

bureaucrat-led and activist-led VAW projects carried out in a person’s district before they were 

surveyed predicts their attitudinal rejection of VAW, controlling for other known predictors. I 

conduct this analysis separately for women and men. I draw upon four national surveys and 

administrative data on human rights projects.  

 A common issue that arises in analyses testing the effects of aid is selectivity. In this case, the 

question at hand is whether donors sent aid for VAW projects to districts that already had high 

levels of expressed rejection of VAW. I address this issue before testing the effects of aid on 

people’s attitudes. 

Data 

 Surveys. Four cross-sectional surveys comprise the individual-level data: the 2004, 2010, and 

2015-16 Demographic and Health Surveys (DHS) and the 2013-14 UNICEF Multiple Indicator 

Cluster Survey (MICS) (Boyle et al. 2017; NSO 2015). DHS and MICS administrators worked 

together to make sure the surveys could be combined; much of the questionnaires are identical 

(Hancioglu and Arnold 2013). Each of the four surveys features a two-stage stratified cluster sample 

design: survey administrators stratified each of the 28 districts in Malawi into urban and rural areas, 

selected a sample of census enumeration areas within each strata, and then identified a sample of 

households within selected census enumeration areas. All women in sampled households between 

the ages of 15-49 were asked to take the survey. All men ages 15-54 (except 15-49 for the 2013-14 

survey) were selected from either one-fourth of households (2004 survey) or one-third of 

households (2010, 2013-14, and 2015-16 surveys). Individual-level response rates across the surveys 
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were 86 percent or higher. I do not use data from the district of Likoma Island (estimated 

population of 10,414 in the 2008 census) because data was collected for this district only in the 

2015-16 survey. 

 I create two samples—one for women and one for men. The women’s sample combines 

female respondents from each of the four surveys, which leads to a sample of 83,510. The men’s 

sample pools the 24,756 male respondents from all four surveys. Maintaining separate datasets for 

men and women allows me to disaggregate my analyses. It also follows the advice given by DHS and 

MICS administrators. Additionally, men in Malawi and most African countries are more likely than 

women to state that they reject VAW (Uthman et al. 2010). 

 Aid for Human Rights Projects. I combine these individual-level survey data with the 

district-level data on foreign aid-funded human rights projects from the Malawi Aid Management 

Platform. In 2012, the AidData Center for Development Policy and the Malawi Ministry of Finance, 

Economic Planning and Development (MoFEPD) developed the national “Malawi Aid 

Management Platform.” Debates over aid’s effects and political pressures to justify aid motivated the 

collection of project-level data on aid (Weaver 2019).2 The Malawi Aid Management Platform was 

the first effort by a national government to track and report as many aid-supported projects carried 

out in their country as possible, and researchers estimate that in 2012 they collected “approximately 

80 percent of all external funding reported to the Malawi Ministry of Finance since 2000” (Peratsakis 

et al. 2012). Since this initial data collection effort, the Malawi MoFEPD made the database public 

and has continuously updated it (MoFEPD 2017). The database provides projects’ geographic 

locations, goals, donors, descriptions, and annual funding disbursements. It has provided new 

 
2 AidData and other organizations have since partnered with many governments around the world to create several 
other country-specific datasets and Aid Information Management Systems. More information, including a list of 
such datasets, is available at: https://iatistandard.org/en/using-data/IATI-tools-and-resources/aims/.  
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insights about the effects, geographic distribution, and types of aid-funded projects (e.g. Berlin et al. 

2018; Burrowes et al. 2018; Marty et al. 2017; Nunnenkamp et al. 2016).  

 In using these data, it is important to be clear about the difference between projects and 

programs. In the database, a foreign aid-funded project consists of the disbursement of aid to a 

particular district in a particular year for specific activities. Projects are often a part of larger 

programs, which consist of a general framework and plan for similar interventions in multiple 

locations and over many years. For example, a program that provided funding for activities in four 

districts for three years each would equate to twelve projects and each would be listed separately in 

the database. 

 I took several steps to determine which human rights projects in the database: (1) focused on 

preventing VAW; (2) whether these VAW projects were bureaucrat-led or activist-led; (3) how much 

money was disbursed to particular districts for both types of VAW projects. In particular, I used the 

database’s information about projects’ goals and aims, primary purpose codes, geographic locations, 

and annual funding disbursements. I also read many of the original reports that coders used to create 

the Malawi Aid Management Platform, which in turn led me to meet with Malawian administrators 

at several domestic NGOs, government ministries, and transnational organizations’ Malawi country 

offices. These administrators personally led or were otherwise informed about the specific VAW 

projects that I identified in the database. I provide more details about how I classified VAW projects 

as bureaucrat-led or activist-led in the Appendix.  

 Despite my efforts to capture all relevant VAW projects and classify them consistently, it is 

possible that another project related to VAW was missing from the database, or that there were 

errors in reported disbursement amounts. In addition, district-level funding for VAW projects is not 

a direct measure of an individual’s personal level of exposure to projects featuring messages critical 

of VAW. Still, these measures are much more geographically and thematically refined than most 
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previous work on the aggregate influence of human rights projects, and recent studies indicate that 

people often hear about human rights messages from others in their social networks even when they 

are not directly exposed to the interventions that spread these messages (Arias 2019; Smith et al. 

2018; c.f. Wilke et al. 2020).  

 The top portion of Figure 2 presents the annual amounts of funding disbursed for 

bureaucrat-led and activist-led VAW projects, respectively, between 2004 and 2015. Transnational 

organizations distributed a total of $10,342,785 for 135 bureaucrat-led VAW projects between 2009-

2015, with especially high disbursements in 2012 and 2015. In comparison, they disbursed a total of 

$6,383,982 to carry out 121 activist-led VAW projects between 2008-2015.  

