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I (Wife) earn more than you (Husband): Will that also invite violence from
you?

Sumit Kumar! and Bhaswati Das2*

Abstract

Socioeconomic dependence of women on men, places them at the particular risk of experiencing
violence. Explaining the reasons behind violence against women is an incredibly complex
attempt because it receives social sanctity as well as justification from women themselves. This
article attempts to outline the factors that determine the violence against women in India
adopting multilevel approach. Two rival economic hypotheses account for the incidence of
domestic violence against women: The Household Bargaining Model (HBM) and Male Backlash
Model (MBM) are employed to understand the predictors of violence against women. Data from
NFHS-5 were used for the analysis purpose. Descriptive analysis and cross-tabulation were
used to present the descriptive results. Further, multilevel logistic regression was used to
explain the covariates of violence against women. More than half of the women (54%) earn less
than their partners, whereas nearly 19 percent and 27 percent of the women earned the same as
their partner and more than their partner, respectively. Women who are earning either higher
or lower than their husbands were more likely to experience violence in any form than those
women who earn same as their husbands. Women’s relative income to their husbands is critical
in explaining violence against them. Women who earn, either less or more than their partners,
were more likely to experience violence against them. There is a need to understand and explore
this paradox.

Keywords: Violence against women; Household Bargaining Model; Male Backlash Model;
Spousal violence; NFHS-5.

Introduction

Despite  many  interventions  from  Emerging literature in development studies

governments around the world, violence
against women remains an issue worldwide.
The need to address the issue of violence
against women is arguably important and
urgent. Violence against women is a social
issue that compromises women’s human
rights. Violence against women finds its root
in predefined social and cultural factors that
foster a sense of dominance among men. The
preponderance of the violence against
women has been traversed by many social
researchers in all parts of the world as a
growing human rights and public health
concern (Ellsberg et al., 2001; Heise et al.,
1994).
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argues that socioeconomic dependence on
men places women at particular risk of
experiencing violence (Anderson, 2005;
Mathews & Abrahams, 2001; Young & Li,
2010). Violence is often supported by gender
norms that place women in a social position
that is subordinate to men (Garcia-Moreno,
2002). In Indian traditional setup is a male
prerogative, where women justify violence
against them (Mukherjee & Joshi, 2021).
Violence against wives in India is
embedded in

hierarchy, and in multigenerational families,

profoundly patriarchy,

and in such environments, female obedience
and modesty are controlled through abusive

1 Centre for the Study of Regional Development, Jawaharlal Nehru University, Delhi, India. Email 1d:

sumit.population@gmail.com

2 Associate Professor, Centre for the Study of Regional Development, Jawaharlal Nehru University, Delhi, India. Email Id:

bhaswati2004@g¢mail.com




behavior and it is accepted not only by men
but also by women (Jejeebhoy et al., 2017).

In this context, culture influences women's
attitudes

Physical and economic exploitation or

regarding violence in India.
women as a result of violence against them
can be seen on large scale. Still, it's hard to
imagine the emotional and psychological
assault a woman undergoes in the name of
maintaining the family's prestige (Stephens
& Eaton, 2020). Often condoned in societies
worldwide, violence against women is still
sustained by patriarchal ideologies and is
hard to overcome (Leonardsson & San
Sebastian, 2017). Krishnaraj (2007) aptly
that
instrument to uphold cultural honor codes

remarks violence as a coercive
may be visible or invisible (Krishnaraj, 2007).
A substantial amount of literature on risk
factors for violence are related to power
differentials and power imbalances between
a husband and a wife and how these power
differentials can lead to violence (Blanc,
2001; Yllo, 1998). Studies have highlighted
the importance of women’s employment and
higher income in substantially reducing
marital violence (Srinivasan & Bedi, 2007).
The exposure reduction theory in
criminology suggests that conditions that
contribute to shortening the time a woman in
a violent relationship is in contact with the
abusive partner decrease the risk of violence
(Dugan et al., 2003). Thus, the exposure
reduction effect may occur to the extent that
increased economic opportunities for the
woman would decrease the couple's time
together. Existing economic investigation on
violence against women is predominately
based on marital bargaining models. These
bargaining models envisage that violence
against women could be reduced by
increasing women’s economic opportunities
(Aizer, 2010). It is not easy to explain

violence against women through a single
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theory; based on the context, women with
better economic opportunities may suffer
more or less violence. A study noticed that
husbands exert violence on women with
more financial resources to extract a
monetary transfer (Bloch & Rao, 2002).

