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BACKGROUND

This paper explores how domestic violence fits into the multidimensional picture of gender inequality
and women’s empowerment. Domestic violence is thought of as a crucial part of gender inequality and
as one of its most extreme manifestations. According to conventional wisdom and a large body of
scholarship, there is a strong negative correlation between domestic violence and multiple dimensions of
women’s empowerment, especially female education and employment (Ahmed, 2005; Mathur and
Slavov, 2013; Yodanis, 2004). It makes logical sense.

However these associations don’t seem to be the case universally. Empirical evidence from Nordic
countries (Gracia and Merlo, 2016) and South Asia (Koenig et al, 2003; Schuler et al, 1998; Rahman,
1999; Panda and Agarwal, 2005; Bhattacharya, 2015; Bhattacharya, Bedi, and Chhachhi, 2011;
Weitzman, 2014; Agarwal and Panda, 2007; Vyas and Watts, 2009; Dalal, 2011; Jejeebhoy, 1998)
suggests that this relationship may be more problematic than one might expect. Nordic countries are the
most gender equal countries in the world on many dimensions, but they also have disproportionally high
prevalence rates of intimate partner violence against women. This perplexing trend is referred to as the
‘Nordic paradox’ (Gracia and Merlo, 2016).

How general are these exceptions to the domestic violence—gender inequality association? And which
dimensions of gender inequality are more often aligned with domestic violence, and where do the
exceptions occur? Though domestic violence is usually framed as an important aspect of gender
inequality, there doesn’t seem to be any systematic look across different dimensions of gender inequality
to see where domestic violence fits.

India is an interesting case for such an analysis because there is already substantial literature that has
found a paradox with women’s employment: women in the labor force are at more, and not less, risk of
domestic violence (Panda and Agarwal, 2005; Bhattacharya, 2015; Bhattacharya, Bedi, and Chhachhi,
2011; Weitzman, 2014; Agarwal and Panda, 2007; Vyas and Watts, 2009; Dalal, 2011; Jejeebhoy, 1998;
Reddy & Vanneman, 2018). This seemingly non-intuitive relationship has been explained by the
bbacklash theory of abuse: as women become more resourceful, men may resort to violence for
instrumental reasons, both to counteract the increased power gained by women in order to reinstate their

dominance, and because there are more resources to “extract” from female hands (Cools & Kotsadam,
2017).

In our earlier work (Reddy & Vanneman, 2018), presented at PAA 2018, we studied the relationship
between domestic violence and women’s labor force participation in India at both the individual and
community levels, and found an interesting contrast between the macro and micro level relationships.
Consistent with earlier literature in India, we found that a woman’s own (individual-level) employment
increased her risk of domestic violence. However, our community level analysis revealed that high rates
of women’s employment in the community protected her from violence, holding constant her own
employment.
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While that paper examined how domestic violence related to one dimension of women’s empowerment,
labor force participation, we aim to expand that work here to many other dimensions of women’s
empowerment and gender equality. We have picked some of the most commonly studied indicators of
gender inequality to test their relationships with domestic violence. These indicators include:
e child sex ratio (as a measure of son preference),
women’s and men’s literacy rates,
women’s and men’s age at first marriage,
women’s employment,
women’s access to money,
women’s freedom of movement, and
women’s household decision making power.

Gender equality and women‘s empowerment are two sides of the same coin: progress toward gender
equality requires women’s empowerment, and women’s empowerment requires increases in gender
equality (Kishor & Gupta, 2009). Indicators of gender equality/inequality are designed to compare the
status of women and men on particular characteristics of interest; whereas, indicators of empowerment/
disempowerment tend not to be relative. Instead, indicators of women’s empowerment are designed to
measure roles, attitudes, and rights of women. In this paper we have combined indicators of gender
inequality and women’s empowerment and sometimes use these terms interchangeably.