[Figure 2] 

 The bottom portion of Figure 2 depicts maps showing the geographic distribution of the 

total amount of aid disbursed for bureaucrat-led and activist-led VAW projects between 2004 and 

2015. Bureaucrats at transnational organizations implemented VAW projects in nineteen of twenty-

seven districts. Donors provided funding for activists to conduct their VAW projects across all 

districts; they started by implementing projects across twelve districts from 2008-2011 and then 

expanded to carry out projects in all districts between 2012-2015. 

Measures 

 Descriptive statistics for all individual-level and district-level variables described below are 

listed in Tables 2 and 3 respectively. I use the women’s and men’s sampling weights provided in the 

DHS and MICS surveys when reporting descriptive statistics for variables from the survey data.  

[Table 2] 

[Table 3] 

 Dependent Variables. My individual-level dependent variable for multilevel logistic 

regression analysis measures Malawians’ rejection of the justification that a husband may beat his 
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wife. Respondents were asked, “Sometimes a husband is annoyed or angered by things that his wife does. In your 

opinion, is a husband justified in hitting or beating his wife in the following situations: (1) If she goes out without 

telling him? (2) If she neglects the children? (3) If she argues with him? (4) If she refuses to have sex with him? (5) If 

the food is not properly cooked?” 83.1 percent of women and 87.5 percent of men stated that they 

rejected the justification of physical partner VAW in all five proposed situations. These five 

questions yielded a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.84 for women and 0.78 for men. A single factor principal-

component analysis reveals loadings from 0.74-0.81 for women and 0.71-0.74 for men. Based on 

this, I construct a binary variable for rejection of VAW that identifies respondents that reject all five 

scenarios, which is standard in the literature (see Pierotti 2013).  

 Aid for Bureaucrat-Led and Activist-Led Violence Against Women Projects. I create time-

varying measures of the cumulative amount of aid (in increments of $100,000 USD) disbursed to 

districts for bureaucrat-led and activist-led VAW projects, lagged by one year. Cumulative measures 

of aid are useful because they do not confine the influence of disbursed aid to a single year (Ardnt et 

al. 2015; Woolcock 2009). This is especially important for projects with intended cultural outcomes, 

such as the prevention of VAW, which may emerge slowly even years after the original projects are 

implemented (Heideman 2018; De Koker et al. 2014). I lag these measures by one year to more 

accurately estimate the effect of aid on stated attitudes (see Clemens et al. 2012). For example, a 

person interviewed during the 2010 Malawi DHS would be assigned a value depicting the cumulative 

amounts of aid for each of these two types of VAW projects—bureaucrat-led and activist-led—

disbursed up through 2009.3  

  As shown in Table 3, the district-level mean cumulative aid disbursed for bureaucrat-led 

VAW projects through the year before respondents were personally interviewed was $152,205 with a 

 
3 Since survey administrators collected the 2013-14 Malawi MICS at the end of 2013 and mostly in 2014, I assign 
individuals’ the cumulative aid disbursements to their district through 2013. The 2015-16 Malawi DHS similarly 
took place at the end of 2015 and in 2016, so I assign cumulative aid values through 2015. 
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range of $0 to $1,006,102. 60 percent of the district-years analyzed had assigned values of $0. For 

activist-led VAW projects, the mean amount was $129,665; values ranged from $0 to $700,039, and 

39 percent of the district-years analyzed had received $0.  

 Controls for Initial District-Level Conditions. Given my interest in understanding the 

importance of aid for bureaucrat-led and activist-led VAW projects on individuals’ stated rejection 

of VAW, I use two additional district-level, time-invariant, control variables related to districts’ initial 

conditions prior to receiving any aid. First, I rely on the 2004 Malawi DHS and calculate the 

percentage of women in each district that reject VAW. I do the same for men. I then take the 

district-level averages of these two percentages. By holding constant the district percentage of 

people that rejected VAW in 2004 in a regression analysis predicting individuals’ rejection of VAW, 

the aid coefficients in the model indicate the influence of VAW projects net of any initial district-

level differences in rejection percentages.  

 Second, I account for the possibility that transnational organizations may have prioritized 

doing human rights projects in districts that they believed were in greatest need, generally speaking. 

Alternatively, donors may have unknowingly implemented VAW projects in districts where the 

percentage of people that rejected VAW was higher, relatively speaking, thereby inflating coefficients 

for aid effects. Since transnational organizations often focus on increasing economic and educational 

factors (see Brass 2012), I use the Malawi 2004 DHS to calculate a district-level index of the average 

level of educational achievement and percentage of non-agricultural employment in 2004. The index 

measure is based on a scale from 0-100; education and employment contribute equally.  

 Additional Control Variables. I use several controls for individual-level mechanisms of 

global cultural diffusion previously identified by other scholars. This includes a continuous measure 

of individuals’ years of education completed (top-coded at thirteen) (e.g. Zhou 2013), and binary 

measures for urban living (Pierotti 2013) and Christian religious identity (Boyle et al. 2002). Given 
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transnational organizations’ strong influence over some media content in Malawi (Harris 2018), I 

also include several media variables. These include three binary measures for at least weekly 

newspaper, radio, and television use. I further use a variable gathered by Swindle (2020) that 

measures the number of newspaper articles that implicitly or explicitly condemn VAW published in 

the month prior to a respondent’s specific day of interview. Articles included in this count measures 

describe an event of VAW by a man or they otherwise denounce the practice of VAW. 

 Several additional demographic controls are included that prior studies find as being 

important predictors of rejection of VAW. I use the household wealth index factor score measures 

given by the DHS and MICS, which are calculated as quintile position along an index of household 

asset ownership (Uthman et al. 2009). I rely on ethnographic literature to identify matrilineal 

ethnicities in Malawi (Ibik 1970) and construct a binary variable for matrilineal ethnicity. Matrilineal 

ethnic groups are predominant in Malawi and associated with relatively higher levels of women’s 

authority and voice (Johnson 2018; Kuzara 2014). I further use a categorical measure of a person’s 

marital history, with the options of never married (reference group), formerly but not currently 

married, currently in a monogamous marriage, and currently in a polygamous marriage. Marriage is 

positively associated with rejection of VAW in many societies across Africa (Hindin 2014), and 

polygamy is negatively associated with rejection in Malawi (Rani et al. 2004). I include a continuous 

measure for age, as older age is positively associated with rejection in Malawi and many other 

African countries (Pierotti 2013), unlike the United States (Copp et al. 2019).  

