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ABSTRACT

Women’s empowerment is a process that includes partly unobservable increases in intrinsic agency (power
within); instrumental agency (power to); and collective agency (power with). We used baseline data from
two studies—Targeting and Realigning Agriculture for Improved Nutrition (TRAIN) in Bangladesh and
Building Resilience in Burkina Faso (BRB)—to assess the measurement properties of survey questions
operationalizing selected dimensions of intrinsic, instrumental, and collective agency in the project-level
Women’s Empowerment in Agricultural Index (pro-WEAI). We applied unidimensional item-response
models to question (item) sets to assess their measurement properties, and when possible, their cross-
context measurement equivalence—a requirement of measures designed for cross-group comparisons. For
intrinsic agency in the right to bodily integrity, measured with five attitudinal questions about intimate
partner violence (IPV) against women, model assumptions of uni-dimensionality and local independence
were met. Four items showed good model fit and measurement equivalence across TRAIN and BRB. For
item sets designed to capture autonomy in income, intrinsic agency in livelihoods activities, and
instrumental agency in livelihoods activities, use of outputs/income, and borrowing, model assumptions
were not met, model fit was poor, and items generally were weakly related to the latent (unobserved) agency
construct. Item sets for intrinsic and instrumental agency in livelihoods activities and instrumental agency
in outputs/income had similar precision along the latent-agency continuum, suggesting that item sets could
be dropped without a loss of precision. IRT models for collective agency were not estimable because of
low reported presence and membership in community groups. This analysis demonstrates the use of IRT
methods to assess the measurement properties of item sets in pro-WEAI, and empowerment scales
generally. Findings suggest that a shorter version of pro-WEAI can be developed to improve its
measurement properties. We recommend revisions the pro-WEAI questionnaire and new measures of
women’s collective agency, in agricultural development and generally.

Keywords: agricultural development; item response theory; measurement; sustainable development
goals; women’s agency; women’s empowerment
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1. INTRODUCTION

2030 Sustainable Development Goal 5 (SDGS) prioritizes women’s empowerment and gender equality
(United Nations General Assembly, 2015), on their own and as drivers of other SDGs (UN Women, 2018).
This mandate has mobilized efforts to conceptualize and to validate measures for women’s empowerment
across population groups (Yount, James-Hawkins, & Abdul-Rahim, nd; Yount, VanderEnde, Dodell, &
Cheong, 2016a), countries (Miedema, Haardorfer, Girard, & Yount, 2018), and time (Cheong, Yount, &
Crandall, 2017). Findings from these studies show that measures for human and social resources, intrinsic
agency, and instrumental agency are comparable across social groups, contexts, and time, confirming the

capacity to monitor SDG5 globally.

Central to this global monitoring effort has been the development and elaboration of the Women’s
Empowerment in Agricultural Index (WEAI) (Alkire et al., 2013). The WEAI was launched in 2012 as a
monitoring and evaluation tool for the U.S. Government’s Feed the Future initiative to assess population
levels and changes over time in women’s empowerment in agriculture. Unlike other global measures of
women’s empowerment, which are based on aggregate national data or country characteristics (United
Nations Development Programme [UNDP], 2018; World Economic Forum, 2018), WEAI measures
women’s empowerment directly through household surveys of men and women and is based on a
methodology for index construction designed originally to measure multidimensional poverty (Alkire &

Foster, 2011).

Since its launch, the WEAI has been adapted (Malapit et al., 2017). Pro-WEAI, the latest adaptation, is
being developed as part of the Gender, Agriculture, and Assets Project Phase 2 (GAAP2). GAAP2, led by
the International Food Policy Research Institute [[FPRI], includes 13 agricultural development projects in
nine countries in South Asia and Sub-Saharan Africa that are piloting the pro-WEAI protocols. Pro-WEAI
is similar to WEAI but is designed for impact evaluation of agricultural development projects and includes
new indicators, such as freedom of movement and attitudes about intimate partner violence (IPV) against

women. In its aggregate, pro-WEALI provides an index of women’s empowerment designed for comparison



across all groups for which the dataset is representative, such as intervention arms. Pro-WEAI can be
disaggregated into two sub-indices and 12 complementary indicators. Thus, change in the overall index

value can be linked to changes in the joint distributions of sub-index and indicator-level achievements.

Given the need for valid measures of women’s empowerment to monitor SDGS5 and design advantages of
pro-WEALI an assessment of its measurement properties is warranted. This paper has three aims: 1) to
assess in two GAAP2 projects the measurement properties of survey question (item) sets used to compute
pro-WEAI indicators, 2) to offer guidance, based on study findings, for questionnaire revisions to shorten
the full pro-WEAI to improve it as a measure for women’s empowerment in agricultural development
programs, and 3) to make a call for a validated ‘short form’! version of pro-WEAI and improved measures

of women’s collective agency.

'A short form is a representative (random) sample of items from a valid long form (Hagtvet & Sipos, 2016) that should be
equivalent to or exchangeable with other representative item subsets from the same valid long form (Shavelson & Webb, 1981).



2. BACKGROUND

2.1 Framework for Women’s Empowerment

Women’s empowerment, a multidimensional construct (Agarwala & Lynch, 2006; Lukes, 1974; Malhotra
& Schuler, 2005; Mason, 2005), is the process whereby women claim new resources that may enhance their
agency, or ability to make strategic life choices that enable them to achieve individual or collective goals
(Kabeer, 1999). Human resources may include formal or informal schooling or training that expands valued
knowledge or skills. Economic resources may include income, savings, or property. Social resources may
include informal or formal networks of access or support, typically outside the family. We conceptualize
resources as primarily observable, or measured directly in surveys, such as grades of schooling, chickens

owned, or organizational memberships. Observed resource variables are depicted with squares in Figure 1.

[Figure 1]

Agency is the ability to make strategic life choices in contexts where these choices once were denied
(Kabeer, 1999). Contexts of constraint may include patriarchal family systems and institutions that privilege
men, often the focus in discussions of women’s empowerment. Contexts of constraint also may include
other oppressive systems, such as poverty. Pro-WEAI, and the framework presented here, conceptualize
agency as a multidimensional construct. Intrinsic agency—power within—refers to the process by which
one develops a critical consciousness of one’s own aspirations, capabilities, and rights (Batliwala, 1994;
Freire, 1972; Kabeer, 1999; Komter, 1989; Stromquist, 1995). Instrumental agency—power to—is strategic
action to achieve one’s self-defined goals. Collective agency—power with—is joint action to achieve
shared goals (Bandura, 2000; Freire, 1972; Kabeer, 1999; Lukes, 1974; Rowlands, 1995, 1997, 1998;
Stromquist, 1995). These types of agency are derived conceptually from multi-dimensional typologies of
power described first by Komter (1989) with respect to gender and rooted in the seminal works of Freire
(1972) and Lukes (1974), who wrote on power and freedom from oppression without explicit reference to

gender. ‘Power over,’ also discussed in this literature, is excluded from this framework and pro-WEALI as



it describes domination of one person or group over another (Weber, 1946). The idea of domination over
others contradicts Kabeer’s definition and feminist cooperative ideas about power (Bologh, 2009).
Achievements are the realizations of self- or group-defined goals, and may include various outcomes related
to personal and group well-being. These dimensions of agency and achievements are conceptualized as
latent constructs. A latent construct is not directly observed, and typically is measured with multiple,
directly observed items, such as responses to a set of survey questions that together are expected to measure
the latent construct. A woman’s unobserved status on each latent construct, or trait, is conceptualized to be
the cause of her responses to the measured (or observed) items. Latent constructs (or traits) for agency and

well-being achievements are depicted with circles in Figure 1.

Although Kabeer defines resources as ‘pre-conditions’ for agency and the realization of life goals (Kabeer,
1999), she and others recognize that resources and agency are reciprocally related over time (Freire, 2018;
Kabeer, 2005). As such, new claims on resources may enhance agency, which in turn, may help foster new
claims on other resources—individually and collectively. Thus, our framework (Figure 1), and prior
research (Yount, Crandall, & Cheong, 2018), recognize the reciprocal influences of dimensions of women’s

empowerment over time.

2.2 Prior Efforts to Measure Women’s Empowerment and their Limitations

Given the multidimensional, dynamic nature of women’s empowerment, prior efforts to operationalize and
validate its dimensions have faced challenges. Global measures, like the Gender Gap Index, Gender
Development Index, Gender Inequality Index, and Gender Empowerment Measure (World Economic
Forum, 2018) have well-recognized limitations (Alkire, 2005; Alsop, Bertelsen, & Holland, 2006; Bardhan
& Klasen, 1999; Charmes & Wieringa, 2003; Dijkstra, 2002; Dijkstra & Hanmer, 2000; Kishor & Subaiya,
2008; Klasen, 2006; Rayan, 2005). These indices either fail to measure women’s empowerment fully or
rely on often weak proxy measures, such as age, life expectancy at birth, per capita income, schooling, or

share of parliamentary seats. Such proxies are especially limited in their sensitivity to how gendered power



relations govern women’s and men’s behavior (Presser & Sen, 2000).

Efforts to measure women’s empowerment directly also have been challenged. First, with recent exceptions
(Miedema et al., 2018), scholars have given more attention to measuring economic resources than to
measuring human and social resources for women’s empowerment (Grootaert, Narayan, Jones, &
Woolcock, 2004). Second, scholars have focused more on measuring instrumental agency than on
measuring intrinsic and collective agency (James-Hawkins, Peters, VanderEnde, Bardin, & Yount, 2016;
Smith, 2003; Thorpe, VanderEnde, Peters, Bardin, & Yount, 2015), such that transformative changes in
intrapersonal critical consciousness and collective actions among women have been understudied (Brody
etal., 2017; O’Hara & Clement, 2018). Third, the field has tended to construct observed indicators, such as
summative scales, to capture latent constructs, like women’s agency (Kumar et al., 2019; Mahmud, Shah,
& Becker, 2012). Thus, researchers have ignored potential variation in the relationships of items with latent-
agency constructs and possible systematic measurement error in these items. Fourth, with some exceptions
(Agarwala & Lynch, 2006; Cheong et al., 2017; Crandall, Rahim, & Yount, 2015; Meidema, Haardorfer,
Girard, & Yount, 2018; Yount et al., nd; Yount, VanderEnde, Zureick-Brown, Hoang, et al., 2014; Yount
et al., 2016), scholars have not fully assessed the measurement properties of agency scales, including their
measurement equivalence across meaningful groups, such as program beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries,
program types, geographic contexts, and time. Given these limitations, the ‘end users’ of tools to measure
women’s empowerment cannot discern the utility of one scale over another, and researchers and
practitioners continue to construct measures using inconsistent terms, item sets, and methods, diminishing

the capacity to make meaningful global comparisons.

Novel approaches to develop and validate measures of women’s intrinsic and instrumental agency in the
household have included the use of psychometric methods, such as factor analysis, item response theory
(IRT) methods, and structural equation modeling (Cheong et al., 2017; Crandall et al., 2015; Miedema et
al., 2018; Yount, VanderEnde, Zureick-Brown, Hoang, et al., 2014; Yount et al., 2016). Such methods help

to identify survey question sets that are valid, observed items of latent constructs, like women’s agency. To



be wvalid, item sets should operationalize well-defined constructs and should be empirically
(psychometrically) ‘comparable’ across settings, social groups, and time. Using these methods, Yount and
colleagues have identified three indices of women'’s intrinsic agency. The first—critical consciousness of
women’s right to bodily integrity—uses attitudinal questions about IPV against women that are
psychometrically comparable across genders (Yount, VanderEnde, Zureick-Brown, Hoang, et al., 2014),
age-at-marriage groups (Yount, VanderEnde, Dodell, & Cheong, 2016), and countries (Miedema et al.,
2018). The second index—perceived self-efficacy—validates the general self-efficacy scale in young
Qatari women (Crandall et al., 2015). The third index—critical consciousness of women’s social and
economic rights—uses attitudinal items derived from qualitative research that are comparable across Qatari

and non-Qatari women (Yount et al., nd).

Other analyses by Yount and colleagues have identified two indices for women’s instrumental agency. The
first—women’s influence in household decisions—uses items capturing a woman’s influence in decisions
about her earnings, her husband’s earnings, large household purchases, daily household purchases, seeking
medical treatment, and visits to family and friends; psychometrically, these questions are valid at the
national level (Miedema et al., 2018; Yount et al., 2016) and are comparable across age-at-marriage groups
(Yount et al., 2016), multiple East African countries (Meidema et al., 2018), and time (Cheong et al., 2017).
The second index—freedom of movement—uses survey questions capturing the ability of women to visit
venues outside the home; psychometrically, these questions are valid at the national level (Yount et al.,
2016), and are comparable across age-at-marriage groups (Yount et al., 2016) and time (Cheong et al.,
2017). These efforts have identified general measures of women’s intrinsic and instrumental agency that
are empirically comparable across a range of contexts, population groups, and time periods — and invoke a

call for similar measures of women’s collective agency.