Violence against women is an incredibly
complex issue, and explaining the reasons
for such violence can be a cumbersome
endeavor. There are various propositions,
ranging from biological and genetic theories
to those which attribute the violence against
women to poverty and other social issues
(Ghadially, 2007; Kelkar, 1992; Raj, 1991).
Understanding the causes of violence against
women may include unequal relations
between men and women, male superiority
within the cultural norms, early marriage,
and accepted battering by wife (Haylock et
al., 2016; Rollero et al., 2019; Seff et al., 2020;
Vyas & Jansen, 2018). In this article, we have
focused on two economic hypotheses. This
present study examines the relationship
between violence and women’s economic
activity, socio/demographic, and partner’s
characteristics. Here two rival economic
hypotheses: the Household Bargaining
Model (HBM) and Male Backlash Model
(MBM), which account for the incidence of
domestic violence against women, are
employed for a better understanding of the
predictors of violence against women
(Caridad Bueno & Henderson, 2017). The
HBM proposes that when women have more
resources, potential, and income-generating
activities, they can avert violence against
them as they are in a position to bargain
(Borraz & Munyo, 2020). Therefore, when
HBM is used to explain violence against
women, increased economic opportunities
for women are associated with a decreased
likelihood of domestic violence. It follows
that domestic violence is more likely to occur
economic

when women have fewer
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resources. In a study, Borraz & Munyo
(2020), evidently concluded that reducing
gender income gap significantly reduces
violence against women (Borraz & Munyo,
2020). In contrast, the MBM argues that men
use violence when they feel disempowered
or sense that the gender hierarchy is
destabilized in the household, for instance,
in a situation where the wife is employed
while the husband is unemployed. It follows
that domestic violence is more likely to occur
when women have more economic resources
than their husbands.

This study aims examining the prevalence of
different forms of violence in India and its
states and also examines violence against
women by different socio-economic statuses.
This study explored the various predictor of
violence against women. Based on the
economic predictors of violence two
economic models, HBM and MBM is used to
explain violence against women.

Propositions from HBM and MBM Models
In assessing the correlates of violence against
women in India, and testing which model —
HBM or the MBM-—best accounts for
violence against women, we advance the
following propositions, which situate the
competing models within the context of
economic, socio/demographic, and social
variables. The HBM speculates that the
availability of economic opportunities to
women improves their wellbeing in the
household. Therefore, the HBM proposes
that income-generating activities among
women will lead the way throughout in
reducing the violence against them.
Moreover, improvements in education level
and availability of work opportunities
strengthen a woman’s bargaining position;
we call this the narrow version of the HBM
(Caridad Bueno & Henderson, 2017). The

relative income positions of the couple are
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the gist of the MBM. According to MBM,
when wives earn a relatively higher income
than their partners, they are at a higher risk
of experiencing violence. Also, in a broader
version of the MBM, it is suggested that
women’s economic independence allows
them to exit from a marriage characterized
by violence.

Material & methods

Data

This study utilized data from the fifth round
of the National Family Health Survey 2019-
21 (NFHS-V). NFHS is the Indian version of
Demographic and Health Survey (DHS)
data.
section of household relation (module-11)

In the women’s questionnaire, a

was added, including the questions of
different types of violence by the husband
and other household members. Prevalence
of different types of violence are used to
analyze using respondent of module-11. The
NFHS
violence to only one eligible woman from
each selected household. Sample of 63,851
currently married women are respondent of

V administered the module on

household relation module. There are only
20,764 sample of women, who responded on
their earning level as compared to their
husband. In NFHS-V, information about
characteristics of husband is selected only in
state module. So, the total sample selected
for multilevel modelling is 16,929.