Analytical Strategy 

 I first ensure whether it is appropriate to conduct regressions on aid effects by evaluating the 

possibility of geographic selectivity of aid disbursement. Aid coefficients would be inflated if the 

districts that received aid were already higher on the intended outcome on average. I accordingly use 

two ordinary least squares regression models analyzing the relationship between districts’ initial 
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conditions in 2004 on the cumulative amount of aid for bureaucrat-led and activist-led VAW 

projects that each district subsequently received. While these selectivity analyses are not exhaustive, 

they are an important introductory step before moving on to assess the effects of exposure to 

human rights messages about VAW.  

 I then carry out two logistic regression models, one using the women’s sample and one using 

the men’s sample, predicting the influence of bureaucrat-led and activist-led VAW projects on 

individuals’ stated rejection of VAW, including all control variables. Following Long and Mustillo 

(2018), I convert log-odds coefficients from these models to average marginal effects (AMEs) while 

keeping all other predictors at their actual values for each observation. This allows me to accurately 

compare coefficients within and across models (see also Allison 1999; Breen et al. 2018; Mood 

2010). I also provide 95 percent confidence intervals for each coefficient. I mean-center all 

continuous control variables. 

 With respect to model design, I use fixed effects for survey years to account for temporal 

changes in Malawi, including the rising rejection of VAW over time. District-level differences are 

also important to consider given the violent colonial formation of Malawi that cut across the 

settlement patterns of many different ethnic groups. European colonization and Islamic trade routes 

also impacted parts of the country differently than others, including with respect to gender relations 

(Kudo 2017; Sicard 2000). I therefore employ district random effects, which allow for district-level 

differences while including important district-level covariates that are not time-varying, namely the 

district percentage rejecting VAW in 2004 and the district education-employment index in 2004. 

Though I use the individual-level survey weights provided by DHS and MICS program 

administrators when calculating descriptive statistics, I do not use them in multilevel models. West et 

al. (2015) demonstrate that using individual-level weights without also having district-level weights 
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inflates standard errors, and neither the DHS nor the MICS report district-level selection 

probabilities due to privacy agreements. 

 In my presentation of these results, I focus primarily on the coefficients for aid for 

bureaucrat-led and activist-led VAW projects, which I interpret as the influence of likely exposure to 

human rights messages denouncing VAW on a person’s subsequent declarative attitudes about 

VAW. This interpretation is buttressed by the fact that I measure the cumulative amount of aid 

disbursed in the years prior to respondents’ interview dates.  

 

Analysis 

Selectivity Assessment 

 Before analyzing the effects of aid, I check for selectivity in the geographic distribution of 

aid. Two ordinary least squares regressions at the district-level (n=27) test for such problems. The 

first model predicts the cumulative aid ($100K) disbursed to districts through 2015 for bureaucrat-

led VAW projects. The first covariate, the district percentage of people rejecting VAW in 2004, is 

associated with a -0.073 decrease in such aid, but this coefficient is not statistically significant (CI=-

0.202, 0.056). The estimate for the second covariate, the district education-employment index in 

2004, is more robust and associated with a -0.651 decrease (CI=-1.302, -0.000). These estimates 

indicate that transnational organizations did not fund bureaucrat-led VAW projects in districts 

where people were more likely to reject VAW or to enjoy high levels of education and employment, 

rather they seemed to favor places with the opposite attributes. This means that any selectivity in 

districts’ initial conditions will not bias estimated coefficients of aid on attitudes in a positive 

direction. 

 In the second model, I switch the outcome variable to the cumulative aid ($100K) disbursed 

to districts through 2015 for activist-led VAW projects. The district percentage of people rejecting 
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VAW in 2004 is similarly associated with a statistically insignificant -0.038 decrease (CI=-0.114, 

0.039) in aid for this type of projects. The coefficient for the district education-employment index in 

2004 is a statistically insignificant 0.093 (CI=-0.292, 0.477). Again, selectivity does not appear to be a 

significant problem. In addition, I control for the 2004 measures of the district percentage of people 

rejecting VAW and the education-employment index in my predictions of subsequent attitudes. 

The Effects of Exposure to Violence Against Women Projects 

 Table 4 presents the results from multilevel logistic regression models predicting stated 

rejection of VAW. Beginning with the women’s sample, each additional $100,000 US dollars for 

bureaucrat-led VAW projects is associated with a 0.001 increase in the AMEs for women and a 

0.004 decrease in the AMEs for men in rejection of VAW. In other words, each $100,000 district-

level aid disbursement for bureaucrat-led VAW projects is associated with a subsequent 0.1 

percentage point increase in women’s rejection of VAW and a 0.4 percentage point decrease in 

men’s rejection. The result for women is consistent with my hypothesis of bureaucrat-led projects 

not shaping their attitudes, but the negative result for men is unexpected and striking, especially 

considering that the lower and upper bounds of the confidence intervals are both negative. Moving 

to the AME for aid for activist-led VAW projects, $100,000 of such aid is associated with a 

substantial and robust 1 percentage point increase in rejection of VAW for women as well as a 

comparatively weaker 0.2 percentage point increase in rejection for men.  

[Table 4] 

 To better interpret these relationships given that the predictor variables are continuous, I 

derive the predicted probabilities of rejection of VAW across differing amounts of aid per person, 

which I provide in Figure 3. Among women, there is a flat slope in the predicted probability of 

women rejecting VAW across increasing values of aid disbursed for bureaucrat-led projects. 