2.3 Pro-WEALI as a Measure of Women’s Empowerment in Agricultural Development Programs

2.3.1 The Women’s Empowerment in Agriculture Index (WEAI)

In 2012, the US Agency for International Development, IFPRI, and the Oxford Poverty and Human
Development Initiative launched the Women’s Empowerment in Agriculture Index (WEAI) (Alkire et al.,
2013) as a monitoring and evaluation tool to assess population levels and changes over time in women’s
empowerment in agriculture across countries, regions, and population groups. The WEAI measures
women’s empowerment through a household survey that focuses conceptually on women’s agency. The
WEAI consists of two sub-indices. The Five Domains of Empowerment Index (5DE) is designed to measure
the incidence (headcount) and intensity of dis-empowerment. The Gender Parity Index (GPI) is designed
to provide information on women’s empowerment relative to that of men in their households (Alkire et al.,

2013).

2.3.2 Motivations for pro-WEAI

Since its launch, the WEAI has undergone several adaptations (Malapit et al., 2017). Pro-WEAI, the most
recent adaptation, is designed for diagnosing disempowerment and assessing impact in agricultural
development projects. The WEAI and pro-WEAI are based on the Alkire-Foster counting methodology for
index construction (Alkire & Foster, 2011; Malapit et al., 2019), applied to measure intrinsic, instrumental,
and collective agency; however, the two indices differ in notable ways. First, the WEAI is designed to
capture levels and trends in women’s empowerment in agriculture at the national level; whereas, pro-WEAI
is designed for impact evaluation by agricultural development projects. Second, pro-WEAI includes new

indicators, such as IPV attitudes and freedom of movement.

The main advantages of pro-WEALI, relative to other measures of women’s empowerment, is its intuitive
design and broad applicability. Pro-WEAI provides an ‘information platform’ (Alkire, 2018) to measure

women’s empowerment in agriculture and, to some extent, more broadly. As a headline figure, pro-WEAI



provides an overall measure of women’s empowerment in agriculture that is designed to be comparable at
all levels for which the data are representative, such as intervention or population groups. Pro-WEALI also
can be disaggregated into two sub-indices—the 3DE and GPI—and 12 indicators, each of which is designed
to capture distinct aspects of intrinsic, instrumental, or collective agency (Malapit et al., 2019). Pro-WEAI
indicators for intrinsic agency include autonomy in income, self-efficacy, attitudes about IPV, and respect
among household members. Pro-WEALI indicators for instrumental agency include input to productive
decisions, ownership of assets, access to and decisions on credit, control over use of income, work balance,
and visiting important locations. Pro-WEAI indicators for collective agency include group membership and
membership in influential groups. Using this decomposition, one can, in theory, assess how changes in the
joint distribution of indicator-level achievements contribute to changes in the overall index value. The
capacity for this decomposition stems from the counting-based approach used to construct pro-WEAI,

which requires that the definitions, thresholds, and weights used to create each indicator are explicit.

The broad applicability of pro-WEAI may be thought to impede the accurate measurement of women’s
empowerment in agriculture in local contexts. Indeed, debate continues about the universality or context-
specificity of measures for women’s empowerment (Alkire et al., 2013; Malhotra & Schuler, 2005; Mason,
1986; Mason & Smith, 2003; Richardson, 2018; Yount et al., nd). What may be indicative of empowerment
among women in Bangladesh—such as, joint decision making on salient agricultural decisions—may not
be indicative of empowerment among women in Ghana, where norms around agriculture differ (Seymour
& Peterman, 2018). Researchers have shown that item sets measuring women’s social assets, intrinsic
agency, and instrumental agency are cross-nationally comparable, while other items are context-specific,
across diverse countries in East Africa (Miedema et al., 2018). This work suggests that the general concepts
of women’s intrinsic and instrumental agency are meaningful cross-culturally, that core question sets can
measure aspects of women’s empowerment across contexts, and that other questions work well for in-depth

analyses within contexts (Miedema et al., 2018).

Although pro-WEAI was designed to be comparable across different agricultural systems, countries, and



cultural contexts (Malapit et al., 2019), pro-WEAI does not ignore cultural differences. The design of pro-
WEAI involved qualitative research to explore concepts of empowerment in diverse rural settings, and the
suite of pro-WEALI instruments includes customizable qualitative guides designed to capture nuanced local
meanings and processes of women’s empowerment (Meinzen-Dick, Rubin, Elias, Mulema, & Myers,
2019). Also, the quantitative pro-WEAI index has undergone sensitivity analysis to test its robustness to
alternative specifications (Malapit et al., 2019). The conceptual basis for pro-WEAI, for example, which
indicators to include and how to define and weight them, does not prioritize any one country or context
over another. In practical terms, the indicators in pro-WEAI are defined and weighted to be applicable

across the widest possible set of circumstances.

Given the design advantages of pro-WEAI, this analysis aimed to assess the measurement properties of
survey question (item) sets in pro-WEAI related to intrinsic, instrumental, and collective agency and to
make recommendations for pro-WEAI’s refinement as an impact evaluation tool. We leveraged item-
response theory (IRT) methods to assess the measurement properties of the aforementioned item sets,
collected across two GAAP2 projects in Bangladesh (South Asia) and Burkina Faso (West Africa). The
analysis reveals the utility of IRT methods for assessing the measurement properties of item sets used to
construct selected pro-WEAI indicators, guiding refinements of pro-WEAI to improve its indicator-specific
and overall measurement properties, and underscoring the value of shortening the full pro-WEAI and

creating from that a validated short-form pro-WEALI for national and program-level monitoring.



3. METHODS

3.1 Study Contexts

This analysis uses quantitative baseline data from two GAAP2 projects: Targeting and Realigning
Agriculture to Improve Nutrition (TRAIN) in Bangladesh and Building Resilience in Vulnerable
Communities in Burkina Faso (BRB). BRAC (Building Resources Across Communities) is implementing
TRAIN, and IFPRI is evaluating it. The project aims to improve women’s and children’s nutrition by
increasing diversity in production and the incomes of farmers; educating participants about nutrition and
health; increasing women’s control over credit; and sensitizing men on women’s role in agriculture and
family care. The intervention package includes behavior change communication (BCC) on nutrition, health,
and sanitation; an agricultural credit program targeted to women farmers; nutrition-sensitive agricultural
extension targeted to men and women; and a component on men’s sensitization and social mobilization
delivered through a community-based empowerment program. The project targets women of childbearing
age in 144 geographical unions over four years. The evaluation design is a cluster-randomized controlled
trial with four arms: 1) a comparison group receiving the agricultural credit program only and intervention
groups receiving 2) agricultural credit with BCC, 3) agricultural credit with BCC and agricultural extension,
and 4) agricultural credit with BCC, agricultural extension, and men’s sensitization/community

mobilization.

The Grameen Foundation is implementing BRB, and the evaluation is in partnership with a researcher at
Brigham Young University. BRB aims to improve household income and nutrition and to empower women
by building and supporting community-based women’s savings groups; educating participants about
agricultural business and nutrition; facilitating dialogues on gender roles in agriculture and diets; and
linking participants to agricultural services and financing. BRB is targeting 80,000 women in rural areas of
Central-Western Burkina Faso over three years. The evaluation has a pre-test/post-test, quasi-experimental

design, where the intervention group is women in savings groups who received the BRB intervention

10



package, and the comparison group is women in similar savings groups in non-program areas who did not

receive the BRB intervention package.

3.2 Samples and Data

This analysis uses data from the baseline pro-WEAI survey from each project (Appendix 1). The baseline
survey in TRAIN was administered between November 2016 and February 2017 to 5,040 households in
which at least one woman 18-35 years was present (some households did not include a male adult). The
baseline survey in BRB was administered in May 2016 to a subset of households, including 380 women
(190 intervention group; 190 comparison group), as well as their husbands or the male heads of household,

for a total of 760 respondents. Only the women’s responses were analyzed here.

In the pro-WEALI survey, the target beneficiary and spouse were asked questions about household decision-
making around production and income; access to productive capital; access to financial services; time
allocation; group membership; frequency and freedom of movement; intra-household relationships
including respect for household members; autonomy in decision-making using vignettes inspired by the
Relative Autonomy Index (RAI) (Ryan & Deci, 2000); self-efficacy using the new general self-efficacy
scale (Chen, Gully, & Eden, 2001); and attitudes about IPV against women using validated items from the

Demographic and Health Surveys (DHS) (Yount, VanderEnde, Zureick-Brown, Hoang, et al., 2014).2

Data for descriptive analysis of the two samples consisted of socioeconomic and demographic information
from the household rosters. Data for the IRT analyses consisted of responses to seven question (item) sets
used to construct two indicators for intrinsic agency, three indicators for instrumental agency, and one
indicator for collective agency collected in both project sites. In the present analysis, we followed the
definitions of intrinsic agency (critical consciousness of capacity and rights) and instrumental agency

(behavioral action) and kept some item sets distinct. Appendix 2 compares the items sets as we have

2 A supplemental pro-WEAI module asks the primary female decision-maker in each household about decision-making with
respect to nutrition and health (Heckert et al., no date).
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organized them and how they contributed to each pro-WEAI indicator (Malapit et al., 2019).

Here, intrinsic agency in the right to bodily integrity was captured using women’s yes/no responses to the
question, ‘Is a husband justified in hitting his wife...,” in five situations, such as ‘she burns the food?,” ‘she
goes out without telling him?,” and ‘she neglects the children?’ Intrinsic agency or autonomy in use of
income was captured using vignettes, inspired by the Relative Autonomy Index (Ryan & Deci, 2000), which
sought to measure the motivations behind women’s actions with respect to their income, distinguishing
external and internal forms of regulation. We analyzed women’s responses to the question, ‘How similar
are you to someone who...” behaves in four ways with respect to her income, including ‘uses her income
as determined by necessity,” ‘ uses her income how her family or community tells her she must’ (external),
‘uses her income how her family or community expects because she wants them to approve of her’
(external) and ‘chooses to use her income how she wants to and thinks is best for herself and her family’
(internal).? Ordinal response options were completely the same (=0), somewhat the same (=1), somewhat
different (=2), and completely different (=3). Intrinsic agency in /ivelihoods activities was captured using
women’s responses to the question, ‘To what extent do you feel you can participate in decisions regarding
[ACTIVITY] if you want(ed) to.” Of 10 activities listed, examples were ‘raising poultry,” ‘high-value crop
farming,” and ‘wage or salary employment.” Response options captured participation (yes/no) and the extent
that participants felt able to influence decisions about the activity (O=not at all, 1=small extent, 2=medium
extent, 3=large extent). Intrinsic agency in group membership was captured using women’s responses to
the question, ‘To what extent do you feel you can influence decisions in [GROUP]?’* Examples of eight
groups listed were ‘agriculture/livestock,” ‘credit or microfinance,” and ‘religious.” Response options
captured the presence of a group (yes/no), active membership in the group (yes/no), and the extent that

active members felt they could influence group decisions (0=not at all, 1=small extent, 2=medium extent,

3 The item, ‘uses her income as determined by necessity,” is used only for validation and is not used in the construction of the
pro-WEALI indicator.

4 This item is not used in the construction of pro-WEALI, and is distinct from the two group-related pro-WEAI indicators,
which measure separately women’s active memberships in a group and the degree of influence that a group to which they belong
has in the community.
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3=high extent).

Instrumental agency in livelihoods activities was captured using women’s responses for the same 10
activities (as above) to the question, ‘How much input did you have in making decisions about
[ACTIVITY].” Instrumental agency in the sale or use of outputs from 6 of the 10 (agricultural) livelihoods
activities was captured using women’s responses to the question, ‘How much input did you have in
decisions about...how much of the outputs of [ACTIVITY] to keep for consumption at home rather than
selling?’ Instrumental agency in the use of income generated from 8 of the 10 livelihoods activities was
captured using women’s responses to the question, ‘How much input did you have in decisions about...how
to use income generated from [ACTIVITY].” Response options for all 10 livelihoods activities were
partially ordered by design, in that a nominal category captured women’s non-participation in each activity,
and ordered categories captured the amount of input participants reported having in decisions about each
activity, its outputs, or income generated (0=little/no decisions, 1=some decisions, 2=most/all decisions).
Finally, instrumental agency in borrowing from financial services was captured using women’s responses
to three questions, ‘Who made the decision to borrow from [SOURCE] most of the time?’, “Who made the
decision about what to do with the money from [SOURCE] most of the time?’ and ‘Who was responsible
for repaying the money borrowed from [SOURCE]?’ Examples of the six financial services listed were
specific formal lenders, ‘informal lender,” and ‘friends or relatives,” and response options were nominal,
capturing first whether the household was able to borrow from each source if it wanted to (yes/no), then
whether the household borrowed from this source in the past 12 months (yes/no), and if so, whether the

respondent was involved in decisions about borrowing (yes/no).