DATA AND RESEARCH METHODS

We use data from India’s National Family Health Survey (NFHS), which provides the most
comprehensive, nationally representative data on domestic violence and other dimensions of women’s
empowerment and gender inequality. The NFHS has both a broad spectrum of gender equality and
women’s empowerment indicators, and good measures of three kinds of domestic violence: physical,
sexual, and emotional. An initiative of the Indian government in partnership with the Demographic and
Health Surveys, the NFHS was first launched in 1992-93. While the focus of the survey has been on
family welfare, maternal and child health, and nutrition, recent rounds of the survey have included a
module on domestic violence.

For this paper we use data from the survey’s fourth and most recent round (NFHS-4) conducted in 2015-
16. NFHS-4 covered all 29 States and 7 Union Territories in India. A total of 601,509 households,
including 699,686 women and 112,122 men aged 15-49 were interviewed in this round. We supplement
the NFHS-4 data with data from the Indian Census (2011) for three of our indicators: child sex ratio,
female literacy rates, and male literacy rates.

Our initial plan is to study the associations of domestic violence with gender equality and women’s
empowerment at the contextual level of districts. Indian districts are basic administrative units of
approximately two million residents and reflect somewhat homogenous cultural contexts that may be
central for understanding domestic violence variations. Our results with women’s labor force
participation show that the individual and contextual relationships can be quite different, so we intend to
begin by mapping out the contextual, district-level patterns. To the extent that domestic violence is an
outcome influenced more by cultural norms rather than by individual level characteristics (Heise, 1998;
O’Campo et al, 1995; Cunradi et al, 2000; Koenig et al, 2003; McQuestion, 2003), we believe these
macro-level associations are the appropriate place to begin.
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Measures

The domestic violence measure used in this initial analysis is the percentage of ever married women
who have experienced either physical or sexual violence committed by their husband. We plan to later
disaggregate this domestic violence measure to investigate whether different types of domestic violence
have different relationships with gender equality and empowerment. This will show whether physical,
sexual, and emotional violence relate any differently to the different gender indicators.

The child sex ratio is the number of girls for every 1000 boys in the age group of 0-6, according to the
2011 Census of India. Age at marriage measures are the percentage of women first married after age 18,
and men after age 21. Women’s employment rates are the percentage of women employed either outside
the home or in family enterprises in the 12 months preceding the interview. The measure of women’s
access to money is the percentage of women who have money that they can decide how to use.
Women’s freedom of movement is measured by the percentage of women who are allowed to go alone
to the market, health facility and places outside the village or community. Women’s household decision
making power is the percentage of men who say that a wife should have a final say alone or jointly with
her husband in five household decisions: decisions about major household purchases, purchases for daily
household needs, visits to wife's family or relatives, what to do with the money wife earns, and how
many children to have.

PRELIMINARY RESULTS

As a first pass at mapping out where domestic violence fits among the selected nine dimensions of
gender inequality, we have calculated the Pearson’s correlation coefficients between domestic violence
and the gender indicators across the 36 states and union territories (see Table 1).
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participation rates (0.405), confirming the results of earlier work. States where more women are in the
labor force are states with higher rates of domestic violence. We also found an unexpected positive
correlation between domestic violence and the childhood sex ratio (.134) although the relationship is not
very strong. Nevertheless, it appears that states with less son preference as revealed by the childhood sex
ratio have somewhat more, not less, domestic violence.

An analysis of the rankings of the different states on each of the indicators shows some interesting
counter-intuitive correlations (see Table 2 in appendix). The state of Manipur is a good example. It has
the highest female labor force participation rate, at 54%, and also the highest prevalence of domestic
violence in the country. About 53% of ever-married women in Manipur reported experiencing spousal
physical or sexual violence in their lifetime. Similarly the state of Jammu & Kashmir has relatively low
levels of domestic violence, ranked 33 with a prevalence rate of only 9.3%, and also the lowest rate of
female labor force participation in the country (ranked 36 at 15.9%). The state also has among the
lowest child sex ratios in the country (862 girls for every 1000 boys), an indicator of very high son
preference, along with very low levels of female literacy (58% compared to the national average of
65.5%).

Our mixed findings at the state level justify the closer look at the district level. By doing so, we hope to
develop a more accurate picture of exactly which dimensions of women’s empowerment and gender
inequality are most related, least related, or counterintuitively related to domestic violence in India.

CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS

This paper examines the extent to which domestic violence in India correlates with other dimensions of
gender inequality and women’s disempowerment. Domestic violence is usually considered just another
dimension of gender inequality, and is often included in the calculation of gender inequality indices. It is
seen as one of the main contributors to the persistence of gender inequality, and as hindering the
empowerment of women. More importantly, it is often assumed that domestic violence and women’s
empowerment are negatively correlated. Such assumptions lead to policies that encourage women’s
empowerment, mostly economic empowerment, as a means to reduce gender inequality of which
domestic violence is one of the most extreme manifestations.

While we acknowledge that violence against women at home reflects the low status of women in
society, our findings suggest that the mechanism involved in domestic violence may not be similar for
all indicators of gender inequality or women’s disempowerment. A closer examination of the
mechanisms surrounding domestic violence is necessary, which can then inform strategies to effectively
alleviate it.



Reddy & Vanneman

References:

Agarwal, Bina and Panda, Pradeep (2007). “Toward Freedom from Domestic Violence: The Neglected
Obvious.” Journal of Human Development, 8.3: 359-388.

Ahmed, Syed Masud (2005). "Intimate Partner Violence against Women: Experiences from a Woman-
focused Development Programme in Matlab, Bangladesh." Journal of Health Population and Nutrition,
23.1: 95-101.

Bhattacharya, Haimanti. (2015). "Spousal Violence and Women’s Employment in India." Feminist
Economics 21(2): 30-52.

Bhattacharya, Manasi, Arjun S. Bedi, and Amrita Chhachhi. (2011). “Marital Violence and Women's
Employment and Property Status: Evidence from North Indian Villages.” World Development 39(9):
1676-89.

Bolis, Mara and Christine Hughes. (2015). "Women’s Economic Empowerment and Domestic
Violence: Links and Lessons for Practitioners Working with Intersectional Approaches.” Oxford:
Oxfam Intersectionality Series.

Chowdry, Prem (2011) Reduction of violence against women: property ownership and economic
independence in rural Haryana, UN-Women: New Delhi.

Cools, S., & Kotsadam, A. (2017). Resources and intimate partner violence in Sub-Saharan
Africa. World Development, 95(3), 211-230.

Cunradi CB, Caetano R, Clark C, and Schafer J. 2000. “Neighborhood Poverty As a Predictor of
Intimate Partner Violence among White, Black, and Hispanic Couples in the United States: A Multilevel
Analysis.” Annals of Epidemiology 10(5):297-308.

Dalal, Koustuv (2011). “Does Economic Empowerment Protect Women from Intimate Partner
Violence?” Journal of Injury and Violence Research 3.1: 35-44. PMC.

Garcia Aisa, Martina (2014). "Conditional Cash Transfers and Intimate Partner Violence among
Mexican Couples: The Impact of Oportunidades on Psychological Abuse Prevalence.” Master’s Degree
Thesis, Lund University.

Gracia E and Merlo J. 2016. “Intimate Partner Violence against Women and the Nordic Paradox.” Social
Science & Medicine (1982) 157:27-30.

Heise, Lori. L. (1998). "Violence Against Women: An Integrated, Ecological Framework." Violence
Against Women, 4.3: 262-90.

Hughes, Christine, Mara Bolis, Rebecca Fries, and Stephanie Finigan (2015). Women’s Economic
Empowerment and Domestic Violence: Exploring the Links. Gender & Development, 23.2.



Reddy & Vanneman

Jejeebhoy, ShireenJ. (1998). "Wife-Beating in Rural India: A Husband’s Right?" Economic and
Political Weekly 33: 855-862.

Kishor, Sunita and Gupta, Kamla. 2009. Gender Equality and Women’s Empowerment in India.
National Family Health Survey (NFHS-3), India, 2005-06. Mumbai: International Institute for
Population Sciences; Calverton, Maryland, USA: ICF Macro.