However, women’s probability of rejection increases from 81 to 88 percent across the full range of 
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values of aid disbursed for activist-led VAW projects. This increase suggests that the tactic activists 

employed—tailoring their human rights messaging to the everyday realities of lay people, leveraging 

the status of important leaders to publically proclaim their messages, and recruiting large public 

audiences—were successful at influencing women’s declarative attitudes, but it does not clarify 

which of these strategies were most effective. These results match my theoretical framework 

depicting the advantages of activist-led VAW projects compared to bureaucrat-led projects.  

[Figure 3] 

 The findings for men depict different trends. Men’s probability of rejecting VAW shifts 

from 88 percent when their district receives no aid for bureaucrat-led VAW projects to 84 percent 

when they receive the maximum amount. The magnitude of the decline is sizable and robust, but 

not exceptionally large. The result implies that VAW projects led by bureaucrats influenced men’s 

attitudes in the opposite direction than intended. Literature discussing Malawian men’s resentment 

of challenges to their status position is one possible explanation for this negative effect (Riley and 

Dodson 2016; see also Adolfsson and Madsen 2020). In addition, bureaucrat-led projects’ reliance 

on mostly male community leaders likely played an important role in the negative effect of aid for 

such projects on men’s stated rejection of VAW. 

 Aid for activist-led VAW projects, though, slightly increases men’s probability of rejecting 

VAW from 87 to 89 percent across the range of disbursement amounts. Activists may have 

mitigated men’s potential feelings of resentment by specifically recruiting male leaders to join the 16 

Days campaign tours and lead additional awareness activities. Though their efforts were not as 

influential among men as they were among women, this small positive association is an 

improvement to the negative effect attributed to aid for bureaucrat-led projects.  

 To grasp the magnitude of these observed effects, I compare them to the observed 

associations between rejection of VAW and other theorized sources of exposure to cultural 
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messages about human rights. I use the regression results to calculate the predicted probabilities of 

rejecting VAW across different values of several predictors.  

 I begin with comparisons based on the results for women. The probability of rejecting VAW 

for women with no education is 83 percent, whereas it is 92 percent for women with post-secondary 

education. This increase of nine percentage points from a full education is slightly larger than the 7 

percentage point increase observed from the reception of the maximum amount of aid for activist-

led VAW projects. Women in rural areas have an 82 percent chance of rejecting VAW compared to 

urban women’s 85 percent chance, a more subtle increase that matches the amount attributable to 

about a $300,000 investment in activist-led VAW projects. Most notably, the probability of rejection 

increased from 75 percent for women interviewed when only one VAW newspaper article was 

published in the thirty days prior to their interview to 90 percent for those interviewed when 29 

VAW articles had been published. This effect, consistent with Swindle’s findings (2020), is 

substantially larger than the effect attributable to human rights projects.  

 Several other potential sources of exposure to human rights messages—such as Christian 

religious identification and at least weekly radio use—are positively associated with rejection, but the 

magnitude of their association is small. The relationship between rejection and weekly newspaper 

use is null, and weekly television use is negatively associated with rejection though not statistically 

significant, as alternative messages containing negative gender stereotypes are circulated through this 

type of media in Malawi (Swindle 2020). Overall, various sources of cultural diffusion are positively 

associated with women’s rejection of VAW in Malawi. Education and the publication of VAW 

newspaper articles are especially powerful. The effects of activist-led VAW projects are roughly 

comparable to these two diffusion sources, though the metrics are unique (aid funding, years of 

schooling, and newspaper articles). 
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 The results for these variables for men are generally similar, but reduced in size. None of the 

coefficients are negative besides weekly television use, indicating that bureaucrat-led VAW projects 

may uniquely lead to some resentment among men or otherwise be counterproductive.   

 Save a few exceptions, the other covariates in the models presented in Table 4 are all 

positively associated with rejection of VAW. A few feature lower bound confidence intervals that 

extend into negative values, including being formerly married or currently in a polygamous 

relationship compared to never being married for men. Overall, the results for control variables 

confirm prior scholarship. They also contribute to the literature by establishing a positive 

relationship between matrilineal lineage and rejection of VAW.  

 As a robustness check on my results, I replicate the models using alternative measures of my 

district-level variables, top-coded at their 95th percentile to account for their right-skewed 

distributions. These results are very similar and I report them in the Appendix. Finally, I also use 

models with either aid for bureaucrat-led or activist-led VAW projects included in the model but not 

both. These results are nearly identical. 

 

Discussion and Conclusion 

 Motivated by research theorizing the flow of human rights messages across publics 

worldwide, I address the role of transnational organizations’ human rights projects in spreading such 

messages. I investigate the relationship between human rights projects and lay people’s attitudes, 

focusing on the human rights issue of VAW in the context of Malawi. By pairing uniquely detailed 

administrative data on aid disbursements for such projects with national surveys, I make two 

primary contributions.  

 First, the influence of transnational organizations is not limited to national governments’ 

laws and policies, international corporations’ social responsibility plans, or other macro-level rhetoric 
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and practice. As theorized by scholars describing the reach of developmental idealism or efforts to 

construct a world society (e.g. Meyer 2010; Thornton 2005), human rights messages are 

disseminated among ordinary people and influence their declarative attitudes. I show that 

transnational organizations financially support targeted projects in specific locales as one of many 

means to spread human rights messages to individual citizens. 

 Second, human rights projects’ individual-level influence varies by organizational form and 

across sub-populations. Programs that are designed at transnational organizations’ headquarters and 

then implemented through standardized projects by career international development bureaucrats 

working at country offices are generally different than activist-led projects in which transnational 

organizations provide financial assistance. All audiences are not alike: sub-populations approach 

human rights issues from different backgrounds, given unique challenges they face or privileges they 

enjoy within their community, country, and the world at large. The influence of human rights 

projects may vary across many social categorizations, such as sexual identity, race, ethnicity, caste, 

and social class (Earl 2019). 