Accounting for skip patterns in the pro-WEAI questionnaire, item-level missingness due to non-response
was generally low across project sites and constructs of agency (Results). For all IRT analyses except one,
missingness was included as a response category, so the influence of missingness on estimated model
parameters could be assessed. In the IRT analysis of instrumental agency in income, only one observation

was missing data on staple grain farming, so missingness could not be included as a response category. In
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this case, the missing observation was assumed to be missing at random and was dropped from the analysis.

3.3 Analysis

We chose item response theory (IRT) methods to examine item sets designed to measure dimensions of
intrinsic, instrumental, and collective agency in pro-WEALI in the two project sites. IRT methods, a family
of statistical techniques for analyzing latent variables, allow researchers to assess the empirical relationships
between observed items, such as responses to survey questions, that are theorized to be causal expressions
of a person’s status along the continuum of an unobserved (latent) trait (Lord, 1980). IRT methods have
several advantages over other psychometric methods in scale development. First, IRT methods uniquely
allow comparison of estimated latent traits and item characteristics, as they are placed on a common scale.
Second, IRT methods allow estimation of the standard error of measurement, which may differ across levels
of the latent trait and is general across populations (Embretson & Reise, 2000). Third, IRT methods allow
items to vary in difficulty, and take this information into account when scaling the items. Fourth, IRT
methods are useful to explore and to test the functional form of item-level response options, such as those
intended to be ordinal (e.g., 0=not at all, 1=small extent, 2=medium extent, 3=high extent). Finally, IRT
methods can be applied to reduce a valid ‘long form’ (full pro-WEAI) to a valid short-form (short-form
pro-WEAI) (Meade & Lautenschlager, 2004) that captures, as precisely as possible, the desired range of

values along each latent-trait continuum being measured.”

Here, we followed the steps described in Toland (2014) and in Tay, Meade, and Cao (2015) to assess the
measurement properties of item sets designed to measure dimensions of agency collected in the baseline

pro-WEALI surveys of two independent GAAP2 projects. We assessed the item sets, described above,

SResearchers often desire long questionnaires to measure several constructs. Long questionnaires may produce ‘transient
measurement errors’ (Schmidt, Le, & Ilies, 2003) if participants respond carelessly when overwhelmed or bored by the assessment.
Such concerns have spurred researchers to create short forms from valid long forms (Stanton, Sinar, Balzer, & Smith, 2002).
Researchers should assess whether the short form has comparable within-sample measurement properties to the long form and
functions similarly across independent samples (Smith, McCarthy, & Anderson, 2000). Errors creating short forms may arise
because guidance for developing them is recent (Marsh, Ellis, Parada, Richards, & Heubeck, 2005; Smith et al., 2000; Stanton,
Sinar, Balzer, & Smith, 2002) and non-existent in the women’s empowerment literature. Using short forms with poor or poorly
understood measurement properties may impede progress toward identifying comparable measures of women’s empowerment to
monitor SDG5.
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designed to measure intrinsic agency in: the right to bodily integrity, autonomy in use of income, livelihood
activities, and group membership. We also assessed item sets, described above, designed to measure
instrumental agency in: livelihoods activities, the sale or use of outputs and income generated from
livelihoods activities, and borrowing. Together, these item sets contributed to six of the 12 pro-WEAI
indicators: autonomy in income, attitudes about IPV against women, input in productive decisions, access
to and decisions on financial services, control over use of income, and group membership (H. Malapit et

al., 2019). Our analytic steps are summarized in Table 1.

[Table 1]

After clarifying the purpose of the analysis (Step 1), we considered relevant item response models for each
item set (Step 2). In general, we estimated unidimensional IRT models for item sets theorized to capture
single indicators for agency. For the five IPV-attitudes items capturing women’s intrinsic agency in the
right to bodily integrity, we chose a two-parameter logistic (2PL) response model for dichotomous
outcomes, expressed as:

exp[a; (65 — b;)]
1+ exp[a;(6s; — b;)]

Pr(Xis = 1|951 bilai) = (1)

where Xjs denotes the response of women s to item i (0 or 1), ©s denotes the ‘ability’ or level of the latent
trait © for women s, b; denotes the threshold or ‘difficulty’ of item i, and a; denotes the slope or
‘discrimination’ of item i. The difficulty refers to the level of the latent trait at which the probability of an
endorsed response to the item—IPV not justified (=1)—is 0.5.° The discrimination refers to an item’s
capacity to distinguish respondents at specific levels of the latent-agency trait, with larger values suggesting

a greater discrimination ability.

For autonomy in income, we chose the graded-response (GR) model (Samejima, 1969), which can be

% Frequently (or easily) endorsed items tend to have lower location parameters on the latent-agency trait; whereas, rarely
endorsed (or difficult to endorse) items tend to have higher location parameters on the latent-agency trait.
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considered an extension of the 2PL model for use with items having two or more ordered response
categories k, where k=1,...,K. For items designed to measure autonomy in income, response options were
designed to be ordered on a 0-3 scale, as described above. The GR model estimates a unique discrimination
parameter for each item across its K ordered response categories as well as K — 1 between-category
thresholds, which indicate the level of the latent-agency trait needed to have a 50% chance of responding

above one of the K-1 thresholds between the response categories.

Finally, for intrinsic agency in livelihoods activities and instrumental agency in livelihoods activities,
outputs/income generated from livelihoods activities, and borrowing, respondents were asked about their
participation (yes/no), and participants were asked about their level of agency with respect to each activity,
scored 0-2 or 0-3, as discussed, above. Although the response options for items in these sets appeared to
be partially ordered, we used a nominal response model (NRM) (Bock, 1972) to test this assumption. Thus,

NRMs are a class of IRT models that handle unordered, polytomous data.

After considering the relevant item response models, we conducted univariate analysis of the TRAIN and
BRB samples to describe their demographic characteristics and to explore all item sets planned for inclusion
in the IRT analyses (Step 3). This step helped to ensure that response options were not too sparse and the

missing-at-random assumption was reasonable.

Then, before fitting IRT models, we assessed the assumption of uni-dimensionality for item sets with binary
and ordered response options (IPV-attitudes and autonomy in income, respectively) (Step 4). This
assumption—that one continuous latent variable can explain the item responses (Toland, 2014)—is implied
in the construction of each pro-WEAI indicator. Uni-dimensionality can be assessed a priori using non-IRT
methods, such as exploratory factor analysis (EFA) or confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) for dichotomous
and ordered polytomous items. EFA is recommended when minimal prior research exists on a construct;
whereas, CFA is recommended for well-theorized, validated constructs. Because prior WEAI instruments

and theory informed the items sets used to construct the pro-WEAI indicators, we performed CFA
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separately for the five IPV-attitudes items and for the four autonomy-in-income items. We used three
indices as guides to assess fit for a unidimensional CFA model: the comparative fit index (CFI should be >
.95), Tucker Lewis Index (TLI should be > .95), and root-mean-square error of approximation (RMSEA
should be < 0.06 and 90% CI < 0.06) (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Yu, 2002). Because CFA is not well suited for
item sets with nominal or partially ordered response options, we skipped the step of testing uni-

dimensionality for the other item sets.

Then, for agency item sets with well-fitting unidimensional CFA models, or with nominal response options,
we performed IRT analyses, evaluating model assumptions and testing competing models (Step 4). We first
evaluated the model assumption of local independence (LI). LI means that the only influence on a woman’s
response to an agency item is that of the latent trait variable being measured. No other agency item and no
other latent trait variable influences the woman’s item responses. Thus, for a given woman with a known
agency score, her response to one item is independent of her response to any other item. Violating the LI
assumption is problematic because model estimates, model fit statistics, and derived scores and associated
standard errors can be distorted, and thus, differ from the construct being measured (Toland, 2014). LD can
occur, for example, when similar wording is used across question stems or items, such that women cannot
distinguish them and select the same response category repeatedly. To assess the LI assumption, we used
the (approximately) standardized LD y2 statistic for each item pair in a set (W.-H. Chen & Thissen, 1997).
LD 92 statistics greater than |10| were considered large, providing evidence of probable LD and residual
variance unaccounted for by the unidimensional IRT model. LD y2 statistics between |5| and |10] were
considered moderate, providing evidence of possible LD. LD y2 statistics less than |5| were considered
small and inconsequential (Cai, du Toit, & Thissen, 2011). Sensitivity analyses were performed in which
single items with the highest LD 2 statistic were removed to assess their impact on violation of the LI

assumption and to see if an item subset could be found that met the LI assumption.

Other assumptions assessed were functional form and model-data fit (Step 4). Regarding functional form,

the GR model implies that all threshold parameters are ordered and the items share a common slope (Toland,
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2014). To assess functional form, we graphed all response option functions against the latent-trait
continuum to check whether each theoretically higher response option was more likely to be selected than
prior response options at higher levels of the latent-trait continuum. We then assessed model-data fit at the
item and model levels. The standardized chi-squared (S-X?) item-fit statistic was used to test the degree of
similarity between model-predicted and empirical (observed) response frequencies for each item response
category. A statistically significant S-X* value indicated the model did not fit a given item. Poorly fitting
items were candidates for removal, usually one at a time; and the item response model was re-estimated
with the remaining items. With reasonable item-level model fit, we then assessed model-level fit by
comparing IRT models with different levels of complexity.” We used the Bayesian information criterion

(BIC) and the Akaike information criterion (AIC) to compare the fits of competing models.

When model assumptions held, we then described, graphically and numerically, the item properties that
included the estimates of the thresholds and slopes as well as the precision for each item, item subset, or
full scale at a particular location or range of the latent-trait continuum. Item characteristic curves (ICCs)
related the probability of endorsing each response option (e.g., 0=IPV justified versus 1=IPV not justified)
for an item as a function of the level of the latent-agency trait. Together, the ICCs allowed us to assess
visually the distribution of the location parameters for each item along the latent-trait continuum, the
strength of the relationship between each item and the latent trait (discrimination), and if items had multiple
response options, their empirical ordering. Item information curves (IICs) provided information about the
precision of a specific item along the latent-trait continuum. The total information curves (TICs) depicted
the sum of the IICs and indicated the precision of the entire item set along the latent-trait continuum. IICs
and TICs could be used to decide which item pairs or sets had similar (redundant) precision, and therefore,

were candidates for dropping.

As a final step (Step 6), we assessed the measurement equivalence for item sets across the TRAIN and BRB

7 For example, we compared the relative fit of a 2PL model, which estimates the difficulty and discrimination parameters,
with a 1PL model, which estimates only the difficulty parameters.
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samples that met IRT model assumptions of uni-dimensionality, local independence, and within-setting
model-data fit. Following established guidelines (Tay et al., 2015), we investigated whether any items
displayed differential item functioning by comparing the difficulty and discrimination parameters across

TRAIN and BRB, holding constant the latent-trait level.

We used Stata SE version 15.1 (StataCorp, 2017) for descriptive analyses, data manipulation, and factor
analyses. We used Mplus (Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2017) to perform CFA to evaluate the assumption of
uni-dimensionality for each set of IRTs and Stata (StataCorp, 2017) to prepare graphs to summarize the
results. We used IRTPRO version 4.1 (Cai, Du Toit, & Thissen, 2011) for IRT analyses. Cheong, Maxwell,

and Yount (nd) provide a guide for implementing IRT models in IRTPRO.
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4. RESULTS

4.1. Characteristics of Respondents

As shown in Table 2, most women in the TRAIN sample had received some formal schooling.® Few women
in either sample participated in wage employment (9% TRAIN; 19% BRB). Among women who
participated in non-agricultural activities, most reported being able to access the information they needed
to make informed decisions. Qualitatively, relatively fewer women in TRAIN than in BRB solely or jointly
cultivated land (24% versus 99%) and solely or jointly owned land (11% versus 66%). A minority of women
in both samples (32% TRAIN, 11% BRB) solely or jointly held an account at a bank or other formal
financial institution. Most women in both samples reported being able to access basic food, clothing, and
medicines for themselves and their children (Table 2). Among women who had children under five in both
samples, most reported having access to child care, if needed (Table 2). The ability of households to borrow
money from various sources differed across samples. Qualitatively, a lower percentage of households in
TRAIN than BRB reportedly could borrow from group-based microfinance (35% versus 76%) or informal
credit groups (24% versus 96%); whereas a higher percentage of households in TRAIN than BRB

reportedly could borrow from formal (64% versus 25%) and informal (62% versus 28%) lenders.