Independent variables: Our analysis focuses
on three sets of independent variables, (a)
Women's individual characteristics, (b)

Household characteristics of the women, and

(c) Partner’s characteristics. Women's
characteristics includes their economic
performance  and  other  inviduals

characteristics which plays an important role
in determining violence. Indicators related to
women'’s

economic perf ormance are

working status, women'’s earnings compared



to partner (Relative income), earning money
Other
characteristics considered includes women

for their own use. individual
education, and number of children. The
household characteristics of women includes
type of place of residence, religion, wealth
index, and the household structure type are
considered. The partner’s characteristics
includes: alcohol consumption, husband’s
education and husband’s occupation are

considered as independent variables.

Dependent variables: In this present study,
three variables on type of violence were
created; Physical, Emotional, and Sexual
violence. A combined variable named ‘Any
Violence” was formed by aggregating the
above three categories of violence against
women. ‘Any violence’ signifies that woman
had faced any form of violence, either
physical, emotional, or sexual violence. The
domestic violence module used questions
constructed from the Conflict Tactics Scale
(Straus, 1990) to measure physical and sexual
violence. The indices of physical, emotional,
and sexual violence were created by utilizing
information from set of questions. The
Cronbach’s alpha reliability of physical,
emotional, and sexual violence indices was
0.76, 0.67, and 0.72, respectively.

Statistical analysis
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The study wuses descriptive statistics,
multilevel logistic regression. Bi-variate is
used to analyze the prevalence of different
types of violence among women with
different background
characteristics (N=63,851); however, for

multilevel logistic regression analyses, only

socio-economic

respondent of module-11 is considered. As
the data on husband education and
occupation are available only for subsample
at the state level, we also considered it in
multilevel analysis (N=16,929).

In order to quantify the amount of
heterogeneity that exists in the occurrence of
different types of violence and any violence
across a variety of geographical levels,
multilevel modelling was utilized. Our data
had four levels of hierarchical structure with
individuals at first level, PSUs at second
level, districts at third level and states/union
territories at fourth level.

Results

Firstly, Figure 1 depicts the relative earnings
of women in comparison to their husbands.
More than half of the women (54 %) earn less
than their partners, whereas nearly 19
percent and 27 percent of the women earned
the same as their partner and more than their
partner, respectively.

Figure 1 Earning of women in comparison to their partner.
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Table 1 shows the prevalence of different
forms of violence and any form of violence
by background characteristics of married
women of age group 15-49 years. Higher
prevalence of all three different forms of
violence is faced by women those who are
working. A lower proportion of women,
who have money for their use, face violence
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than women who do not have money for
their own use. Women who are earning same
as their partner face less violence than
women who are earning more or less than
their partner. Very typically, a higher
proportion of women who are earning more
than their partner are facing emotional
(18.8%) and sexual violence (7.8%).

Table 1 Prevalence of different types of violence and any form of violence by background
characteristics, NFHS-V (2019-21)

Background Characteristics Physical Emotional Sexual Any
Women characteristics
Working Status
Not Working 25.22 11.06 4.82 28.20
Working 34.92 17.13 7.32 38.22
Money of own use
No 29.17 13.77 6.02 32.46
Yes 28.04 12.63 5.40 30.97
Earning
Same as partner 29.52 11.88 5.62 31.75
More than Partner 34.37 18.78 7.81 37.52
Less than partner 35.71 16.70 6.53 39.12
Education level of women
No education 36.49 16.42 7.59 39.54
Primary 33.04 14.76 7.03 36.24
Secondary 25.85 12.18 4.87 29.01
Higher 15.03 7.31 2.70 17.82
Occupational status of women
Not working 25.22 11.06 4.82 28.20
Salaried employee 23.53 12.29 4.25 26.78
Agriculture worker 38.63 18.67 8.01 41.95
Skilled and unskilled worker 35.10 17.26 7.80 38.42
Husband characteristics
Husband consumes alcohol
No 21.93 9.44 3.52 24.95
Yes 48.45 24.28 12.18 51.74
Husband education
No education 37.98 18.62 8.33 41.35
Primary 34.52 16.05 7.44 37.94
Secondary 26.94 11.94 5.09 29.97
Higher 16.77 7.78 2.76 19.38
Husband occupational status
Salaried employee 21.41 10.65 429 24.55
Agriculture worker 32.60 15.14 6.50 35.91
Skilled and unskilled worker 29.00 12.89 5.75 31.91
Household characteristics
Place of residence
Rural 30.44 13.93 6.25 27.47
Urban 24.49 11.46 4.46 33.58
Household wealth Index
Poor 35.95 16.53 8.07 39.26
Middle 29.51 13.18 5.35 32.48
Rich 19.17 9.29 3.33 22.15
Total 29.67 13.3 6.64 31.64