 In Malawi, aid for activist-led VAW projects had a strong effect on women’s stated rejection 

of VAW. These projects benefitted from activists’ understanding of lay people’s concerns, their 

knowledge about what types of messaging strategies would be helpful in their context, and their 

connections to national and community leaders that could serve as advocates for change. In 

contrast, bureaucrat-led VAW projects were not successful at increasing Malawians’ stated rejection 

of VAW and in fact had a negative effect on men’s rejection. One possible contributing factor to the 

failure of bureaucrat-led projects was their prioritization of increasing the counts of VSUs 

established and community leaders that received trainings over focusing on reaching as many people 

as possible. Regarding the negative effect of such projects on men, it may be that bureaucrat-led 

projects’ reliance on community leaders that were mostly older males with an interest in maintaining 
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the status quo reinforced norms of male dominance. This result is especially notable given that other 

sources of personal exposure to human rights messages that promoted gender equality and 

denounced VAW, such as education and urban living, were positively associated with men’s stated 

rejection of VAW.  

 Still, this does not mean that bureaucrat-led projects are necessarily fruitless. While 

bureaucrats’ efforts to train community leaders and establish VSUs were not successful at positively 

influencing people’s rejection of VAW, these bureaucrats still brought substantial domestic and 

international attention among policymakers in Malawi to the issue of VAW. Their high status and 

connections to policymakers likely played a role in the passing of several new pieces of legislation 

that further protected people from aspects of gender discrimination, such as the Gender Equality 

Act in 2013, Trafficking in Persons Act in 2015, and the Marriage, Divorce, and Family Relations 

Act in 2015.4 Future research could draw from the social movements literature and examine the 

differential influence of bureaucrats’ versus activists’ efforts over the long term on national 

legislation, legal enforcement, and other institutional outcomes besides citizens’ attitudes (Reger and 

Staggenborg 2006; Staggenborg 1988).  

 The findings from my study raise additional questions for future research and have 

implications for research on VAW, human rights, transnational organizations, and global cultural 

diffusion. First, distinguishing between the organizational forms of transnational organizations’ 

projects can help adjudicate when their messaging campaigns do and do not affect lay people. This 

principle may be useful generally given conflicting findings in the literature, as many studies link 

INGOs to individual-level attitudinal conformity to certain human rights (e.g. Pandian 2018), but 

some studies find null effects (e.g. Charles 2019). Discrepancies in effects due to differences in 

 
4 Markowitz and Tice (2002) point out gender violence activists’ common dilemma of gaining state legitimacy and 
access through professionalization, while sacrificing autonomy and having to water down their claims. 
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project implementation could be a key source of varied outcomes (see Cooper et al. 2020). 

Understanding aggregate level trends and the particularities of project design are both crucial, but 

classifying generalized organizational forms allows researchers to analyze the cumulative influence of 

multiple projects at once without assuming equivalency across all projects that transnational 

organizations implement or in their persuasive appeal across sub-populations. 

 My findings about the flow of human rights messages at the level of ordinary people 

highlight potential direction for future research regarding whether public opinion shapes 

governments’ responses to international pressure to adhere with human rights treaties. The macro-

micro link between governments and citizens—do individuals pressure governments to conform to 

their ideas or do governments promote an ideology that individuals subsequently follow—merits 

further attention given rising global challenges to human rights (Ayoub and Page 2019). Moreover, 

competing transnational networks disseminate alternative cultural messages about human rights 

through information campaigns, such as rising public declarations that universities and schools stifle 

free speech (Schofer et al. 2020). The same opportunities that I identify in this study—tracking 

funding for projects to promote a given human rights message—apply to the study of cultural 

diffusion regardless of the campaign actors, be they powerful organizations like the World Bank or 

illiberal international networks (Schneiker 2019; Velasco 2020).  

Does human rights projects’ influence extend beyond people’s declarative attitudes to also 

shape women’s experience of intimate partner violence? Some recent experimental studies on 

“training” programs about gender violence lasting several months provide mixed evidence that they 

do (e.g. Abramsky et al. 2014) and do not (e.g. Vaillant et al. 2020). The organizational form and 

particularities of projects’ design may be a key distinguishing factor (Cooper et al. 2020). If women 

exposed to activist-led projects are less likely to justify VAW, will they then be more likely to report 

abuses they experience or to divorce their abusers? Does men’s increased justification of VAW when 
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exposed to bureaucrat-led VAW projects also translate to them being more abusive to their female 

intimate partners? 

 Besides answering such questions with additional experiments, future research could use the 

supplementary domestic violence module asked of a sub-sample of women in the DHS. Research in 

this space, however, must approach questions from this module because they ask women’s to 

retrospectively describe their experiences being abused, which may be different than their actual life 

experiences (Blair et al. forthcoming; Danese 2020; Yount et al. 2011). Like stated attitudes, self-reports 

of abuse are elements of a person’s declarative personal culture. As women are exposed to human 

rights messages, the way they remember and define certain life experiences can change, as can their 

understanding of what it means to be a “victim” (Boyle and Rogers 2020; Khan et al 2018). For 

instance, an abused woman exposed to human rights messages may be more likely to report being 

abused when asked on a survey than another abused woman that was not exposed to such 

messaging (see Baldwin et al. 2019; Widom 2019). In this way, message exposure would predict an 

increase in self-reports of experiencing violence (Bulte and Lensink 2019). Conversely, if two men 

physically abuse their female partners and then one of these men is exposed to messages stating that 

VAW is a violation of human rights, then that man may be less likely to continue to engage in such 

violence, at least in theory. It will take creative uses of the questions asked in the DHS domestic 

violence module, or in other surveys, to sort between exposure to human rights projects’ 

simultaneous contribution to an increase in self-reports of experiencing violence on the one hand 

while potentially leading to a decrease in violent acts on the other.  

 This paper demonstrates the important role of human rights projects in spreading cultural 

messages to citizens. The organizational forms these projects take is critical to their ability to 

accomplish their intended outcomes; projects that activists with requisite knowledge and experience 

led, designed, and carried out positively influenced Malawian women’s likelihood of rejecting VAW 
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whereas projects that sustained male community leaders responsibility to resolve conflict decreased 

men’s rejection of VAW. Overall, these findings indicate that transnational organizations’ messaging 

campaigns are powerful tools for cultural diffusion, but that the way campaigns are implemented 

shapes who they influence and to what extent.   
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Tables and Figures 
 
Table 1. Key differences between bureaucrat-led and activist-led human rights projects. 
 

