Supplementary Table S1. Principal component analysis of women’s empowerment indicators
	Component/item/diagnostic
	Retention/domain/detail
	Eigenvalue/
loading/statistic
	Variance explained/
communality (%)
	Cumulative variance/
scoring coefficient

	Panel A. Component retention for the nine-item overall PCA
	

	Component 1
	Retained by parallel analysis
	3.964
	44.0
	44.0

	Component 2
	Retained by parallel analysis
	2.893
	32.1
	76.2

	Component 3
	Not retained by parallel analysis
	0.512
	5.7
	81.9

	Component 4
	Not retained by parallel analysis
	0.403
	4.5
	86.3

	Component 5
	Not retained by parallel analysis
	0.361
	4.0
	90.4

	Component 6
	Not retained by parallel analysis
	0.265
	2.9
	93.3

	Component 7
	Not retained by parallel analysis
	0.244
	2.7
	96.0

	Component 8
	Not retained by parallel analysis
	0.201
	2.2
	98.2

	Component 9
	Not retained by parallel analysis
	0.159
	1.8
	100.0

	Panel B. Domain-specific one-component loadings
	

	Decision about own health care
	Decision-making
	0.856
	0.732
	0.277

	Decision about major household purchases
	Decision-making
	0.927
	0.859
	0.300

	Decision about visits to family or relatives
	Decision-making
	0.893
	0.798
	0.289

	Decision about use of husband’s earnings
	Decision-making
	0.839
	0.704
	0.271

	Rejects wife beating if wife goes out without telling
	Rejection of wife beating
	0.874
	0.763
	0.232

	Rejects wife beating if wife neglects children
	Rejection of wife beating
	0.858
	0.737
	0.228

	Rejects wife beating if wife argues with husband
	Rejection of wife beating
	0.884
	0.782
	0.235

	Rejects wife beating if wife refuses sex
	Rejection of wife beating
	0.873
	0.761
	0.232

	Rejects wife beating if wife burns food
	Rejection of wife beating
	0.846
	0.716
	0.225

	Panel C. Sampling adequacy, sphericity, and reliability
	

	Overall Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin statistic
	PCA n = 17,357
	0.840
	
	

	Bartlett’s test of sphericity
	χ²(36) = 110107.3
	<0.001
	
	

	Decision-making: Cronbach’s alpha
	4 items
	0.779
	
	

	Rejection of wife beating: Cronbach’s alpha
	5 items
	0.680
	
	


Note: PCA was based on a tetrachoric correlation matrix for the nine binary empowerment indicators. Parallel analysis was used for component retention. The two prespecified domain scores were estimated as separate unrotated one-component solutions. Loadings were oriented so that higher scores represent greater empowerment. Communality is the squared loading for each domain-specific one-component solution. Regression scoring coefficients were used to calculate scores, which were subsequently standardized. KMO = Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin; PCA = principal component analysis.


Supplementary Table S2. Multicollinearity diagnostics for the fully adjusted Model III
	Predictor
	df
	GVIF
	GVIF^(1/(2×df))
	Equivalent VIF
	Interpretation

	Household decision-making score
	1
	1.205
	1.098
	1.205
	No threshold flag

	Rejection of wife-beating score
	1
	1.027
	1.014
	1.027
	No threshold flag

	Place of residence
	1
	1.344
	1.159
	1.344
	No threshold flag

	Women’s education
	3
	1.638
	1.086
	1.179
	No threshold flag

	Working status
	1
	1.165
	1.079
	1.165
	No threshold flag

	Media exposure
	1
	1.259
	1.122
	1.259
	No threshold flag

	Wealth index
	2
	1.570
	1.119
	1.253
	No threshold flag

	Religion
	1
	1.047
	1.023
	1.047
	No threshold flag

	Women’s current age
	2
	2.928
	1.308
	1.711
	No threshold flag

	Husband’s current age
	1
	2.203
	1.484
	2.203
	No threshold flag

	Number of living children
	1
	1.757
	1.325
	1.757
	No threshold flag


Note: GVIF = generalized variance inflation factor. permits comparison across terms with different degrees of freedom. Equivalent VIF is and is compared with conventional VIF thresholds. No term exceeded the prespecified review threshold of 5.


Supplementary Table S3. Additional sensitivity analyses, interaction, and nonlinearity tests
	Analysis
	Exposure or contrast
	Adjusted estimate (95% CI) or test
	p-value

	Panel A. Alternative categorical specifications
	

	Four empowerment profiles
	Low on both domains
	1.00 (Ref.)
	