Education act as an important tool in
reducing violence and it is observed that
with increase in the level of education,
prevalence of all form of violence declines.
Domestic violence prevalence is highest
among women working as agricultural
workers, followed by women working as
skilled and unskilled workers. The lowest
prevalence of violence is observed among
women who are employed as salaried
employees. When prevalence of violence is
observed with the characteristics of husband,
a higher proportion of women whose
husband consume alcohol faces violence of
all forms. Every second and fourth women,

whose husband consume alcohol, faces
physical ~and  emotional  violence,
respectively. With increasing level of

education of husband, prevalence of
violence of all its form declines. Those
women whose husband working as
agricultural worker faces highest violence of
all forms and faces lowest violence whose
husband employed as salaried employees.
Among the characteristics of household, it is
observed that, a higher proportion of women
faces violence in rural household than in
urban households. Every third women in
rural household face physical violence.
Household’s wealth index was another
critical factor where a higher proportion of
women from poor households face violence.
Table 2 displays the result of multilevel
regression. In previous studies also, the
importance of the relationship between
being economic distress and intimate partner
violence has been established (Benson et al.,
2003; Macmillan & Gartner, 1999; Schuler et
al., 1996; Schwartz, 1988). Women who earn
more than their partner are more likely to
face emotional and sexual violence, 1.5 and
1.6 times more than women earning same as
their partner. However, women earning
more than their partner are 1.14 times and
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those who are earning less than partner are
1.22 times more likely to face physical
violence than those who are earning same as
their partner. Overall, if women earn either
less or more than their partner, they are 1.2
times more likely to face any form of violence
against them. All three types of violence are
more prominent when women earn more
than their husband, thus promoting the
MBM hypothesis, where males resort to
violence against women when the values of
patriarchal setup, as perceived by men,
seems to be disturbed by the women. The
hypothesis of MBM, which says that men put
women in a crisis by employing violence
against them when they feel disempowered,
is critical in this context when women are
earning more than their partners. It is clear
from the result that women earning more
than their partners are more likely to
experience a backlash effect when a husband
commits spousal violence to express his
antipathy toward female
(Chin, 2012).

independence

At the same time, those women who earn
nearly equal to their husbands are better
positioned to avoid violence against them
than those who earn less than their
husbands, thus promoting the HBM model.
The hypothesis of HBM suggests that
women having more resources to bargain for
better outcomes in the household, thus
limiting the violence against them, is getting
supported when women are earning the
same as a partner compared to less than a
partner.

With the increasing number of children,
women are more likely to experience
physical violence; researchers worldwide
have agreed on this notion and showed that
the odds of experiencing violence increase
with the number of children a woman has
(Ellsberg et al., 2000; Martin et al., 1999).
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Partner’s characteristics are also imperative
to understand the dynamics of violence
against women. Three variables in the
partner’s characteristics, namely alcohol
consumption, husband’s education, and
husband occupation, were taken for analysis.
Alcohol consumption by husbands is one of
the critical factors in deciding the violence
against women. Women whose husbands
consume alcohol are 3.3 times more likely to
face any form of violence than women whose
husbands do not drink alcohol. Similarly, the
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odds of facing physical, emotional, and
sexual violence among women whose
husband drink alcohol were 3.5, 2.90, 4.0
respectively.