Koenig, Michael A., Saifuddin Ahmed, Mian Bazle Hossain, and A. B. M. Khorshed Alam Mozumder.
(2003). "Women’s Status and Domestic Violence in Rural Bangladesh: Individual- and Community-
Level Effects.” Demography 40 (2): 269-288.

Koenig Michael A., Rob Stephenson, Saifuddin Ahmed, Shireen J. Jejeebhoy, and Jacquelyn Campbell.
(2006). “Individual and Contextual Determinants of Domestic Violence in North India.” American
Journal of Public Health 96(1):132-38.

Macmillan, Ross and Rosemary Gartner (1999). "When She Brings Home the Bacon: Labor-Force
Participation and the Risk of Spousal Violence against Women." Journal of Marriage and Family, 61.4:
947-58.

Mathur, Aparna, and Slavov, Sita N, (2013). ‘Empowering women through employment, earnings and
wealth in India’, AEI Economics Working Papers 4794, American Enterprise Institute.

McQuestion, M. (2003). Endogenous social effects on intimate partner violence in Colombia. Social
Science Research, 32(2), 335-345.

O'Campo, P., Gielen, A., Faden, R., Xue, X., Kass, N., & Wang, M. (1995). Violence by male partners
against women during the childbearing year: A contextual analysis. American Journal of Public
Health, 85(8_pt_1), 1092-1097.

Panda, Pradeep, and Bina Agarwal. (2005). "Marital Violence, Human Development and Women’s
Property Status in India.” World Development 33 (5): 823-850.

Rahman, Aminur (1999). "Micro-credit Initiatives for Equitable and Sustainable Development: Who
Pays?" World Development, 27.1: 67-82.

Reddy, Shilpa & Reeve Vanneman. 2018. "Does money protect women from violence?: Individual and
community level effects of women’s employment on domestic violence in India.” Department of
Sociology, University of Maryland, College Park, MD. Unpublished Manuscript.

Schuler, Sidney Ruth, Syed M. Hashemi, and Shamsul Huda Badal (1998). ‘Men’s violence against
women in rural Bangladesh: Undermined or exacerbated by microcredit programmes?’ Development in
Practice, Vol. 8, Issue 2, pp. 148-157.

Schuler, Sidney Ruth, Syed M. Hashemi, Ann P. Riley, and Shireen Akhter. 1996. “Credit Programs,
Patriarchy and Men's Violence against Women in Rural Bangladesh.” Social Science &
Medicine 43(12):1729-42.



Reddy & Vanneman

Umberson, Debra, Kristin Anderson, Jennifer Glick, and Adam Shapiro (1998). "Domestic Violence,
Personal Control, and Gender.” Journal of Marriage and Family 60, no. 2: 442-52.

Vyas, Seema, and Charlotte Watts (2009). "How Does Economic Empowerment Affect Women's’ Risk
of Intimate Partners Violence in Low and Middle Income Countries? A Systematic Review of Published
Evidence."” Journal of International Development, 21: 577-602.

Weitzman, Abigail. 2014. “Women's and Men's Relative Status and Intimate Partner Violence in
India.” Population and Development Review 40(1):55-75.

Yodanis, Carrie L. 2004. “Gender Inequality, Violence against Women, and Fear: A Cross-National Test
of the Feminist Theory of Violence against Women.” Journal of Interpersonal Violence 19(6):655-75.

Appendix



Reddy & Vanneman

‘spaau Alrep 1oy

eyoind ©

d pjoyasnoy Jofew jnoge suo

95 1SUOISI0BP PIOYSSNOY Ul PUBGSNL 1oy Y ARUIOT 10 BUOJe ABS [BUY B BABY PINOUS 3jIM € JBU) ABS OUM USWI JO BBBIUSAIR o, ‘91-G10Z SHAN ‘Alunwwoo Jo abe
uswom Jo abejuediad 4 '91-G10Z SHAN ‘@SN 0} Moy ap1oap ued Asyj Jey) Aeuow aaeY Oym UBWIOM Jo abejusdled ¢'91-G102 SHAN ‘Melnslul ey} Buipedaid syluow g1 ays ul sesudisjue Ajiej ul 1o swoy @y} apisino Jayyie pakojdwe uswom jo abejuediad ,

