Background Enforcement Proxy: Urban Non-Affluent
Why is the urban non-affluent population the most effectively enforced?
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» Enforcement is imperfect: black markets developing countries Heath, 2020

present with inflated prices (Rao, 2025) Prohibition in Bihar led to a reduction in  Chaudhuri et al,
violent crime 2024

S——-— Research Questions Key Findings
Q Limited causal evidence on how alcohol prohibitions affect IPV and women’s
broader outcomes. Q1 Impact on IPV

© How did Bihar's 2016 alcohol prohibition impact 9 © Prohibition causally reduced ® Validated
intimate partner violence (IPV) prevalence? physical abuse
(Uttar Pradesh) confirm findings Physical Abuse Emotional Beliefs about Paid Work
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increase in the baseline households @ Fulsample 4 Urban Non-Affluent

How does prohibition affect IPV? Three complementary mechanisms e Did these effects vary heterogeneously across
socioeconomic groups? Q Q2 Heterogeneous Effects

Pharmacological Resource Theory Household
d gl & Male Backlash Bargaining $ e
2 Concentrated among the poor 310 Supports resource theory Robustness= Uttar Pradesh (P lace bO)

Alcohol impairs judgment, | Low-resource husbands Intergenerational norms of Protective effect diminishes with wealth, Largest reductions where husbands have

S i i disappears for richest quintile. I Il educati I ducated . . g . (p ey
lowers inhibitions, and use alcohol-fueled violence and children o ; o SO Or AT Ees SEHEAE » Applying the same specification to Uttar Pradesh (no prohibition)

increases aggression. violence to reassert constrain women's exit yields no significant effects across any outcome

dominance. oRHIOIS: Emplﬂcal Strategy ¥ Strongest for mothers & Intergenerational cycle + Supports that Bihar's results are driven by the prohibition rather than
Prediction: Prohibition — Prediction: Concentrated amplifies effects common trends

. iction: : Significant for women with children at .
fewer intoxicated episodes Prediction: Effect strongest among mothers and those with Meth Od: bagseline' refETiER: S e e Protective effects are concentrated among
where husbands have low a multi-generational history of ’ women who witnessed parental violence. Effect of Prohibition: Full Sample vs Urban Non-Affluent — UP (Control)

resources parental violence e Difference-in-differences with continuous treatment

* Treatment: Pre-prohibition alcohol exposure
 |ntuition: higher pre-prohibition exposure = higher treatment dose

- Data Main Results

- Source Specification: . T :
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Understanding the Lives of Adolescents and 1 Sample (Bihar) Time-varying control: Prohibition significantly reduced physical abuse

Young Adults (UDAYA) Individual FE Coefficient of interest « Cohabitation * A 10 percentage point increase in pre-prohibition alcohol intensity is associated
. Panel data from Bihar & Uttar Pradesh 8,259 1 1 with a 2.33 percentage point greater decline in physical abuse post-prohibition.

. 2 waves: 2015/16 & 2018/19 ol Sample Yit = q; 1+ ]/POStt + ,B(POStt X Alcohollntensityi) + Xit6 + Eip Table 1: Effect of Prohibition on Intimate Partner Violence

« Respondents aged 10-19 in wave 1 T T T . (1) : )
Physical Abuse (Last 12m

A Key Variables 6,260 Outcome for - Post April 2016 PSU-level Baseline Phylc,icalu Emot Beliefs

individual i at  indicator Alcohol Exposure Post-Prohibition 0.226*** Abuse Violence

Variable(s) Women time t (Prohibition-era) (i.e., treatment dose) (0.026) o .
Full Sample Urban Non-Affluent

Outcome Any abuse in last 12m, paid work in last _ —
12m, beliefs about acceptance of abuse Post x Alcohol Intensity -0.233

Coefficient: Post x Alcohol Intensity

Placebo tests using a control state T

— less violence

Coefficient: Post x Alcohol Intensity

Time-varying Cohabitation 2, 847 (0'072)

Control Women Married in Both Waves Cohabiting with Husband -0.153***

Treatment Baseline alcohol exposure intensity Heterogeneity Analy5i5= C h i I d re n (0,023) contri butions

(share of HHs with exposure to alcohol
in wave 1)