The increasing education of husbands is
negatively associated with any form of
of the husband’s
education plays an imperative role in

violence. The level

understanding the violence against women
(Malhotra & Mather, 1997).

Table 2 Odds Ratios of Multilevel regression by different types of violence, India, NFHS-V (2019-21).

Background Variables Reference cat. Physical Emotional  Sexual Any
Individual characteristics
Earning

More than partner Same as partner 1.14*%(0.07) 1.53**(0.12)  1.63***(0.19)  1.16**(0.07)
Less than partner 1.22%%0.07)  1.25**%(0.09)  1.13(0.12) 1.20%**%(0.07)
Money of own use

Yes No 0.97(0.04) 0.88*%(0.05) 1.03(0.08) 0.97(0.04)
Women education

Primary No education 0.87**(0.06) 0.95(0.08) 0.81*(0.10) 0.89%(0.06)
Secondary 0.81***(0.05)  1.07(0.08) 1.02(0.11) 0.86*%(0.05)
Higher 0.55***(0.06)  0.80(0.12) 0.63*%(0.14) 0.60***(0.07)
Women Occupation

Salaried employee Not working 0.64(0.23) 0.94(0.43) 0.89(0.57) 0.73(0.26)
Agricultural Worker 0.82(0.30) 1.23(0.55) 1.05(0.66) 0.95(0.33)
Skilled &unskilled worker 0.75(0.27) 1.10(0.49) 1.11(0.69) 0.85(0.30)
Number of children

One child No children 1.51%**(0.16)  1.48***(0.19)  1.22(0.24) 1.54***(0.16)
Two children 1.57%**(0.15)  1.26%(0.15) 1.24(0.22) 1.56***(0.15)
Three and more 1.75%**(0.17)  1.32*%(0.16) 1.18(0.21) 1.75%**(0.17)
Partner’s characteristics
Alcohol consumption

Yes No 3.47+%(0.16)  2.90**(0.16)  4.03***(0.34)  3.26***(0.15)
Husband education

Primary No education 1.03(0.07) 1.06(0.09) 1.09(0.13) 1.05(0.07)
Secondary 0.99(0.06) 0.88*(0.07) 0.86(0.09) 0.95(0.06)
Higher 0.76***(0.08)  0.59***(0.08)  0.79(0.15) 0.69***(0.07)
Husband Occupation

Agriculture worker Salaried employee  1.24***(0.11)  0.93(0.10) 0.80(0.12) 1.15%(0.10)
Skilled &unskilled worker 1.17*(0.09) 0.95(0.09) 0.73**(0.10) 1.13(0.09)
Household characteristics

Place of residence

Rural Urban 0.89(0.06) 0.95(0.08) 1.02(0.13) 0.92(0.06)
Religion

Muslim Hindu 1.13(0.12) 1.23%(0.14) 1.53***(0.25)  1.10(0.11)
Others 0.80*%(0.08) 0.75**(0.09) 1.02(0.16) 0.82*%(0.08)
Wealth Index

Middle Poor 0.88*%(0.05) 0.94(0.06) 0.81*%(0.08) 0.91%(0.05)
Rich 0.79***(0.06)  0.83**(0.08) 0.69*%(0.10) 0.91***(0.06)
Household Type

Joint Family Nuclear 0.88***(0.04)  0.88**(0.05) 0.90(0.07) 0.89***(0.04)
Number of women 16,929

Note: **p < 0.01. *p < 0.05. *p < 0.10; Standard error are in parenthesis.



As comparison salaried employee husband,
wives of agricultural worker and skilled and
unskilled workers are more likely to face the
physical violence, whereas they are less
likely to feel the sexual violence.

Household characteristics are also essential
to understand the dynamics of violence
against women. Four variables in the
household’s characteristics, namely area of
household, Religion, wealth status and
household type, were taken for analysis.
Muslim women were 1.2 times and 1.5 times
more likely to experience emotional and
sexual violence, respectively, than Hindu
women. Increasing wealth was negatively
associated with the onset of violence against
women.