 
 
 

 
 

Bureaucrat-Led Projects 
 

 
Activist-Led Projects 

 
 
 

Information Sources 
 
 

 
Transnational organizations’ 
reports and domestic elites’ 
stereotypes of rural citizens 

 

 
Personal discrimination, 
transnational advocacy 

networks, and prior activism 
 

 
 

Comparative Strengths 
 
 

 
Strong influence over national 

government and relatively 
secure financial resources 

 

 
Understanding of persuasive 
tactics, social institutions, and 

citizens’ everyday lives 
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics from women’s and men’s samples for all individual-level variables, 2004-2016. 
 
 Women (n = 83,510) Men (n = 24,756) 
 % Mean S.D. Min Max % Mean S.D. Min Max 
           
Individual-Level Variables           
Rejection of VAW 83.1   0 1 87.5   0 1 
Education  5.5 3.7 0 13  6.7 3.7 0 13 
Urban 17.8   0 1 19.7   0 1 
Christian 85.0   0 1 84.1   0 1 
Newspaper Weekly 10.5   0 1 20.8   0 1 
Radio Weekly 46.9   0 1 67.0   0 1 
Television Weekly 12.8   0 1 24.6   0 1 
VAW Newspaper Articles  13.7 6.3 1 29  13.9 6.3 1 29 
Household Wealth  2.1 1.4 0 5  2.2 1.4 0 5 
Matrilineal 77.3   0 1 77.7   0 1 
Marital History           
   Never Married 19.8   0 1 37.6   0 1 
   Formerly Married 13.0   0 1 3.5   0 1 
   Currently Married: Monogamy 57.6   0 1 53.9   0 1 
   Currently Married: Polygamy 9.4   0 1 4.9   0 1 
Age  28.1 9.2 15 49  28.7 10.3 15 54 

 
Note: Data are from the 2004, 2010, and 2015-16 Malawi DHS and the 2013-14 Malawi MICS. 
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Table 3. Descriptive statistics for all district-level variables, 2004-2016. 
 
 Mean S.D. Min Max District-Years (n) 
      
District-Level Variables      
Cumulative Aid ($100K) through 2015:      
   Bureaucrat-Led VAW Projects 3.8 3.6 0 10.1 27 
   Activist-Led VAW Projects 2.4 2 0.4 7 27 
Cumulative Aid ($100K) (Time-Varying):      
   Bureaucrat-Led VAW Projects 1.5 2.6 0 10.1 108 
   Activist-Led VAW Projects 1.3 1.7 0.4 7 108 
Percentage Rejecting VAW in 2004 73.7 10.6 57.3 92.9 27 
Education-Employment Index in 2004 32.3 21 5.3 100 27 

 
Note: Data are from the 2004, 2010, and 2015-16 Malawi DHS, the 2013-14 Malawi MICS, and the 
Malawi Aid Management Platform.  
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Table 4. Average marginal effects and 95 percent confidence intervals from multilevel logistic 
regression models predicting rejection of violence against women. 
 
Sample: Women Men 
Dependent Variable: Rejection of VAW Rejection of VAW 
   
District-Level Variables   
Cumulative Aid ($100K) (Time-Varying):    
   Bureaucrat-Led VAW Projects 0.001 -0.004*** 
 [-0.000,0.003] [-0.007,-0.002] 
   Activist-Led VAW Projects 0.010*** 0.002 
  [0.007,0.013] [-0.002,0.006] 
Percentage Rejecting VAW in 2004 0.005*** 0.002*** 
 [0.003,0.006] [0.001,0.003] 
Education-Employment Index in 2004 0.001 -0.003 
 [-0.061,0.078] [-0.008,0.001] 
Individual-Level Variables   
Education  0.009*** 0.006*** 
 [0.008,0.010] [0.005,0.008] 
Urban 0.028*** 0.018** 
 [0.019,0.037] [0.004,0.031] 
Christian 0.006 0.011 
 [-0.003,0.016] [-0.002,0.024] 
Newspaper Weekly 0.000 0.001 
 [-0.009,0.009] [-0.011,0.012] 
Radio Weekly 0.006* 0.008 
 [0.001,0.012] [-0.002,0.017] 
Television Weekly -0.002 -0.005 
 [-0.011,0.008] [-0.016,0.005] 
VAW Newspaper Articles 0.005*** 0.002*** 
 [0.005,0.006] [0.001,0.003] 
Wealth 0.007*** 0.005** 
 [0.005,0.009] [0.002,0.009] 
Matrilineal 0.013** 0.021*** 
 [0.004,0.021] [0.009,0.034] 
Marital History (Ref.=Never Married)   
   Formerly Married 0.037*** 0.019 
 [0.026,0.048] [-0.007,0.045] 
   Currently Married: Monogamy 0.036*** 0.058*** 
 [0.028,0.044] [0.045,0.071] 
   Currently Married: Polygamy 0.020*** 0.020 
 [0.008,0.031] [-0.004,0.045] 
Age 0.003*** 0.003*** 
 [0.003,0.004] [0.003,0.004] 
   
Model Effects and Statistics   
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Note: Data are from the 2004, 2010, and 2015-16 Malawi DHS, the 2013-14 Malawi MICS, and the 
Malawi Aid Management Platform. Significance tests (p-value): * .05, ** .01, *** .001. 

Survey Fixed Effects Yes Yes 
District Random Effect Yes Yes 
District Variance (Log Odds) 0.077*** 0.039** 
 [0.034,0.121] [0.011,0.067] 
Intra-District Correlation 0.023 0.012 
 [0.013,0.040] [0.006,0.024] 
AIC 70561.2 17121.0 
BIC 70747.6 17283.0 
Districts (n) 27 27 
Respondents (n) 82396 24409 
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Figure 1. Pictures from the final report of the 16 Days of Activism Against Gender Violence campaign in 
2011 (MEGEN 2011). 
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Figure 2. Aid for bureaucrat-led and activist-led violence against women projects in Malawi: 
temporal trends (2004-2015) and geographic distribution.  
 