[Table 2]

4.2 Preliminary Inspection of Agency Item Sets

Table 3 shows the distributions of baseline responses in the TRAIN and BRB samples with respect to
intrinsic-agency item sets considered for IRT models. For intrinsic agency in bodily integrity, 1.1% or fewer
values were missing for any item, and responses were adequately distributed across response options. In
TRAIN, the prevalence of justifying IPV ranged from 5.0% to 26.9% across situations (items). In BRB,

this prevalence ranged from 21.7% to 56.3% across items. Qualitatively, women justified IPV more often

8 The BRB baseline survey did not collect information on women’s schooling
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when a wife argues with her husband than if she burns the food.

[Table 3]

For intrinsic agency in livelihoods activities, very few responses were missing for any item in TRAIN, and
less than 1.8% of responses were missing for item in BRB. As expected, the percentage of women who did
not participate in agricultural activities varied by activity. In TRAIN and BRB, more than 90% of women
reportedly did not participate in fishpond agriculture, and more than 80% did not participate in wage and
salary employment. Among women in TRAIN, a majority did not participate in high-value crop farming,
raising small livestock, non-farm economic activities, and occasional large household purchases. For non-
participating women, questions were not asked about the extent they felt they could participate in decisions
about these activities. For women who reported participating in specific livelihoods activities, the
distributions of their responses about felt capacity to influence decisions varied across activities. In both
samples, a majority of women felt they could participate to a medium or high extent in decisions about
staple grain farming, raising poultry, and routine household purchases. In BRB, a majority of women felt
they could participate to this extent in decisions about raising small livestock, non-farm economic activities,
and occasional large household purchases. A majority of participating women in TRAIN felt they could
participate to any (small, medium, high) extent in decisions about raising large livestock. In both samples,
among the minorities of women who participated in customarily male-dominated livelihoods activities, a
majority felt they could participate to a medium or high extent in decisions about those activities. Thus,
higher intrinsic agency in livelihoods activities was related to whether or not women participated in the

activity at all.

Regarding autonomy in income, none of these questions were filtered by skip patterns, and little to no data
were missing for other reasons in both samples. In TRAIN, a majority of women reported that they were
somewhat or completely like others who used their income according to necessity or how others told them

or expected them to (three items); however, a majority of women also reported that they were somewhat or
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completely like others who chose to use their income how they wanted to (one item). In BRB, a majority
of women consistently reported being somewhat or completely like others who used their income as they
chose and somewhat or completely different from others who used their income according to necessity or

how others told or expected them to.

Regarding intrinsic agency to influence group decisions, most women in TRAIN reported that either the
group was not present or they were not an active member, so follow-up questions about felt ability to
influence group decisions were not asked. In BRB, high percentages of women had either missing data for
presence of the group (mostly reflecting ‘don’t know’ responses),’ or reported no group or non-participation
in the group. For women in BRB who reported being an active group member, the majority felt they could

influence decisions to a medium or high extent.

Regarding the item set designed to capture instrumental agency in livelihoods activities, the extent of
missingness and (by design) non-participation were similar to the item set for intrinsic agency in livelihoods
activities. Among women who reported participating in specific livelihoods activities, the majority reported
engaging in some or most/all of the decisions for that activity. Participating women also reported engaging
in some or most/all decisions regarding the outputs and income generated from specific livelihoods
activities. Thus, within both samples, substantial similarities were observed in the distributions of responses
for item sets designed to capture intrinsic and instrumental agency in livelihoods activities. Among women
who participated in each activity, there was a tendency to report a medium/high extent of intrinsic agency

and some/most-all instrumental agency.

Finally, regarding women’s instrumental agency in decisions about borrowing money, women generally
reported that their households were not involved in borrowing money from specific sources (especially in

TRAIN). When households were involved, a minority of women in TRAIN reported being involved in

° Don’t know responses were not considered missing in pro-WEALI Reporting that there was no group or that the presence
of the group was not known were considered to mean the same thing (Malapit et al., no date)
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decisions about borrowing, and most women in BRB reported not being involved in these decisions.

[Table 4]

4.3 Evaluating the Assumption of Uni-Dimensionality

As a next step, we evaluated the assumption of uni-dimensionality by fitting a one-factor CFA to each
intrinsic-agency item set with low missingness and binary or ordered response options (right to bodily
integrity, autonomy in income). Full results are available on request. For the IPV-attitudes items,
unidimensional CFA models fit the data well in both samples and were adequate for conducting
unidimensional IRT analysis (TRAIN CFI=1.000, TLI=1.000, RMSEA=0.009 90% CI[0.001, 0.023]; BRB
CFI=0.997, TLI=0.995, RMSEA=0.041, 90% CI [0.000, 0.090]). Results for the CFAs of autonomy in
income showed adequate model fit in TRAIN (CFI=1.000, TLI=1.000, RMSEA=0.012 90% CI [0.001,
0.033]) but poor model fit in BRB (CFI=0.945, TLI=0.835, RMSEA=0.095 90% CI [0.038, 0.164]). Thus,

further results for autonomy in income are not presented.

4.4 Evaluating the Assumption of Local Independence

As anext step, for each estimated IRT model, we evaluated the assumption of local independence using the
LD X? statistic for item pairs in sets for which the assumption of uni-dimensionality was met in CFA or
response options were nominal (and CFA was not estimated). Table 5 summarizes these statistics according
to threshold values (see Methods). For the IPV-attitudes item set, all LD X? statistics in both samples
provided evidence of local independence (<|5|). For all other item sets, between 39% and 60% of LD X?
statistics in TRAIN and between 60% and 95% of LD X2 statistics in BRB provided evidence of
questionable or probable local dependence (>|5]). Thus, most item sets measured in these two samples that
are the basis of pro-WEAI indicators displayed pairwise dependence beyond the hypothesized latent
construct, a violation that can adversely affect model estimates, model-fit statistics, and derived scores. For

this reason, we present hereafter IRT model estimates and fit statistics only for the IPV-attitudes items.
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[Table 5]

4.5 Assessing Model Fit

Table 6 presents model estimates and item-level fit statistics (S-X?) for IRT analyses of all five IPV -attitudes
items (Panel 1) and a subset (Panel 2). In Panel 1, S-X? statistics indicate a satisfactory fit for all five [PV-
attitudes items in BRB and for three of the five items in TRAIN. The items ‘she refuses to have sex with
him’ and ‘she burns the food’ showed poor model-data fit at the item level in TRAIN. To address this issue,
we removed the item ‘she burns the food,” which had the poorest fit (the highest S-X? value), and re-
estimated the model (Panel 2). Based on S-X? test statistics, model-data fit for the four remaining items was

good in both samples.

[Table 6]

For all other item sets (not shown), all or nearly all items exhibited significant S-X? values, providing strong
evidence that model-predicted and observed response frequencies differed. We experimented with
removing items having the highest S-X? values, but model-data fit improved little, and the assumption of
local independence remained untenable (results available on request). Consequently, we continue to present
results only for the four IPV-attitudes items for which the assumptions of uni-dimensionality, local
independence, and model-data fit at the item level were met. We then discuss, with illustrative graphs, some
challenges of interpretation regarding results for the other item sets for which model assumptions were not
met. We focus on graphs for selected items and item sets for intrinsic and instrumental agency in livelihoods

activities and discuss possible reasons for the challenges of interpretation they expose.

4.6 Comparing Competing Models

In our next step for the analysis of the four IPV-attitudes items, we compared the posited 2PL IRT model
having a separate discrimination parameter for each item to a 1PL IRT model, where the discrimination

parameter was fixed at one across all four items. The AIC and BIC were larger in the alternative 1PL IRT
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model (AIC=15377.10, BIC=15456.26) than in the original 2PL IRT model (AIC=15343.41,
BIC=15462.14). This finding suggests that the more parsimonious common-slope model was insufficient

to capture the extent of cross-item heterogeneity in discrimination parameters.

4.7 Evaluating and Interpreting Results

To assess and interpret results of the final, four IPV-attitudes items 2PL IRT model, we relied on item
characteristic curves (ICCs), item information curves (IICs) and total information curves (TICs). Figure 2
shows a matrix plot of the ICCs for the four [PV-attitudes items from model estimates shown in Table 6,
Panel 2. The value of theta where the ICCs intersect with one another in each graph gives the estimate of
the difficulty parameter for each item. Consistent with descriptive findings in Section 4.2, the ICCs show
that the item ‘she argues with him’ is the most difficult one to answer ‘not justified’ in both samples. The
slope of the item ‘she argues with him’ also is the steepest and most discriminating item of the four for

TRAIN. For BRB, the slope of item ‘she neglects the children’ is the most discriminating.

[Figure 2]

Figure 3 displays a matrix plot of the item information curves. The graphs show that ‘she neglects the
children’ for the BRB sample and ‘she argues with him’ for the TRAIN sample provide maximum precision
around the mean level of the latent trait, where ©=0. Figure 4 presents the total information curves for the
same four IPV-attitudes items for both samples. Both curves suggest that the item set provides more
precision around the mean level of the latent-agency trait, where ©=0, and less precision at higher and lower
levels of the latent trait. The TICs for both samples also are similar to one another, which suggests that

these four IPV-attitudes items provide similar precision across the two samples.

[Figure 3]

[Figure 4]
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4.8 Assessing Measurement Equivalence

Because model assumptions (of uni-dimensionality, local independence, and model fit) were met in both
samples only for the four IPV-attitudes items, we limited our assessment of cross-sample measurement
equivalence to this item set. We investigated whether any of the four items displayed differential item
functioning (DIF), or whether estimates of the discriminations (a parameters) and the difficulties (b
parameters) differed across the two samples, holding constant the level of the latent-agency trait (see Y. F.
Cheong et al. (nd) for more detail). We detected two items with DIF across TRAIN and BRB, a husband is
justified to beat his wife if ‘she argues with him’ and ‘she refuses to have sex with him.” However, the
impact of DIF on the mean difference in the agency scores was small, .06, such that the four items were

considered for practical purposes to have measurement equivalence across the two samples.

4.9 Considerations for Interpretation of Other Item-Sets in the pro-WEAI Survey

As discussed, IRT estimates for other item sets in the pro-WEAI survey showed that the assumption of
local independence was untenable and model-data fit was poor. As a result, the model parameter estimates
and their standard errors were likely distorted. Here, we present some graphical results of the functional
forms of the nominal response models for the item sets designed to capture instrumental agency in
livelihood activities (10 items), instrumental agency in use of outputs/income generated from livelihoods
activities (14 items), and intrinsic agency in livelihood activities (10 items). The graphical displays are

illustrative only and offer tentative reasons on how the items behaved.

First, we examined category characteristic curves (CCCs) for items tapping instrumental agency in
livelihood activities.!® In Figure 5, three distinct patterns in the CCCs can be observed that correspond to
different levels of women’s participation in livelihood activities. First, respondents tended to report non-

participation over a small range of the latent trait of instrumental agency in livelihood activities for grain

10We used the irt suite of Stata here (Statacorp, 2017), as it has more graphing flexibility. It does not provide test statistics to
check major IRT assumptions. Stata and IRTPRO produce similar graphical summaries.
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farming (shown in Figure 5), poultry, and routine household purchases. Second, respondents tended to
report non-participation over a moderate range of the instrumental agency latent trait for herding large
livestock. Third, respondents tended to report non-participation over a full range of the latent trait for wage
employment (shown in Figure 5), horticulture, fishpond, small livestock and large household purchases.
This patterning in the response options may be illustrative of the non-ordered nature of the response options

and the heterogeneous latent agency of women who report non-participation in some livelihoods activities.

[Figure 5]

Next, we examined the item information curves of the 14 items for use of output/income generated from
livelihoods activities. Figure 6 illustrates the IICs for grain farming in TRAIN. As in Figure 6, for items
that asked respondents to report the keeping-not-selling and income use decisions on the same activities,
their item information curves were very similar (full set of IICs available on request). This result may
suggest that either item set on use of output or income may be dropped with little loss of precision. It might
also indicate that the participants did not differentiate the two sets of decisions for the same livelihoods

activities in their responses.

[Figure 6]

Finally, we examined the test information functions for each of the three item sets that captured intrinsic
agency in livelihoods activities, instrumental agency in agricultural activities, and instrumental agency in
use/sale of outputs and income generated from livelihoods activities (Figure 7). As Figure 7 shows, the
precision of each item set along the latent-agency-trait continuum is similar to that of the other two sets.
Thus, item sets that are used to construct the same pro-WEAI indicator (Appendix 2) could be dropped

without a loss of precision.