'91-5102 SH4N ‘9ABY 0} UBIP|1YO AUBW MOY PUE ‘SWES ajIM ABUOW By} YiiM Op O} UM ‘SaANE|I IO AjILue) 5,9)1M O} S}
0B} Y)[eay ‘Josiew ayj 0} suoje ob 0} pamoj|e aie oym

oy} episino seoe|d pue Al

1-G102 SH4IN ‘12 @6e Joye pawew 1siy usw Jo oBeluddIad 4 (91-G102 SHAN
‘g1 obe Joye pawiew Isily uBWOM Jo aBeIUBDIAd 4 | LOZ SNSUBD ‘Bjel AoRIB)!| BB, ¢ | 102 SNSUDD ‘ejer AdeIa)l| [eWadd ( {1 10Z SNsuad ‘g-0 Jo dnoib obe sy} ui sAoq 0001 A1es 10§ SpIB JO JBQUINN , ‘91-G10Z SHAN ‘PUBASNY 118U} AG PERILIWIOD BIUBIOIA [BNX®S 40 [edIsAyd paousuadxa aABY OYm USWIOM PaLIBWI JOAD JO BBRlUBdISd |

BOUB|OIA O1}SOWIOP)|
UJIM JUBID14§800 UOIJe[BLI0D)|

weplis
ysepeid [eydewiH
deampeysye
Jwysey) g nwiwer
B0

pueysesenn
puejebeN

efesoy

weJozip

SPUB|S| JeqoDIN 8 UBLLEPUY
jesehng

qefund
eqyseseye iy
exejeusey|
yJebipueyd
wessy/|

ueyseley

nig pue ueweq
yrea

eandu |
eAejeybo
ysapeld [eydeunay
lleAeH JebeN g eipeq
euelieH

lebuag s |
ysape.d eAype|\
pueystieyr
Auisyonpng
eyspo

ysepeid 1enn
ysebsmeyyd

npeN [iwe

Jeyig

euebuejp |
ysape.d eiypuy/|
andiuepy

ENR AT

Leeo- L1€0- E€0- Sor'o Ll¥'0- €550~ 18%°0- 2670~ veLo

S8 4 1'g8 I L'6v oL [X44 L 0'L6 13 9€8 43 €'/8 b oL €l 156 6 (44 %€
v'eL S 8L € 86y 6 6le pas 6'€6 9 G'06 14 806 6 99L cl 606 14 g's g€
185 t44 8L 9 Sy 6l ve %4 0004 l G'S6 l 1'96 l €88 € L6 14 68 e
918 8C Loy Sl Ly 8l 6°GL 9 506 14 806 z €8L 1€ 0'8s € 298 e €6 €€
g8 l 6'LS L 2’19 z 6'€C @ 066 14 1’98 oL 876 14 818 9 [443) 9l Px43 €
oLL 9 €9 S 00s 8 €0c £ L'/8 Ll 9€8 €l €88 €l 1oL %4 068 [ 92 e
629 0z rre € 8'le 62 8'GE €l 906 €l 7’98 6 £'e8 0z 6'9L 1% £v6 3 8¢l 0g
€99 Sl 61l S€ L'ov t44 [1%4 8C 9.6 c 106 € 096 [ 06 l 96 9 (4% 62
6l g€ 98 C (x4 9 L'6¥ € 828 9l €68 9 1'¢6 € 7’68 [ 0.6 € t4:3 8T
0¥s 74 vy 14 G'6€ \<4 8L e 0'€6 L 918 9l 1'06 1% 818 S 896 14 6'LL x4
LeL 14 €y 8l 12s L 09e 13 6'€L € G'SL €2 /8 L L0L 4 068 62 002 74
2€9 8l 208 13 8Ty Lb 313 €€ 0'L6 oL 206 S g8 <4 €L 8l o8 S€ 1’0 4
969 6 €8 oL 629 9 zle 6 606 43 ovL 4 868 43 G'SL b 68 8T zie 14