Women from rich and middle wealth
quintile were less likely to face any form of
violence than women from poor household.
However, the wealth index is not necessarily
a causal factor; it has generally been assumed
in the literature that women from the poor
quintiles are at increased risk of domestic
violence (Djamba & Kimuna, 2008; Kimuna
& Djamba, 2008).

Table 3 shows the summary result of the
fitting of the HBM and MBM for economic
variables. Using logistic regression analysis,
we found support for Household Bargaining
Model (HBM) when the dependent variable
is aggregate violence (Physical, Emotional,
and Sexual Violence) for most economic
variables, except when the women earn
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more than their partners, where MBM was
supported. Among those women, who are
either earning the same as their partner or
earning less than their partner, the HBM
model predicts their bargaining capabilities
in reducing the likelihood of physical,
When
women earn more than their partners, they

emotional, and sexual violence.
face higher violence, as predicted by the
HBM model.

Discussion

Violence runs along the lines of power in the
patriarchal setup where the family acts as a
central axis, and the sexual division of labor
is the principle that governs the violence
against women (Pinnewala, 2009). As a
cultural norm, patriarchal ideologies
subjugate women and restrict them to the
home and Man's superiority complex causes
sadistic wife beating (Dutt, 2018).The study
reiterated that when women challenge the
set pattern of power relationships by earning
more income than their partners, they
become subject to violence. It is evident from
previous studies that women are both the
objects of desire and control (Thapan, 1995),
and when women challenge this patriarchal

setup, they often face violence.

In this article, we have the independent

variables as, individual characteristics
variables, partner’s characteristics variables
and household characteristics variables to
better understand the covariates of violence

against women. Education is one of the

Table 3 Summary of Significant Variables” Support for Contending Models.

. . Physical Emotional Sexual Any

Economic Variables . ) ] .
violence violence violence violence

Same as partner HBM HBM HBM HBM
More than partner MBM MBM MBM MBM
Less than partner HBM HBM HBM HBM
Money of own use HBM HBM HBM HBM
Working HBM HBM HBM HBM
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crucial interventions that will undoubtedly
lower violence against women. The result
indicates that with a higher level of
education among women, the chances of
facing any form of violence decrease. It is
also well understood and entrenched in this
study that increasing the wealth index at
household level negatively correlates with
violence against women. Keeping the
education and wealth index factor aside,
what is more critical in understanding
violence against women is women's relative
income with their husbands. The relative
income of women with their husbands
paved the way for testing the hypothesis of
MBM and HBM. It is explored in the study
that women’s relative income also decides
the violence against them. If women are
working and earn a lower wage than their
husbands, they are not dependent on their
husbands for their every economic expense;
they are in a bargain situation where they
can avert the onset of violence against them
compared to women who do not earn. This
phenomenon is the hypothesis of the
Household Bargaining Model (HBM). When
women earning less than their husbands, she
does not harm the social position of men,
which leads to a reduction in violence, most
prominently physical and emotional.

When women earn same as their husbands,
they are better positioned to avert the risk of
violence against them than those earning
more than their husbands (Aizer, 2010).
Aizer (2010) believes that a decrease in the
male-female wage gap
likelihood of violence against women is

reduces the

minimum, which is consistent with the
premises of the Household Bargaining
Model (Aizer, 2010). When women earn
more than their husbands, they resort to
violence against their wives to show their
their This
phenomenon is the hypothesis of the Male

supremacy  over wives.
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Backlash Model (MBM). In the study, we
have noticed that women who earn more
than their husbands are more likely to face
violence against them. The nature of violence
changes with the higher earnings of women
and the higher prevalence of emotional and
sexual violence. The household bargaining
model explains the physical violence,
whereas the male-backlash model better
explains the sexual violence (Caridad Bueno
& Henderson, 2017). Heath (2014) concluded
that women with low bargaining power
endure an increased risk of domestic
violence entering the labor force market as
husbands seek to counteract their increased
bargaining power (Heath, 2014).
Furthermore, Biswas (2017) concluded that a
higher category of jobs does not protect
women from violence against them, and
husbands having a comparatively better job
reduces spousal violence (Biswas, 2017). In
partner’s characteristics covariates, rising
husband’s education negatively relates to the
onset of violence against women. The onset
minimal in

of physical violence is

comparison to other violence among

household having Salaried employee
husband. In contrast, alcohol consumption
among husbands positively correlates with

violence against women.