 
 

       

       

       

       
Note: Data are from the Malawi Aid Management Platform.  
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Figure 3. Probability of rejecting violence against women by cumulative district aid ($100K) for 
bureaucrat-led and activist-led violence against women projects. 

 

 
 
Note: Data are from 2004, 2010, and 2015-16 Malawi DHS, 2013-14 Malawi MICS, and Malawi Aid 
Management Platform. I derive the predicted probabilities of rejecting violence against women from 
the results in Table 4. Error shading indicates 95 percent confidence intervals. 
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Appendix 
 
Categorizing Human Rights Projects About Violence Against Women 

 My strategy to categorize foreign aid-supported human rights projects related to violence 

against women (VAW) in Malawi was as follows. To begin, I identified projects whose primary 

purpose code in the database was “gender,” or in their project description contained the terms abuse, 

violence, GBV, IPV, VAC, or VAW. I do not search for appearances of gender-based violence and 

instead only search for its common acronym of GBV. My searches for the generic term violence 

already capture appearances of gender-based violence. This reasoning holds for the other acronyms for 

intimate partner violence (IPV), violence against children (VAC), and violence against women (VAW). I then 

analyzed the reports accompanying these projects that coders originally used to construct the 

database, as provided by staff at the AidData Center for Development Policy.  

 I further gathered information by: (1) reading additional Malawi government reports that 

discussed gender equality efforts, such as reports to CEDAW and the Malawi Growth and 

Development Plans; (2) conducting internet search queries of project titles, donor names, and 

geographic locations; (3) searching the database of 1,979 newspaper articles about VAW published 

between 2000 and 2016 in Malawi’s two most popular newspapers that Swindle (2020) collected for 

articles that discussed these projects, which I then read. Several of the primary reports and 

newspaper articles I consulted are cited in the main text and listed in the sub-section of the 

Appendix titled “Official Reports and Newspaper Articles.” 

 Finally, I met with several leaders in Malawi at important domestic NGOs, government 

ministries, or country offices of transnational organizations that were personally involved or 

informed about VAW projects, including Child Rights Advocacy and Paralegal Aid Centre, Church 

of Central Africa Presbyterian, Council for Non Governmental Organisations in Malawi, Malawi 

Council of Churches, Malawi Human Rights Commission, MHRRC, Malawi Institute of Education, 
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Malawi MoGCDSW, Malawi Police Force, Norwegian Agency for Development Cooperation, 

UNFPA Malawi, UN Women Malawi, Women and Law in Southern Africa—Malawi, and 

YONECO. Through these steps, I clarified which projects explicitly aimed to change people’s 

attitudes about VAW and prevent VAW, and among those projects, which were bureaucrat-led, and 

which were activist-led.  

 I also identified four national-level programs projects that discussed VAW in their goals and 

aims but in practice did not address VAW. Or, if they did, it was limited to providing victims with 

economic, political, or educational opportunities and resources rather than focusing on VAW 

prevention (Government of Malawi 2014; Munthali et al. 2015; UK DFID 2011; US Embassy in 

Malawi 2017). For example, the largest of these projects was originally pitched in its grant proposal 

as increasing the ability of VAW victims to have their cases heard in front of judges, but the project 

mostly ended up focusing on more preliminary support for the judicial branch of Malawi’s 

government more broadly (UK DFID 2016). While the potential effects of these programs are 

diverse, recent experimental research in other contexts suggests that activities to help victims are less 

likely to directly influence people’s attitudes about VAW than campaigns aiming to prevent VAW or 

to change social norms (Green et al. 2015; Mueller et al. 2019; Roy et al. 2019). I therefore 

concentrate on bureaucrat-led and activist-led projects that addressed VAW prevention.  
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Table B1. Correlation matrix for all variables included in the multilevel logistic regression model for the sample of female respondents as 
reported in Table 4 in the main text. 
 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) (19) 

(1) Rejection of VAW 1                   

                    

District-Level Variables                    

Cumulative Aid ($100K) (Time-Varying):                    

(2)    Bureaucrat-Led VAW Projects .00 1                  

(3)    Activist-Led VAW Projects .04 .29 1                 

(4) Percentage Rejecting VAW in 2004 .10 -.10 -.21 1                

(5) Education-Employment Rank in 2004 .02 -.20 .10 -.01 1               

                    

Individual-Level Variables                    

(6) Education .05 -.02 .06 -.06 .18 1              

(7) Urban .06 .04 .10 .09 .18 .32 1             

(8) Christian -.02 -.08 -.03 -.19 .14 .16 .03 1            

(9) Newspaper Weekly .02 -.03 -.01 .01 .07 .33 .20 .06 1           

(10) Radio Weekly .01 -.16 -.11 -.01 .04 .20 .11 .05 .19 1          

(11) Television Weekly .04 .01 .04 .03 .11 .33 .37 .05 .29 .23 1         

(12) VAW Newspaper Articles .09 .28 .28 -.13 -.04 .04 .12 .04 -.02 -.11 .05 1        

(13) Wealth .06 .01 .06 .02 .17 .46 .45 .08 .22 .31 .39 .06 1       

(14) Matrilineal .06 -.10 .04 .24 -.14 -.12 -.03 -.20 -.03 -.01 -.05 -.00 -.13 1      

Marital History                    

(15)    Never Married -.04 .00 .03 -.01 .03 .27 .10 .04 .15 .02 .13 .04 .14 .00 1     

(16)    Formerly Married .02 -.00 -.02 .05 .00 -.07 -.01 -.01 -.04 -.13 -.05 -.01 -.12 .01 -.19 1    

(17)    Currently Married: Monogamy .03 -.01 -.01 .01 -.01 -.09 -.02 .02 -.06 .08 -.03 -.02 .00 .02 -.57 -.45 1   