	
	High decision-making only
	1.039 (0.884–1.223)
	0.641

	
	High wife-beating rejection only
	0.968 (0.847–1.107)
	0.636

	
	High on both domains
	1.044 (0.915–1.191)
	0.524

	Low, mixed, and high empowerment
	Low empowerment
	1.00 (Ref.)
	

	
	Mixed empowerment
	0.983 (0.864–1.118)
	0.790

	
	High empowerment
	1.044 (0.915–1.190)
	0.525

	Panel B. Interaction and nonlinearity tests
	

	Decision-making by wife-beating-rejection interaction
	Design-adjusted test
	F(1, 634) = 0.44
	0.508

	Decision-making quadratic term
	Design-adjusted test
	F(1, 633) = 3.04
	0.082

	Wife-beating-rejection quadratic term
	Design-adjusted test
	F(1, 633) = 0.23
	0.635


Note: Categorical sensitivity models report adjusted odds ratios with 95% confidence intervals. The interaction and quadratic rows report survey-design-adjusted Wald tests. Tertile and quartile specifications are not shown because tied discrete scores prevented meaningful quantile groups. 
































Supplementary Table S4. Comparison of participants included in and excluded from the complete-case analytic sample
	Characteristic/category
	Excluded
	Included
	Design-adjusted
p-value

	Household decision-making score
	
	
	<0.001

	   Weighted mean
	-0.30
	-0.01
	

	Rejection of wife-beating score
	
	
	0.071

	   Weighted mean
	0.09
	-0.01
	

	Place of residence
	
	
	0.050

	   Rural
	66.4
	71.7
	

	   Urban
	33.6
	28.3
	

	Women’s education
	
	
	<0.001

	   No education
	25.6
	16.0
	

	   Primary
	31.1
	31.4
	

	   Secondary
	33.4
	40.0
	

	   Higher
	9.9
	12.6
	

	Working status
	
	
	<0.001

	   No
	63.7
	51.8
	

	   Yes
	36.3
	48.2
	

	Media exposure
	
	
	0.824

	   No
	33.2
	33.8
	

	   Yes
	66.8
	66.2
	

	Wealth index
	
	
	0.002

	   Poor
	31.9
	37.9
	

	   Middle
	16.3
	20.4
	

	   Rich
	51.9
	41.7
	

	Religion
	
	
	0.014

	   Other
	5.9
	9.6
	

	   Islam
	94.1
	90.4
	

	Women’s current age
	
	
	<0.001

	   <25
	19.1
	26.6
	

	   25-35
	19.7
	39.3
	

	   >35
	61.2
	34.0
	

	Husband’s current age
	
	
	<0.001

	   ≤35
	22.1
	42.5
	

	   >35
	74.3
	57.5
	

	   Missing
	3.5
	0.0
	

	Number of living children
	
	
	<0.001

	   ≤2
	52.1
	62.6
	

	   >2
	47.9
	37.4
	


Note: Values are survey-weighted percentages unless the row is labeled weighted mean. Excluded participants were eligible women omitted because at least one analysis variable was missing. P-values are from survey-design-adjusted overall tests. A Missing row is displayed when reported categories do not account for the full eligible-sample denominator. The complete-case sample included 17,345 of 17,767 eligible non-pregnant currently married women.













Supplementary Table S5. Model diagnostics for Model III
	Diagnostic
	Item
	Value / observed
prevalence
	Flag / predicted
prevalence

	Panel A. Overall diagnostics
	

	Discrimination
	Design-weighted empirical AUC
	0.619
	

	PSU influence screening
	Largest weighted mean absolute residual: strata 18, PSU 595
	1.220
	

	Panel B. Calibration by predicted-risk decile
	

	Decile 1
	n = 1,735
	48.3%
	50.2%

	Decile 2
	n = 1,735
	56.2%
	56.5%

	Decile 3
	n = 1,735
	61.7%
	60.0%

	Decile 4
	n = 1,735
	64.3%
	63.3%

	Decile 5
	n = 1,735
	66.8%
	66.2%

	Decile 6
	n = 1,734
	69.1%
	68.4%

	Decile 7
	n = 1,734
	70.3%
	70.6%

	Decile 8
	n = 1,734
	73.5%
	73.6%

	Decile 9
	n = 1,734
	76.3%
	77.1%

	Decile 10
	n = 1,734
	81.5%
	81.9%


Note: AUC is the descriptive design-weighted empirical area under the receiver operating-characteristic curve. Calibration values compare survey-weighted observed and predicted prevalence across deciles of predicted risk. PSU = primary sampling unit.