[Figure 7]
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5. DISCUSSION

This analysis is the first to use IRT methods to assess the measurement properties of a women’s
empowerment scale in development studies. It also is the first to assess the measurement properties of item
sets that form the basis of indicators in pro-WEAL an instrument in the WEAI series designed to assess
women’s empowerment in agriculture and more generally. The methodological innovations applied here
provide a guide for development researchers to design, test, and refine questionnaires that include item sets
aiming to capture women’s intrinsic, instrumental, and collective agency in agricultural and other

development programs designed to empower women.

5.1 Findings and Implications

A relevant descriptive finding from this analysis was that the participation of women in livelihoods
activities, financial services, and community-based groups varied across activities, services, and groups as
well as across agricultural development projects and contexts. In the case of items designed to capture
women’s felt influence in community groups, high levels of non-participation (and the reported absence or
lack of knowledge about the presence of community groups) precluded estimation of IRT models. Notably,
the BRB program in Burkina Faso was designed to intervene via women’s groups; however, the baseline
survey occurred before the project was implemented, so women would not have reported participation in
project-related groups. Moreover, the TRAIN project did not involve a group-based intervention, and
women in the TRAIN sample were relatively young, and perhaps less likely to participate in community
groups. Low reported participation in non-project related groups also may have resulted from interview
burden—if interviewers and/or respondents were overwhelmed by the assessment length, not reporting
groups or reporting non-participation in groups would have reduced interview time. Alternatively, women
may have understood these questions contrary to their intent—and did not report on all groups or all groups
in which they were participating or limited their responses only to formal groups in their community, even

though informal groups were listed in the questionnaire. Cognitive interviewing would allow us to assess
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the salience of these considerations for revisions to this module. Also, pro-WEAI might consider questions
about forms of collective agency that do not require group membership but instead reflect non-institutional
collective action. Candidates for consideration may include survey questions from early versions of the

WEALI about engaging in community projects and helping other families in the community.

Similarly, women’s non-participation was high for some livelihoods activities and financial services. The
agency of these women was not measured directly. Some reported non-participation may be related to the
use of single key-word questions for certain types of economic activity. For example, six items were
included in pro-WEALI to capture women’s participation in agricultural activities; whereas, only one item
each was included to capture women’s participation in non-agricultural economic activities and in women’s
wage and salary employment. In other studies, single key-word questions have yielded lower rates of
economic activity than activity lists (Langsten & Salem, 2008; Yount, Zureick-Brown, & Salem, 2014).
Thus, for non-agricultural and wage-based economic activity, high rates of non-participation may, in part,

have resulted from using single-key word questions.

Moreover, in other analyses (available on request), women’s non-participation in specific livelihoods
activities was differentially associated (positively and negatively) with scores for women’s human,
economic, and social resources for empowerment. In other words, the relationships of women’s resources
for empowerment to non-participation in specific livelihoods activities varied by the type of resource and
livelihoods activity. This finding suggests that non-participants in specific livelihoods activities are
heterogeneous with respect to their resources for empowerment. Consistently, boundary characteristic
curves from IRT models showed that respondent or household non-participation in specific livelihoods-,
income-, or borrowing-related activities was systematically related to the latent-agency trait, and that this
relationship differed across items within item sets. Therefore, making assumptions at the indicator-level
that systematic non-participants are ‘inadequately’ empowered may warrant further study to rule out
misclassification of women who report non-participation in listed activities because they have other

resources at their disposal (or because single-key word questions were used for non-agricultural and wage-

29



based activities).

Given these descriptive results, a major finding from this analysis was that one item set—capturing intrinsic
agency in the right to bodily integrity—met the IRT assumptions of uni-dimensionality, local independence,
model-data fit, and measurement equivalence (also implied in the construction, interpretation, and cross-
group comparison of pro-WEAI indicators). This finding confirms a prior validation of these and other
[PV-attitudes items (Yount, VanderEnde, Zureick-Brown, Anh, et al., 2014). One caveat of the pro-WEAI
item set is that it provides limited precision at the lower and higher ends of the latent intrinsic agency trait,
and thus, may have limited capacity to assess change over time. To ensure precise measurement at the
extremes of this latent trait, four other validated IPV-attitudes items might be added to the pro-WEAI item
set (Yount, VanderEnde, Zureick-Brown, Anh, et al., 2014). Alternatively, response options for current
[PV-attitudes items might be expanded to be ordinal, allowing each item to have higher precision across a

wider range of the latent-agency trait.

A second major finding was that the remaining item sets did not meet the assumptions of uni-dimensionality
or local independence (LI). For autonomy in income, weak evidence of uni-dimensionality may have
resulted from having items designed to capture different theoretical constructs included in the same set.
Consistent with Deci and Ryan (1985, 1995, 2000), the items, ‘uses her income how her family or
community’ ‘tell her she must’ and ‘expect because she wants them to approve of her’ likely capture
external motivations in her use of income; whereas, ‘chooses to use her income how she wants to and thinks
is best for herself and her family’ likely captures internal motivation, or autonomy. If so, then substituting
items that capture external motivation in use of income with items that capture internal motivation in use

of income may better reflect the intended uni-dimensional construct.

For the other item sets, strong evidence of local dependence may be problematic for interpretation of
derived indicator values. Again, LI means that the latent trait variable being measured is the only influence

on a woman’s response to an agency item; thus, for a given woman with a known agency score, her response
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to one item should be independent of her response to any other item. Empirically, evidence of local
dependence means that model estimates, model fit statistics, and derived scores and associated standard
errors may be distorted and may differ from the theoretical construct being measured (Toland, 2014). LD
can occur when items or questions within a set sound similar to respondents, who then repeatedly provide
the same answer. The many matrices in the pro-WEAI—in which multiple questions are asked of lists of
items—corroborates this interpretation. In practice, women who do not participate in an activity are not
asked questions about that activity in pro-WEAI, so are not asked the full matrix. However, respondents
may not distinguish similar questions asked of the same activity, resulting in similar answers to questions
designed to tap different theoretical constructs. Cognitive interviewing of these matrices may identify

clearer wording to minimize this possible source of LD.

A third major finding was the high overlap in total information curves for item sets designed to capture
distinct agency constructs. The TICs for instrumental agency in livelihoods activities and use of income
were illustrative. These findings suggest that one or the other item sets could be dropped from pro-WEAI
without a substantial loss of precision in measuring the latent-agency-trait continuum. Alternatively, pro-
WEAI modules could be revised to enhance the distinctiveness of item-sets for respondents. Modules could
begin with a more detailed introduction clarifying the purpose of new question sets. Iltem sets could begin
with a warm-up to ensure correct interpretation. Questions in multiple-question matrices could be revised
to ensure distinctiveness for respondents. However, if respondents do not, in practice, make fine distinctions
between types of agency, then avoiding question sets that seek nuance between types of agency may be

advised.

5.2 Limitations and Strengths of the Analysis and pro-WEAI

Some caveats of the analysis are notable. First, TRAIN and BRB implemented slightly different versions
of the pro-WEAI questionnaire, and not all modules were asked in both countries. Second, interview

duration varied across projects, on average, requiring one hour in TRAIN and one hour forty minutes in
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BRB (which included the health and nutrition add on). Despite variations in average interview duration,
results of the analysis were broadly consistent. Third, although we aimed to validate the collective agency
item set, the IRT estimation was not possible because the item set focused on felt influence in group
decisions among active members. As discussed, most women reported that groups were not known or not
present in their community (especially in TRAIN) or that they were not members (especially in BRB). As
such, information on felt influence was limited to the few women who reported being active members.
Fourth, we were unable to estimate IRT models for instrumental agency in land use because too few items
measured this construct. Fifth, we were unable to assess the measurement equivalence of most item sets
across contexts because model assumptions of uni-dimensionality, local independence, and model-data fit
were not met within contexts. After refining the pro-WEAI instrument to address these issues, we suggest
that this validation be reapplied to the revised pro-WEAI long-form to confirm that item sets align with
their intended theoretical constructs (or indicators) within contexts. Then, the measurement equivalence of
pro-WEALI item sets across contexts, genders, and time can be assessed, and a valid short-form version can

be identified.

A sixth caveat of the analysis was its application to 2 of the 13 GAAP2 projects, so findings are
generalizable only to the TRAIN and BRB samples. Validation of the revised pro-WEAI ideally will occur
across more projects, contexts, and genders. Finally, the analysis focuses on the measurement properties of
survey items in pro-WEAI and does not fully account for the aggregation methodology used for
constructing pro-WEAI indicators (e.g., setting adequacy thresholds and censoring headcounts); thus, we

cannot comment definitively about the implications of the findings for the overall calculation of pro-WEAL

These caveats notwithstanding, the many strengths of this analysis are notable. IRT methods are powerful
techniques to validate instruments, like pro-WEAI, within and across settings. Results can help researchers
to target questionnaire refinements, such as dropping redundant questions or revising poorly functioning
questions to improve clarity. IRT methods also are useful to identify precise (and theoretically sound) item

subsets for use in short-form versions of validated long forms. Nominal item-response models can test
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assumptions about the ordering of polytomous response options. Ordered polytomous response options
provide additional information on a respondent’s quantity of the latent trait; however, binary response
options could provide similar information with less complexity. These uses can improve instrument quality,
reduce respondent burden, and improve the data collected. Finally, this IRT analysis is the first to outline a
clear process for researchers and evaluators to assess the measurement properties of any major instrument
to measure women’s empowerment. We urge all researchers to use these methods in the first phase of
instrument development to ensure that tools recommended for monitoring and evaluation of development
programs are empirically sound and consistent with theory. This analytic approach sets the standard for
developing and validating measures of women’s empowerment going forward. Notably, the software
required to assess the dimensionality of nominal IRTs and to estimate multidimensional IRTs is evolving.

The utility of different IRT software packages is presented elsewhere (Cheong et al., nd).

The strengths of pro-WEAI also warrant emphasis. Pro-WEALI is the first instrument designed to measure
comprehensively women’s empowerment in agricultural development projects. Its design was based on
well-defined theoretical constructs and local knowledge from a diverse set of projects across contexts. The
design of pro-WEALI also incorporated learning from efforts to develop the WEAI (Alkire et al., 2013) and
other versions (Malapit et al., 2017). Important modifications in pro-WEAI include a more explicit
theoretical emphasis on intrinsic, instrumental, and collective agency as well as the creation of a broader
set of indicators that allow for a more refined decomposition of changes in women’s agency over a project’s
timeline. Tying these strengths with our proposed refinements will improve our capacity to design projects
with pro-WEAI in mind and to assess the impacts of agricultural development programs on women’s

empowerment.

5.3 Recommendations for Projects

Major takeaways from this analysis are twofold. First, program evaluation would benefit from strategic

refinements and shortening of the long-form pro-WEAI and a revalidation following the steps outlined here.
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Second, program monitoring would benefit from a short-form version of the revised pro-WEAI long-form.
Creating a short-form pro-WEAI for monitoring was outside our scope, given our findings that
questionnaire refinements are recommended. A short-form pro-WEAI for program monitoring would
include simpler question-item sets totaling a 10-minute interview to maximize respondent attentiveness and
focus. With a validated long-form and systematically derived short-form, researchers and program
managers would be fully equipped to monitor progress and to assess the impacts of agricultural

development projects designed to empower women.
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TABLES

Table 1. General Steps in Item Response Theory (IRT) Analysis of Measurement Properties of Women’s Empowerment Scales

Step | Description

Procedures for Analysis

1 | Clarify Purpose of
Study

Assess the measurement properties of item sets used to construct pro-WEAI indicators before using the indicators and
overall index for impact evaluation of GAAP2 projects. The analysis is designed to ensure that item-sets assessed are as
precise as possible across a desired score range or suitably matched to latent trait levels of the intended population.
Key questions addressed:

1. Isthe nature of the response set (binary, ordinal) stable across the response category system?

What is the level of measurement precision across the agency continua?

Are there redundant items that can be dropped?

Are there any gaps on the measured continua?

2 | Consider Relevant
Models

BA W

Items sets with binary response options: 2 parameter logistic (2PL) or 1 parameter logistic (1PL) IRT models
Example: Attitudes about IPV against women
2. ltem sets with ordered/Likert-type response options: Graded IRT model
Example: Autonomy in income
3. Item sets with a partially ordered response options: nominal IRT model
Example Intrinsic agency in livelihoods activities

3 | Conduct Preliminary
Data Inspection

1. Are there adequate numbers of observations in each response category per item?
2. Should response options with few observations be collapsed?