(18)    Currently Married: Polygamy -.02 .01 -.01 -.07 -.04 -.13 -.08 -.08 -.06 -.02 -.06 -.01 -.05 -.05 -.16 -.13 -.38 1  

(19) Age .07 .00 -.01 -.00 -.01 -.30 -.04 -.00 -.08 -.01 -.05 -.00 -.01 -.01 -.54 .20 .19 .18 1 
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Table B2. Correlation matrix for all variables included in the multilevel logistic regression model for the sample of male respondents as 
reported in Table 4 in the main text. 
 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) (19) 

(1) Rejection of VAW 1                   

                    

District-Level Variables                    

Cumulative Aid ($100K) (Time-Varying):                    

(2)    Bureaucrat-Led VAW Projects -.02 1                  

(3)    Activist-Led VAW Projects .02 .28 1                 

(4) Percentage Rejecting VAW in 2004 .06 -.11 -.21 1                

(5) Education-Employment Rank in 2004 -.00 -.19 .10 .02 1               

                    

Individual-Level Variables                    

(6) Education .06 -.01 .04 -.02 .17 1              

(7) Urban .04 .04 .10 .12 .18 .30 1             

(8) Christian .01 -.04 -.01 -.16 .13 .18 .01 1            

(9) Newspaper Weekly .02 -.06 -.03 .04 .09 .38 .23 .06 1           

(10) Radio Weekly .02 -.17 -.11 .01 .03 .17 .06 .02 .20 1          

(11) Television Weekly .00 -.05 .01 .04 .10 .27 .28 .02 .33 .21 1         

(12) VAW Newspaper Articles .02 .29 .28 -.13 -.04 .03 .11 .04 -.05 -.16 .01 1        

(13) Wealth .04 .02 .06 .06 .16 .44 .44 .07 .25 .21 .31 .06 1       

(14) Matrilineal .04 -.10 .05 .22 -.15 -.13 -.01 -.19 -.05 .00 -.06 .00 -.08 1      

Marital History                    

(15)    Never Married -.14 .02 .03 .01 .03 .10 .08 .03 .05 -.04 .11 .03 .11 -.01 1     

(16)    Formerly Married .00 -.00 -.00 .02 .01 -.03 .01 -.01 -.01 -.01 -.01 -.01 -.02 -.01 -.15 1    

(17)    Currently Married: Monogamy .14 -.01 -.03 .00 -.03 -.06 -.06 .01 -.03 .04 -.09 -.02 -.08 .03 -.84 -.21 1   

(18)    Currently Married: Polygamy .00 -.00 -.00 -.05 -.01 -.07 -.06 -.06 -.03 .02 -.03 -.02 -.04 -.04 -.18 -.04 -.25 1  

(19) Age .15 -.01 -.01 -.02 -.00 -.09 -.03 -.02 -.02 .04 -.08 .00 .00 -.01 -.71 .09 .56 .22 1 
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Table B3. Average marginal effects and 95 percent confidence intervals from multilevel logistic 

regression models predicting rejection of violence against women. 

 

Sample: Women Men 

Dependent Variable: Rejection of VAW Rejection of VAW 

   

District-Level Variables   

Cumulative Aid ($100K) (Time-Varying) (Top-Coded):    

   Bureaucrat-Led VAW Projects 0.001 -0.005
***

 

 [-0.001,0.002] [-0.008,-0.003] 

   Activist-Led VAW Projects 0.013
***

 0.003 

  [0.009,0.016] [-0.001,0.008] 

Percentage Rejecting VAW in 2004 (Top-Coded) 0.005
***

 0.002
***

 

 [0.003,0.006] [0.001,0.003] 

Education-Employment Index in 2004 (Top-Coded) -0.003 -0.006
*
 

 [-0.011,0.005] [-0.011,-0.001] 

Individual-Level Variables   

Education  0.009
***

 0.006
***

 

 [0.008,0.010] [0.005,0.008] 

Urban 0.028
***

 0.018
**
 

 [0.019,0.037] [0.004,0.031] 

Christian 0.007 0.011 

 [-0.002,0.016] [-0.001,0.024] 

Newspaper Weekly 0.000 0.001 

 [-0.009,0.009] [-0.011,0.012] 

Radio Weekly 0.006
*
 0.008 

 [0.001,0.012] [-0.002,0.017] 

Television Weekly -0.002 -0.006 

 [-0.011,0.008] [-0.016,0.005] 

VAW Newspaper Articles 0.005
***

 0.002
***

 

 [0.005,0.006] [0.001,0.003] 

Wealth 0.007
***

 0.005
**
 

 [0.005,0.009] [0.002,0.009] 

Matrilineal 0.013
**
 0.020

**
 

 [0.004,0.021] [0.008,0.032] 

Marital History (Ref.=Never Married)   

   Formerly Married 0.037
***

 0.019 

 [0.026,0.048] [-0.006,0.045] 

   Currently Married: Monogamy 0.036
***

 0.058
***

 

 [0.028,0.044] [0.045,0.071] 

   Currently Married: Polygamy 0.020
***

 0.020 

 [0.008,0.031] [-0.004,0.045] 

Age 0.003
***

 0.003
***

 

 [0.003,0.004] [0.003,0.004] 

   

Model Effects and Statistics   

Survey Fixed Effects Yes Yes 
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Note: Data are from the 2004, 2010, and 2015-16 Malawi DHS, the 2013-14 Malawi MICS, and the 

Malawi Aid Management Platform. Significance tests (p-value): * .05, ** .01, *** .001.  

District Random Effect Yes Yes 

District Variance (Log Odds) 0.080
***

 0.035
**
 

 [0.035,0.125] [0.009,0.061] 

Intra-District Correlation 0.024 0.011 

 [0.014,0.041] [0.005,0.022] 

AIC 70549.1 17116.8 

BIC 70735.5 17278.8 

Districts (n) 27 27 

Respondents (n) 82396 24409 