The violence against women may not be
reported entirely, and the situation may be
worse than what has been predicted in this
research article. The prevalence of violence
against women and the extent of its under-
reporting is neither well understood nor
sufficiently challenged in the Indian context.
Violence against women is often tolerated
and justified by men and women, which may
be one reason for the under-reporting of
violence against women. Moreover, further
studies shall be carried out to strongly
confirm the findings from this study.



Conclusion

The present study examines the several
determinants of domestic violence of which
interestingly, place of residence and
occupation of the women did not show any
significant relationship with violence
whereas education of the women reduces
violence against them. The article tried to test
two hypotheses, namely, HBM and MBM
pertaining to the relationship between
educational and economic status of the
women and domestic violence against
women. When HBM grossly observes that
women with better education and income
gain bargaining power within the household
that reduces their chance of facing violence,
the principles of MBM emphasized the deep-
rooted existence of patriarchy where better
earning may reduce the social position of
their husband. Thus, to assert their superior
position in women'’s life domestic violence is
one expression. Uniquely, the article reveals
that except earning, in all other achievement
women are strengthening their bargaining

position in the household.
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Annexure

Table A.1 Model fitness showing the influence of community characteristics at different levels on
different types of violence, India, NFHS V (2019-21).

Parameter Physical Emotional Sexual Any
Variance PSU level 1.03 1.12 1.99 0.99
VPC PSU level 0.20 0.23 0.33 0.20
Variance district level 0.24 0.26 0.33 0.23
VPC district level 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05
State-level variance 0.5 0.22 0.32 0.44
VPC state level 0.10 0.05 0.05 0.09
Number of women 16,929
Number of PSU 6,823
Number of Districts 707
Number of states 36

Note: PSU: primary sampling unit; VPC: variance partition coefficient.

Details of multilevel model
To the the
prevalence of different form of violence, we

decompose variation in
specified a series of four-level random
intercept logistic models for the probability
of an individual ‘i’ in PSU “j’, district ‘k” and
state ‘1" to face violence (Yiu=1) as

obtained directly from the model. The
remaining variance was assumed to simplify
the function of the binomial distribution.
Based on the variance estimate of random
effects, the proportional of variation in the
log-odds of violence attributable to each
level, also known as variance partition

L 't( )_ Bo + BX e + (f coefficient (VPC), was calculated. For
09t Tijie) = Po btk ol example, the proportion of total variation in
* Yokt + Uojit) facing violence (in log-odds scale)

This model estimated the log-odds ()
adjusted for a vector (X'ju) of the above-
mentioned independent variables measured
at the individual level. The parameter (o
represented the log-odds of prevalence of
violence for individuals belonging to the
categorical variables’ reference category. The
random effect inside the brackets was
interpreted as a residual differential for the
state 1 (fo), district k (vow) and PSU j (uoju). All
three to be
independent and normally distributed with

residual were assumed
mean 0 and variance 0%y, 02vo and o?uo. This
variance quantified between states (02fo),
between district (02vo) and between PSU
(02u9) respectively, in the log-odds of women
all

characteristics. For binary outcome, the

facing violence for background

variance at the lowest level could not be

attributable to an individual level could be
obtained by dividing the between-individual
variation by the total variation. Total
variation was calculated using the latent
variable method approach and treated the
between-individual variation as having a
standard logistic distribution variance
approximated as n2/3=3.29. Hence, VPC
for any level z could be calculated using the
following formula

_ o7
(0 + 02 + 02 +3.29)

VPC,

It is allowed evaluating the changes in

variance estimate and proportion of
variation attributable to the high levels when
only one geographical level was considered

at a time.