4 | Evaluate Model
Assumptions and Test
Competing Models

1. Dimensionality (in our case, uni-dimensionality) before IRT estimation using exploratory factor analysis (EFA) or
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) depending upon the stage of development and prior validation of the scales
2. Local independence (LI) within items sets using standardized LD 2 statistic for item pairs
LD x2 < |5] likely local independence
LD x2 > | 5| questionable LD
LD x2 > | 10| likely LD
Note: If assumptions 1 and 2 are not met, IRT model parameter estimates are not presented, as the parameter
estimates and scores may be distorted
3. Functional form of response options using visual or graphical inspection
a. Assess model-data fit at item-level using standardized X? statistic at item-level
b. Assess model-data fit at model-level by comparing BIC (Bayesian information criterion) and AIC (Akaike
information criterion)—both relative information criteria—of base and competing model; smaller values for
BIC and AIC indicate better model fit
c. Assess functional form of response options with graphical displays
4. Normality of distribution of latent variable in the population (assumed with use of IRT methods)

5 | Evaluate and Interpret
Results

Assess item properties with item characteristic curves (ICCs) and item information curves (IICs)
Assess scale properties with total information functions (TIFs)
Produce IRT score estimates

6 | Perform Measurement
Equivalence Analysis

1. Assess measurement equivalence of item sets across projects/social groups (in our case TRAIN and BRB)
2. Estimate the effect size of the differential item functioning, if detected

Note. Adapted from Toland (2014) and Tay and colleagues (2015)

47



Table 2. Sample Characteristics, pro-WEAI Baseline Surveys, Women Participating in TRAIN Bangladesh and BRB Burkina Faso GAAP2 Projects

TRAIN, Bangladesh (N=5,040) BRB, Burkina Faso (N=380)
Yes No Yes No

Human Resources N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%)
Any formal schooling® 4,655 92.4 385 7.6
To what extent are you able to access
information you feel is important for Medium or Not at all/small Resp. doesn’t Medium or Not at all/small Resp. doesn’t
making informed decisions about: high extent extent participate high extent extent participate
Non-farm economic activities 472 (9.4) 147 (2.9) 4,421 | (87.7) 195 (51.3) | 23 (6.1) 162 (42.6)
Wage employment 304 (6.0) 140 (2.8) 4,596 | (91.2) 65 (17.1) | 8 (2.1) 307 (80.8)
Large household purchases 1,106 | (21.9) | 586 (11.6) | 3,348 | (66.4) 251 (66.1) | 129 (40.0)
Routine household purchases 3,418 | (67.8) | 960 (19.1) | 662 (13.1) 258 (67.9) | 122 (32.1)
Economic Resources Yes No Missing Yes No Missing
Respondent solely or jointly cultivates
land 1,208 | (24.0) | 3,832 (76.0) 376 (99.0) | 1 (0.3) 3 (0.8)
Respondent solely or jointly owns land
cultivated by her household 539 (10.7) | 4,501 (89.3) 250 (65.8) | 130 (34.2)
Respondent solely or jointly holds
financial account at bank or other
formal institution 1,586 | (31.5) | 3,442 (68.3) | 12 (0.2) 41 (10.8) | 323 (85.0) | 16 (4.2)
If you needed to, could you acquire: Yes No Not applicable Yes No Not applicable Missing
Small amounts of food 4,373 (86.8) | 660 (13.1) | 7 (0.1) 340 (89.5) | 38 (10.0) | 2 (0.5)
Large amounts of food 4,066 | (80.7) | 970 (19.3) | 4 (0.1) 302 (79.5) | 71 (18.7) | 7 (1.8)
Eggs 4,532 | (89.9) | 498 (9.9) 10 (0.2) 322 (84.7) | 32 (8.4) 26 (6.8)
Milk 4,494 | (89.2) | 536 (10.6) | 10 (0.2) 334 (87.9) | 29 (7.6) 17 (4.5)
Meat/poultry/fish 4,263 | (84.6) | 762 (15.1) | 15 (0.3) 341 (89.7) | 27 (7.1) 5 (1.3) 7 (1.8)
Special foods for children 3,462 | (68.7) | 537 (10.7) | 1,041 | (20.7) 264 (69.5) | 81 (21.3) | 32 (8.4) 3 (0.8)
Nutritious foods recommended by 4 (1.1)
healthcare worker 3,431 | (68.1) | 714 (14.2) | 895 (17.8) 266 (70.0) | 87 (22.9) | 23 (6.1)
Medication or vitamins for your
children 3,669 | (72.8) | 547 (10.9) | 824 (16.4) 285 (75.0) | 69 (18.2) | 26 (6.8)
Medication or vitamins for you 4,285 | (85.0) | 705 (14.0) | 50 (1.0) 289 (76.1) | 71 (18.7) | 20 (5.3)
Clothing for your children 3,778 | (75.0) | 529 (10.5) | 733 (14.5) 362 (95.3) | 10 (2.6) 8 (2.1)
Clothing for you 4,269 | (84.7) | 756 (15.0) | 15 (0.3) 364 (95.8) | 13 (3.4) 3 (0.8)
Toiletries 4,468 | (88.7) | 567 (11.3) | 5 (0.1) 368 (96.8) | 9 (2.4) 3 (0.8)
Social Resources
Has someone to watch child < 5 so she 13 (3.4)
can do things she needs to do 2,756 | (54.7) | 238 (4.7) 2,046 | (40.6) 148 (39.0) | 17 (4.5) 202 (53.2)
Household resources
Household owns or cultivates land 4,998 | (99.2) | 42 (0.8) 377 (99.2) | 3 (0.8)
Household member could borrow
cash/in kind from: Yes No Maybe Missing Yes No Maybe
NGO 4,754 | (94.3) | 262 (52) | 23 (05) |1 (<0.1) | 174 (45.8) | 192 (50.5) | 14 (3.7)
Formal lender (bank/financial 1 (<0.1)
institution) 3,206 | (63.6) | 1,618 (32.1) | 215 (4.3) 96 (25.3) | 279 (73.4) | 5 (1.3)
Informal lender 3,103 | (61.6) | 1,766 (35.0) | 170 (3.4) 1 (<0.1) 106 (27.9) | 271 (71.3) | 3 (0.8)
Friends or relatives 4,620 | (91.7) | 305 (6.1) 114 (2.3) 1 (<0.1) 262 (69.0) | 111 (29.2) | 7 (1.8)
Group based microfinance 1,758 | (34.9) | 3,141 (62.3) | 140 (2.8) 1 (<0.1) 288 (75.8) | 89 (23.4) | 3 (0.8)
Informal credit/savings group 1,201 | (23.8) | 3,713 (73.7) | 125 (2.5) 1 (<0.1) 364 (95.8) | 15 (4.0) 1 (0.3)

# Schooling level not available for female respondents in BRB dataset



Table 3. Percentages of responses for Intrinsic Agency Items, Pro-WEAI Baseline Survey, Women Participating in TRAIN Bangladesh and BRB Burkina Faso GAAP2 Projects

TRAIN, Bangladesh (N=5,040) BRB, Burkina Faso (N=380)
Bodily Integrity Is a husb. justified in hitting his wife if...? Yes No| Missing Yes No| Missing
She goes out without telling him 17.4 82.5 0.1 43.7 55.5 0.8
She neglects the children 17.4 82.1 0.5 43.7 55.8 0.5
She argues with him 26.9 72.9 0.2 56.3 43.2 0.5
She refuses to have sex with him 6.4 93.5 0.2 35.1 63.8 1.1
She burns the food 5.0 94.4 0.6 21.7 77.8 0.5
Com Som| Som Com | Missing Com Som| Som Com | Missing
Autonomy in Income How similar are you to s.0. who...? Same| Same| Diff Diff Same| Same| Diff Diff
Has no alternative to how she can use her income. How 61.6 15.1 9.1 14.2 0.2 14.2 7.2 18.0 60.6 0.0
she uses her income is determined by necessity
Uses her income how her spouse or another person or 57.5 14.6 12.9 15.0 <0.1 26.3 23.1 17.4 33.2 0.0
group in her community tell her to
Uses her income how her family or community expects 63.1 16.9 10.6 9.4 <0.1 15.6 10.2 20.1 54.2 0.0
because she wants them to approve of her
Chooses to use her income how she wants to and thinks 70.5 15.7 3.6 10.3 <0.1 61.4 21.5 7.2 9.9 0.0
is best for herself and her family
Livelihood activities To what extent do you feel you can High Med| Small| Notat No| Missing High Med| Small| Notat No| Missing
take part in decisions about...? all Part all Part
Staple grain farming 25.8 30.7 18.9 11.0 13.6 0.0 37.1 35.3 9.5 16.1 0.3 1.8
High value crop farming 8.9 5.6 3.3 1.5 80.8 0.0 25.5 16.8 4.7 4.7 47.1 1.1
Raising large livestock 23.3 17.4 10.3 4.7 44.3 0.0 16.1 19.7 8.4 19.7 35.8 0.3
Raising small livestock 15.2 8.6 4.2 2.5 69.7 0.0 48.2 23.7 9.0 9.2 10.0 0.0
Raising poultry 60.1 12.4 7.2 3.3 17.0 0.1 32.9 25.3 8.4 14.5 18.7 0.3
Fishpond culture 2.1 1.9 1.5 1.3 93.3 0.0 0.5 0.3 0.0 0.3 99.0 0.0
Non-farm economic activities 5.1 4.1 2.0 1.1 87.7 0.0 50.8 5.0 0.5 1.1 42.6 0.0
Wage and salary employment 3.6 2.3 1.5 1.4 91.2 0.0 17.1 1.1 0.3 0.8 80.8 0.0
Occasional large household purchases 10.7 11.0 8.6 3.3 66.4 0.0 35.3 32.9 10.0 21.6 0.0 0.3
Routine household purchases 40.5 27.4 14.9 4.1 13.1 0.0 38.4 35.0 7.4 19.2 0.0 0.0
Group Membership To what extent do you feel you can High Med | Small| Notat| NoPar] NoGrg Missing] High Med | Small| Notat| NoPar| NoGrf Missing
influence decisions in...group? all DK all DK
Agriculture/livestock 0 <0.1 0.1 0 9.0 80.6 10.1 | 324 26.8 4.6 0.8 22.0 12.3 1.1
Water users 0.1 0.1 0 0.1 3.3 87.6 8.9 3.8 2.4 0.8 0 25.2 57.6 10.2
Forest users 0 0 0 0 0.5 90.7 8.8 1.9 1.1 0.3 0 24.9 53.4 18.5
Credit or Microfinance 2.6 5.9 9.6 5.8 20.2 50.8 50| 28.2 28.7 4.8 0.8 25.5 9.9 2.1
Mutual help/insurance 0 <0.1 0.1 <0.1 4.7 84.8 10.4 13.7 16.9 3.0 0 7.2 52.8 6.4
Trade/business association <0.1 0.1 <0.1 0 11.5 77.1 11.2 5.6 3.5 1.6 0 7.5 62.7 19.0
Civic 0 0.1 <0.1 0 2.2 84.9 12.8 9.7 12.9 3.5 0.5 15.0 44.2 14.2
Religious 0.3 2.0 2.0 0.4 25.0 60.9 9.4 | 26.0 23.6 7.8 1.3 30.0 8.6 2.7

Notes. Com=completely; Som=somewhat; No Part=did not participate; No Grp=no group in community. Don’t know responses were allowed, but were not reported



Table 4. Percentages of Responses for Instrumental Agency Items, Pro-WEAI Baseline Surveys, Women Participating in TRAIN Bangladesh and BRB Burkina Faso GAAP2 Projects

TRAIN, Bangladesh (N=5,040) BRB, Burkina Faso (N=380)

Livelihood activities: How much input did you have in making decisions around...? Most/alll  Some Little/none|  No Part Missing| Most/alll  Some Little/none| No Part Missing
Staple grain farming 31.2 41.1 11.7 16.1 42.9 37.4 16.8 0.8 2.1

High value crop farming 10.1 6.8 2.0 81.2 27.1 19.7 5.0 47.1 1.1
Raising large livestock 27.1 21.3 5.6 46.0 16.3 24.5 23.2 35.8 0.3
Raising small livestock 17.1 9.9 2.6 70.5 50.3 28.7 11.1 10.0 0.0
Raising poultry 62.4 14.8 4.3 18.4 0.1 34.2 29.7 17.1 18.7 0.3
Fishpond culture 2.3 2.9 1.1 93.8 0.5 0.3 0.3 99.0 0.0
Non-farm economic activities 6.2 4.5 1.4 87.9 51.3 4.7 13 42.6 0.0
Wage and salary employment 4.6 2.7 1.3 91.4 17.1 1.3 0.8 80.8 0.0
Occasional large household purchases 12.9 16.1 3.7 67.3 37.1 36.6 25.5 0.5 0.3
Routine household purchases 46.4 34.2 5.4 14.0 40.0 35.8 24.2 0.0 0.0
Income: How much input did you have in how much to keep rather than sell? Most/alll  Some Little/none|  No Part Missing| Most/alll  Some Little/none|  No Part Missing
Staple grain farming 34.1 38.6 11.2 16.1 <0.1 42.9 37.4 16.8 0.8 2.1