P4 € ele 62 662 € 9/€ 8 26 6 0'6L 4 68 24 1’89 [<4 86 €l 91z €2
€19 14 09 14 7'€9 I 8'6e 43 966 € €/8 8 §'06 oL '8 L 088 € x4 <4
9€9 Ll 67¢ 14 zse €€ L9 S€ '8 €T v'.9 62 8'8L 62 €29 €T 296 L 1474 %4
0€9 6l 99¢ € [0)¢14 €l 80¢ 8l gcL g€ 1’29 0og g08 V4 128 9€ 888 1€ 8vC (V4
9.2 9 209 9 S'19 € x4 174 L'v8 0z €8L 8l S'16 L 96L oL 06 74 99 6l
L'9L € Sy €l 9Ly 43 961 € €18 74 878 b 0'L6 8 608 6 1.8 €e 8'9¢ 8l
'S 62 9Ly 6l 675 S L'ee Sl 28 14 1’29 £ 26 S ze8 14 186 oL L Ll
oL L €1e £ %14 L v'ov S g'e8 @ 7’18 Az L € 8'€L 9 0.6 4 622 9
689 oL €8¢ %4 (434 0z 99 oL 8'GL 0 S'oL 74 LeL S€ 965 [ 2.6 3 80¢ Sk
€99 €l 99¢ €€ o0oe 1€ 1’82 6l 6'€L 1€ G'89 8T g'98 8l 6'59 74 926 [44 €le b
1’65 1z 1'8€ t44 8Ty 9 1 4%4 62 96L 8T 1'8L 6l 'S8 6l 8'99 14 €8 9 6'lE €l
€99 9l 968 8 1’85 14 1474 74 18 14 '9s 9 128 [44 L 6l 956 L 9ce 43
€8 14 0€e 2 1'Ge 74 8y L €L 9 029 € g'08 74 009 8T 8L6 €2 8ce 113
289 13 o'y (V4 oy ¥4 €7ce 9l 0€L €€ 809 e 8L 0 295 e 86 43 ove oL
L'SS €2 Ley 4 '8¢ 4 8'€T €2 066 S €68 L 126 9 28 8 196 S 9ve 6
1es L €0z e L'ie 0 €92 (4 €68 S TLL %4 'e8 €T v 74 \v6 L 6v¢ 8
A 14 e 8T 8ty b 1474 14 1'8L 62 SLL (4 6L 8T €65 e 206 1z v'oe L

669 8 8'€e 4 Ley e (414 14 008 x4 8'GL [<4 S8 74 909 Lz 096 8 g9e 9
€05 e L'€S 6 L'6g €C g'ee 14 8'¢6 8 €8 e 8'98 9 6'€L e £v6 e Loy S

6'9Y €e 8'ee 14 'ee L 90¢ 0oe 82L e 1’85 g€ veL 9e €'es o1} GE6 6l Ly 14
62y e t444 Ll 8'€T s€ g6 z 998 6l 269 1z 06 e 0'8s €€ €6 0z 62y €

0'ls 0e P14 9l 274 e LSy 9 6'€8 ¥4 8'€9 €€ 96L €e 165 62 66 8l oty Z
799 4 €1e 0g e 8T V'S 3 1.8 8l L'18 L 598 b 2eL b 06 %4 978 3

% yuey % yuey % yuey % yuey % Yuey % yuey % yuey % Quey oney Quey % quey
Em:imE uols|oap GJuawarow w>m=o:._
ployasnoy s,uswopy 4O WOPadLY S,UdBIO A 0} SS909€ S,UBWOM 20104 10qe| s,uswopy | ,2PEMIEW Jeabeoe | obeuew je abe ojewoay Jfoesay se ooy ajewey 2011 X3S Py ,8OUBJOIA d13sBWOQ
eIpu| ul Sa110}1143} UolUN pue saje)s ssotoe Juswsamodwa s,u &EO>E>«. enba Japua

B Jo suoiSuaWIP dUIU PUB dIUS|OIA J1}SIWIOP JO Sajed pue Bupjuey :z ajqel