* Prohibition's protective effect is concentrated among women with Individuals 2,830 .
children R-squared (within) 0.064 = Novel use of UDAYA iy Bridging IPV and

. V\my? Children lg:on_strari]n worrr:elrc];s out?(ide op’gons. Having c:hildrer(1j raislf_s the cost Individual FE. SEs clustered at PSU. * p<0.10. ** p<0.05. *** p<0.01 = panel data prohibition literatures
m i or leaving an abusive housenold, weakening bargaining power and making Among the first studies to leverage the Adds causal evidence to the largely
Basel ine AI COhOI Exposure I “tens It prohibition more critical. UDAYA dataset for examining prohibition- correlational body of work linking intimate

o _ _ * The effect holds across family sizes = [ - L - t ol d alcohol policy.
+ Treatment Intensity is calculated at the primary sampling TP o Heterogeneity Analysis: Education Level PATEr VIOIenee and sleonot potey
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unit (PSU)" level: by Baseline Number of Children » Prohibition reduced abuse most where husbands had the least education 1 Continuous treatment Cross-theory empirical

Dic i 1{Household i is exposed} » Supportive evidence of resource theory and male-backlash theory: DiD design ~ validation

-  Prohibition reduced abuse most where husbands have lower education (lower resource Adds to the limited literature applying Provides supporting evidence across
Number Of households in PSU] endowment) or are less educated t.han their wivgs (masculine identity threat), suggesting continuous treatment difference-in-differences multiple theoretical frameworks including
alcohol enables violence as a substitute for eroding household power. to prohibition-related outcomes, moving bargaining theory, resource theory, and
Distribution of PSU Alcohol Intensity
= = 25th pctl: 0.152

Effect of Prohibition on Physical Abuse by Education Level beyond binary treatment approaches_ feminist theories of male backlash.
0.40 Panel A: Husband's Education Panel B: Education Gap
mean: 0.317
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Conclusions and Future Research
. Conclusions

Prohibition as a policy tool 4 Long-run sustainability

Prohibition protected women with the fewest Investigate the long-run sustainability of these
outside options and least bargaining power, protective effects and the evolving role of black
1 suggesting it can be an effective policy tool to markets in undermining prohibition’s impact
-0.60 help society’s most vulnerable members. over time.
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None/ Secondary Higher Wife More Equal Husband More

Intergenerational Transmission Alcohol as a catalyst, += Spillover effects on

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 . @ rointEstimate ——— 95% Cl not the root cause household decisions

Alcohol Intensity ° Intergenerational cycle: Prohibition's protective effect is over three Prohibition’s ineffectiveness among certain Explore how external factors influenced by
groups suggests that deeper structural drivers prohibition (e.g. crime, social norms) shape

times Iarger for women who witnessed their father beat their mother. of gender-based violence persist independent of household decision-making, such as women'’s
 Why? One explanation: outside options. alcohol access. labor force participation.

| |
« Abusive households may not view domestic violence as valid grounds to return to the HEtEI’OQG“EIty AﬂﬂlYSISI Wealth
natal home, limiting women's exit options and bargaining power.

summary Statistics . Strongest effect of prohibition found amongst the poorest individuals

Table 1: Baseline Summary Statistics (2015/16) Effect of Prohibition on Physical Abuse * No significant effect found for the richest quintile References
Mean  SD by Witnessed Parental Violence Effect of Prohibition on Physical Abuse by Wealth Quintile
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0 Children 1 Child 2+ Children
Number of Children at Baseline

Number of PSUs

@ rointEstimate ——— 95% ClI

Coefficient: Post x Alcohol Intensity

1A PSU refers to a village for rural areas and a census ward for urban areas.
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Full Sample: All respondents in Bihar.

Demographics

Age 17.854 1.119
Age at Marriage 15.481 1.593

Proportion Rural 0.616  0.486 -0.369 Witnessed Father
Proportion SC/ST/OBC 0.927  0.260 .

Proportion Hindu 0.872 0.334 Beat Mother
Proportion with Children 0.509  0.500
Wealth Quintile 3.294 1.338
Wife’s Education (Years) 5.767  4.389
Husband’s Education (Years) 6.619  4.852

PSU Structure Did Not Witness
Households per PSU 64.2 16.3

Coefficient: Post x Alcohol Intensity




	Slide 1