High value crop farming 10.0 6.3 2.1 81.6 27.1 19.7 5.0 47.1 1.1
Raising large livestock 25.7 21.3 6.2 46.9 16.3 24.5 23.2 35.8 0.3
Raising small livestock 15.3 10.2 2.9 71.8 50.3 28.7 11.1 10.0 0.0
Raising poultry 59.9 15.9 4.4 19.7 34.2 29.7 17.1 18.7 0.3
Fishpond culture 2.4 2.5 1.3 93.8 0.5 0.3 0.3 99.0

Income: How much input did you have in deciding how to use income from...? Most/alll  Some Little/none|  No part Missing| Most/alll  Some Little/none| No part Missing
Staple grain farming 31.2 40.5 11.8 16.6 <0.1 42.1 39.2 18.4 0.3 0.0

High value crop farming 9.7 6.3 2.2 81.8 26.8 21.1 5.0 47.1 0.0
Raising large livestock 24.6 22.0 6.3 47.1 16.6 25.3 22.4 35.8 0.0
Raising small livestock 15.1 10.5 2.8 71.6 47.9 30.5 11.6 10.0 0.0
Raising poultry 59.6 15.7 4.5 20.1 34.0 29.5 17.9 18.7 0.0
Fishpond culture 2.4 2.4 1.3 94.0 0.3 0.5 0.3 99.0 0.0
Non-farm economic activities 5.9 4.9 1.4 87.8 50.0 5.8 1.3 42.4 0.5
Wage and salary employment 4.4 3.1 1.1 91.3 16.8 1.6 0.8 80.8 0.0
Borrowing: Who made the decision to borrow from...most of the time? Partinv| Partnotiny] HHnotiny Missing Partinv| Partnotiny] HHnotiny Missing
NGO 61.6 29.5 8.9 <0.1 19.3 80.7

Formal lender 5.9 3.9 90.2 <0.1 5.4 94.6

Informal lender 6.0 3.1 90.9 <0.1 8.3 91.7

Friends or relatives 20.2 10.7 69.0 <0.1 33.8 66.2

Group-based microfinance 4.4 2.8 92.8 <0.1 44.5 55.5

Informal credit group 0.7 0.5 98.8 <0.1 0.3 63.5 36.2

Borrowing: Who made the decision about what to do with money from...most of the time? Partinv| Partnotiny] HHnotiny Missing Partinv| Partnotiny] HHnotiny Missing
NGO 52.6 38.5 8.9 <0.1 19.3 80.7

Formal lender 5.0 4.8 90.2 <0.1 5.4 94.6

Informal lender 5.2 3.9 90.9 <0.1 8.3 91.7

Friends or relatives 17.3 13.7 69.0 <0.1 33.8 66.2

Group-based microfinance 3.8 3.4 92.8 <0.1 44.5 55.5

Informal credit group 0.6 0.5 98.8 <0.1 0.3 63.5 36.2

Borrowing: Who was responsible for repaying the money borrowed from...? Partinv| Partnotiny] HHnotiny Missing Partinv| Partnotinv] HHnotiny Missing
NGO 33.8 57.3 8.9 <0.1 17.2 80.7 2.1
Formal lender 4.6 5.2 90.2 <0.1 3.5 94.6 1.9
Informal lender 3.8 5.3 90.9 <0.1 6.7 91.7 1.6
Friends or relatives 12.8 18.2 69.0 <0.1 31.9 66.5 1.6
Group-based microfinance 3.4 3.8 92.8 <0.1 44.2 55.5 0.3
Informal credit group 0.5 0.7 98.8 <0.1 0.3 62.7 36.2 0.8

Notes. No Part = Did not participate; Part inv=participant involved; Part not inv=participant not involved; HH no inv=household not involved
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Table S. Distribution of Standardized LD X2 Statistics by Recommended Threshold, Tests for Local Dependence for Pairwise Agency Items, pro-WEAI Baseline Surveys, Women Participating in TRAIN

Bangladesh and BRB Burkina Faso GAAPs Projects

TRAIN, Bangladesh (N=5,040) BRB, Burkina Faso (N=373)
Number of item pairs for which: | LD X?< |5]| |5|<LDX?<|10| | LDX?>|10| LD X2< |5] |5|<LDX?<|10| | LDX?>|10|
(unlikely local (possible local  |(probable local | (unlikely local (possible local | (probable local
independence) | dependence) dependence) |independence) | dependence) dependence)
Intrinsic Agency
Bodily Integrity (5 IPV attitudes items; 15 LD statistics) 10 0 0 10 0 0
Autonomy in Income (4 RAl items; 10 LD statistics) 4 2 4 4 0 6
Livelihoods activities (10 items; 55 LD statistics)? 28 6 12 11 6 38
Instrumental Agency
Livelihoods activities (10 items; 45 LD statistics)? 3 10 32 na‘ na na
Sale/use of outputs (14 items; 76 LD statistics) 12 26 38 na na na
Income (8 items; 21 LD statistics) 7 2 8 7 4 10
Borrowing (18 items; 21 LD statistics)® 9 2 10

*Nine LD X2 statistics not estimated for TRAIN
"Not estimated for BRB

‘Not available as the models did not converge with the use of the Bock-Aitkin algorithm that estimates LD X2. Convergence was achieved with the Metropolis-Hastings Robbins-Monroe algorithm that does not

estimate LD X2
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Table 6. Assessment of Model Fit, 2PL Item-Response Model for Intrinsic Agency in Bodily Integrity (IPV-Attitudes Item Set), Women Participating in Baseline pro-WEAI Survey in TRAIN Bangladesh

and BRB Burkina Faso GAAP2 Projects

TRAIN, Bangladesh (N=5,040)

BRB, Burkina Faso (N=373)

Panel 1 (5 items)

Is a husband justified in hitting his wife if...? a SEa b SEp X? df Prob a SEa b SEp X? df Prob
She goes out without telling him 3.34 0.18 -1.07 0.03 3.40 3 0.33 3.34 0.18 -1.07 0.03 3.26 3 0.3550
She neglects the children 3.48 0.19 -1.06 0.03 2.44 3 0.4874 3.48 0.19 -1.06 0.03 4.87 3 0.1827
She argues with him 4.51 0.33 -0.66 0.02 0.18 2 0.9148 451 0.33 -0.66 0.02 2.17 3 0.5387
She refuses to have sex with him 2.47 0.15 -1.88 0.05 11.14 3 0.0110 2.47 0.15 -1.88 0.05 2.25 3 0.5233
She burns the food 2.35 0.15 -2.07 0.06 27.90 3 0.0001 2.35 0.15 -2.07 0.06 3.67 3 0.3007
Panel 2 (4 items: she burns the food removed)

Is a husband justified in hitting his wife if...? a SEa b SEp X? df Prob a SEa b SEp X? df Prob
She goes out without telling him 2.99 0.36 -0.40 0.72 0.33 2 0.8462 2.43 0.39 -0.18 0.08 0.71 2 0.7006
She neglects the children 3.07 0.35 -0.40 0.73 2.02 2 0.3654 3.28 0.62 -0.18 0.07 1.00 2 0.6057
She argues with him 4.00 0.37 0.05 0.76 0.18 2 0.9136 2.54 0.42 0.20 0.08 1.68 2 0.4321
She refuses to have sex with him 2.22 0.28 -1.32 0.67 0.62 2 0.7331 2.29 0.38 -0.46 0.08 0.61 2 0.7365

52




APPENDIX 1

MODULE G. WOMEN’S EMPOWERMENT IN AGRICULTURE INDEX - Pilot Pro-WEAI Version

Note to survey designers: The information in module G1 can be captured in different ways; however, there must be a way to: (a) identify the proper individual within the
household to be asked the survey, (b) link this individual from the module to the household roster, (c) code the outcome of the interview, especially if the individual is not available,
to distinguish this from missing data, and (d) record who else in the household was present during the interview. This instrument must be adapted for country context including
adding relevant examples and translations into local languages when appropriate.

Note to enumerators: This questionnaire should be administered separately to the primary and secondary respondents identified in the household roster of the household level
questionnaire. You should complete this coversheet for each individual identified in the “selection section” even if the individual is not available to be interviewed for reporting
purposes. For some surveys (such as those focusing on nutrition outcomes), the female respondent may be the beneficiary woman or mother or primary caregiver of the index
child (also the respondent for the pro-WEAI nutrition module). Please make sure that she is also the person interviewed for this questionnaire and that the male respondent is her

spouse/partner (if applicable).

Please double-check to ensure:

You have completed the roster section of the household questionnaire to identify the correct primary and/or secondary respondent(s);
You have noted the household ID and individual ID correctly for the person you are about to interview;
You have gained informed consent from the individual in the household questionnaire;

You have sought to interview the individual in private or where other members of the household cannot overhear or contribute answers.
Do not attempt to make responses between the primary and secondary respondents the same—it is okay for them to be different.

MODULE G1. INDIVIDUAL IDENTIFICATION

G1.01. HOUSEHOLD IDENTIFICATION: G1.04 TYPE OF MALE AND FEMALE ADULT.......occcccccorvevenrneennrssnneeessseensseseneren 1
HOUSEHOLD FEMALE ADULT ONLY ..ttt ettt e e 2
G1.02. NAME OF RESPONDENT CURRENTLY BEING G108 QU O OME | MR 00 L 76 HESPONDSOaNTVELY WiATED. 2
!sNggﬁglﬁgi%ﬂgEﬁgprsgyng STERIN gECIL"éTOEEVIEW: RESPONDENT NOT AT HOME/TEMPORARILY UNAVAILABLE.................3
)' - RESPONDENT NOT AT HOME/EXTENDED ABSENCE.........coocooviieieiiins 4
REFUSEDD ...ttt et e ettt a s 5
COULD NOT LOCATE . ..ttt et 6

SURNAME, OTHER NAME:
G1.03. SEX OF RESPONDENT: EAEAl\liliLE ------------------------------ G1.06. ABILITY TO \?Vli%[l\liDU LTFEMALESPRESENT --------------------------------------------------------- 12
"""""""""""""""" BE INTERVIEWED |y uLT wales presenT .S
N WITH ADULTS OF BOTH SEX PRESENT .....ooviiie e 4
CIRCLE ONE WITH CHILDREN PRESENT oo 5
WITH ADULTS OF BOTH SEX AND CHILDREN PRESENT........ccovvvvvviee, 6
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HOUSEHOLD IDENTIFICATION (IN DATA FILE, EACH SUB-MODULE (G2-G8) MUST BE LINKED WITH A HH AND

RESPONDENT ID)

HOUSEHOLD ID | |

RESPONDENT ID

MODULE G2: ROLE IN HOUSEHOLD DECISION-MAKING AROUND PRODUCTION AND INCOME

Now I'd like to ask you some Did you [NAME] When decisions are made How much Towhatextentdo | To what extentare |How much input How much
questions about your participation | participate in regarding [ACTIVITY], who is it input did you | you feel you can you able to access |did you have in input did you
in certain types of work activities | [ACTIVITY] in the that normally takes the decision? |have in participate in information that decisions about have in
and on making decisions on past 12 months (that making decisions you feel is how much of the decisions
various aspects of household life. |is, during the last ENTER UP TO THREE (3) MEMBER IDs | decisions regarding important for outputs of about how to
[one/two] cropping IF RESPONSE IS MEMBER ID (SELF about [ACTIVITY]if you malflr.]g informed [ACTIVITY] to use income
seasons), from ONLY > G2.05 [ACTIVITY]? | want(ed) to? decisions keep for generated from
[PRESENT MONTH] regarding consumption at [ACTIVITY]?
last year to S(T;HESHC'\?;'AESER o USE CODE G2 | CIRCLE ONE [ACTIVITY]? home rather than
-HH MEMBER....... ing? USE CODE G2
[P.RESENT MONTH] NOT APPLICABLE.......98 > NEXT CIRCLE ONE selling? 1
this year? ACTIVITY i
USE CODE G2,
G2.02
ACTIVITY G2.01 G2.03 G2.04 G2.05 G2.06 G2.07
ID #1 ID #2 ID #3
Staple grain farming and NOT AT ALL oo NOT AT ALL oo 1
processing of the harvest: VES. 1 SMALL EXTENT........ SMALL EXTENT........2
A | grains that are grown primarily N9 > ACTITY B MEDIUM EXTENT.....3 | MEDIUM EXTENT.....3
for food consumption (rice, E(QTAE HITGI-L E(;TAE HITGI-L
maize, wheat, millet)
, , NOTATALL............. NOTATALL............. 1
Horticultural (gardens) or high VES. 1 SMALL EXTENT........ SMALL EXTENT.......2
B | value crop farming and NO. 9> ACTVITY C MEDIUM EXTENT.....3 | MEDIUM EXTENT.....3
processing of the harvest | TOAHIGH TOAHIGH
EXTENT...4 EXTENT...4
, . NOTATALL............. NOTATALL............. 1
Large livestock raising (cattle, |, SMALL EXTENT....... SMALL EXTENT........2
C | buffaloes) and processing of [~ MEDIUM EXTENT.....3 | MEDIUM EXTENT.....3
ik andfor meat NO.......2 > ACTMITY D TO A HIGH T0 A HIGH
EXTENT...4 EXTENT...4
, - NOTATALL............. NOTATALL............. 1
Small livestock raising (sheep, VES. 1 SMALL EXTENT........ SMALL EXTENT........2
D | goats, pigs) and processing of |\~ MEDIUM EXTENT.....3 | MEDIUM EXTENT.....3
?nilk and/%r)meat 99 INo....2> AcTmTYE TO AHIGH TO AHIGH
EXTENT...4 EXTENT..4
Poultry and other small animals g‘ﬁ; LALTEAXLTLEN o g‘ﬁ; LALTEAXLTLEN o 12
E | raising (chickens, ducks, S TNy — MEDIUM EXTENT.....3 | MEDIUM EXTENT.....3
turkeys) and processing of  |NO.. TO A HIGH TO A HIGH
eggs and/or meat EXTENT.. 4 EXTENT..4

CODE G2

LITTLE TO NO INPUT IN DECISIONS...........

INPUT INTO SOME DECISIONS..................
INPUT INTO MOST OR ALL DECISIONS
NOT APPICABLE / NO DECISION MADE
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Did you [NAME] When decisions are made How much Towhatextentdo | To what extentare |How much input How much
participate in regarding [ACTIVITY], who is it input did you | you feel you can you able to access |did you have in input did you
[ACTIVITY] in the that normally takes the decision? | have in participate in information that decisions about have in
past 12 months (that | ENTER UP TO THREE (3) MEMBER IDs | making decisions you feel is how much of the | decisions
is, during the last decisions regarding important for outputs of about how to
. IF RESPONSE IS MEMBER ID (SELF) . o ;
[one/two] cropping ONLY > G2.05 about [ACTIVITY]ifyou | makinginformed  |[ACTIVITY]to use income
seasons), from [ACTIVITY]? | want(ed) to? decisions keep for generated from
[PRESENT MONTH] | OTHER CODES: regarding consumption at [ACTIVITY]?
last year to mg#‘fﬁp'\fli“ﬁgfg """" gg v USE CODE G2, | CIRCLE ONE [ACTIVITY]? home rather than
[PRESENT MONTH] AcTvity Selling? USE CODE G2
this year? CIRCLE ONE
USE CODE G2/
G2.02
ACTIVITY G2.01 G2.03 G2.04 G2.05 G2.06 G2.07
ID #1 ID #2 ID #3
NOTATALL............. NOTATALL............. 1
£ | Fishoond YES. 1 SMALL EXTENT.......2 | SMALL EXTENT........2
ishpond culture NO.. 2> ACTIVITY G MEDIUM EXTENT...... MEDIUM EXTENT.....3
"""" TO AHIGH TO AHIGH
EXTENT...4 EXTENT...4
R NOTATALL............. NOTATALL............. 1
Non-farm economic activities VES. 1 SMALL EXTENT.......2 | SMALL EXTENT.......2
G | (running a small business, self- |\ """, 5 actviTy H MEDIUM EXTENT...... MEDIUM EXTENT......3
employment, buy-and-sell) | E(QTAE HITGI-‘I1 E(QTAE HITGFL
Wage and salary employment NOT AT ALL............. NOTATALL............ 1
(work thatis paid forin cashor |, . SMALL EXTENT.......2 | SMALL EXTENT.......2
H |in-kind, including both NO... 2> ACTVITYI MEDIUM EXTENT...... MEDIUM EXTENT......3
agriculture and other wage ESTPE anGI-L E%E H'TG"L
work)
, NOTATALL............. NOTATALL............. 1
Large, occasional household SMALL EXTENT.......2 | SMALL EXTENT.......2
I | purchases (bicycles, land, MEDIUM EXTENT...... MEDIUM EXTENT......3
transport vehicles) EST’E H'TG"‘" EST’E H'TG"‘"
, NOTATALL............. NOTATALL............. 1
Routine household purchases SMALL EXTENT.......2 | SMALL EXTENT.......2
J | (food for daily consumption or MEDIUM EXTENT...... MEDIUM EXTENT......3
other household needs) TO AHIGH TO AHIGH
EXTENT...4 EXTENT...4

CODE G2

LITTLE TO NO INPUT IN DECISIONS.........

INPUT INTO SOME DECISIONS...............
INPUT INTO MOST OR ALL DECISIONS

NOT APPLICABLE / NO DECISION MADE
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HOUSEHOLDID | | | |

RESPONDENT ID
MODULE G3(A): ACCESS TO PRODUCTIVE CAPITAL
Now I'd like to ask you specifically about your household’s land.
QUESTION RESPONSE
G3.01. Does anyone in your household currently own or cultivate land? Lgs """""""""""" ; > 63.06, ITEM A
ENTER UP TO THREE (3) MEMBER IDs ID #1 ID #2 ID #3
G3.02. Who generally makes decisions about what to plant on this land? OTHER CODES:
NON-HH MEMBER.............cccoovvrnnnn. 94
NOT APPLICABLE..........cocovvrrrnrnnn 98
YES, SOLELY .ovvvvverrneennsseesssssesssssssssssnnee 1

G3.03. Do you [NAME] solely or jointly cultivate any land?

YES, JOINTLY oo seceeereeseseesssesesssses 2
CIRCLE ONE YES, SOLELY AND JOINTLY ... 3
O B 4
ENTER UP TO THREE (3) MEMBER IDs ID#1 ID #2 ID #3
G3.04. Who generally makes decisions about what to plant on the land that you yourself cultivate? OTHER CODES:
NON-HH MEMBER.........coovevrrrnan 94
NOT APPLICABLE..........cvvvevvrieernnt 98
YES, SOLELY woovoveveeeeeeeseeesesececeneeenseesesssesssee 1
G3.05. Do you own any of the land owned or cultivated by your household? CIRCLE ONE YES, JONTLY..o.oove
9. Loy y vy : e YES, SOLELY AND JOINTLY...
NO
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Now I'd like to ask you about a number of items that could be used to generate income.

Does anyone in your household
currently have any [ITEM]?

Do you [NAME] own any [ITEM]?

CIRCLE ONE
ITEM G3.06 G3.07
ML= N =T 1
. YES.......1 YES, JOINTLY oo 2
A |Large livestock (cattle, buffaloes) NO........2 > ITEMB YES, SOLELY AND JOINTLY.. 3
[0 4
M=o N =T 1
, . YES.......A YES, JOINTLY oo 2
B |Small livestock (sheep, goats, pigs) NO........2 > ITEM C YES, SOLELY AND JOINTLY..
C |Poultry and other small animals (chickens, ducks, turkeys) VES......1
y ' , ¥ NO......... 2> ITEMD YES, SOLELY AND JOINTLY oo 3
O 4
YES, SOLELY. A
. - . YES.......A YES, JOINTLY oo ssceresseseeseeen 2
D |Fish pond or fishing equipment NO........2 > ITEME YES, SOLELY AND JOINTLY .o 3
(o J 4
YES, SOLELY.. A
. . . YES.......A YES, JOINTLY oo 2
E [Non-mechanized farm equipment (hand tools, animal-drawn plough) NO T 2> ITEMF YES. SOLELY AND JOINTLY . 3
[0 4
YES, SOLELY coooeeeereereesesesessseceeeseesessessses 1
. . . YES.......1 YES, JOINTLY oo
F |Mechanized farm equipment (tractor-plough, power tiller, treadle pump) NO 2 ITEMG YES. SOLELY AND JOINTLY .
[0
_ _ , , _ ML= N =T
G Non-farm business equipment (solar panels used for recharging, sewing machine, |YES........1 YES, JOINTLY ..ooovvvrrrveerees :
brewing equipment, fryers) NO......... 2> ITEMH YES, SOLELY AND JOINTLY ..
NO..ovvrrrreren.
YES, SOLELY......
o YES.......1 YES, JOINTLY ..o
H |House or building NO........2 > ITEMI YES, SOLELY AND JOINTLY.
(o J .
M=o N =T 1
. YES.......A YES, JOINTLY ooeeereeeeeeesesesesssseeesseseessenn 2
| |Large consumer durables (refrigerator, TV, sofa) No 2= ITEMJ YES, SOLELY AND JOINTLY . 3
O 4
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Does anyone in your household
currently own any [ITEM]?

Do you [NAME] own any [ITEM]?

CIRCLE ONE
ITEM G3.06 G3.07
YES, SOLELY ..ovorvoereesessvesssmssesssnssesssnssesse
, YES.......1 YES, JOINTLY ...oooosroeeecreeessesessseessnseesne
J |Small consumer durables (radio, cookware) No 2> ITEMK YES. SOLELY AND JOINTLY . .
NO-.ooooeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseeeess oo
YES, SOLELY ..oovoveereessssvesssmssesssnssesssnssesse
YES.......1 YES, JOINTLY.....ooviorrrees .
K |Cell phone NO........2 > ITEML YES, SOLELY AND JOINTLY..
NO..oooveosvvesssssesssssessssses s s sssssses e
. . o YES, SOLELY ...ooosoeeeeeeeessseeesseeeeeseeeee
L Other land not used for agricultural purposes (pieces/plots, residential or YES.......1 YES, JOINTLY ..ooovoereerree
commercial land) NO......... 2> ITEMM YES, SOLELY AND JOINTLY..
NO..ooovorssvensesseesssseessnnson
YES, SOLELY ...
, . YES.......1 YES, JOINTLY.......oooccoc...
M |Means of transportation (bicycle, motorcycle, car) No 2> MODULE G3(B) YES, SOLELY AND JOINTLY .
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MODULE G3(B): ACCESS TO FINANCIAL SERVICES

Next I'd like to ask about your
household’s experience with
borrowing money or other items
(in-kind) in the past 12 months.

Would you or anyone in
your household be able
to take a loan or borrow
cash/in-kind from
[SOURCE] if you wanted
to?

Has anyone in your household taken any
loans or borrowed cash/in-kind from
[SOURCE] in the past 12 months?

CIRCLE ONE

Who made the decision to
borrow from [SOURCE]
most of the time?

ENTER UP TO THREE (3)
MEMBER IDs

OTHER CODES:
NON-HH MEMBER.......94
NOT APPLICABLE.......98

Who makes the decision
about what to do with the
money or item borrowed
from [SOURCE] most of the
time?

ENTER UP TO THREE (3)
MEMBER IDs

OTHER CODES:
NON-HH MEMBER.......94
NOT APPLICABLE.......98

Who is responsible for
repaying the money or item
borrowed from [SOURCE]?

ENTER UP TO THREE (3)
MEMBER IDs

OTHER CODES:
NON-HH MEMBER.......94
NOT APPLICABLE.......98

G3.10 G3.11 G3.12
LENDING SOURCES G3.08 G3.09
ID #1 ID #2 ID #3 ID #1 ID #2 ID #3 ID#1 ID #2 ID #3
YES, CASH...oovoreeresesrrese 1
YES......... 1 YES, IN-KIND ..ooecocrereerreen 2
A | Non-governmental NO.......2 > SOURCEB | YES, CASH AND IN-KIND ...3
organization (NGO) MAYBE.....3 NO s 4 1% SOURCE B
DON'T KNOW.... .97
YES, CASH..covoreeerrseserrese 1
YES.......... 1 YES, IN-KIND oo 2
B Formal_lendgr o NO......... 2> SOURCEC | YES, CASH AND IN-KIND ....3
(bank/financial institution) | yayBE. 3 NO . 4 T SOURCE C
DON'T KNOW.....corrverree 97
YES, CASH...ooovreereseserere 1
YES......... 1 YES, IN-KIND ..ooccocrereerreen 2
C | Informal lender NO........... 2> SOURCED | YES, CASHAND IN-KIND ....3
MAYBE.....3 [N o T 4 7% SOURCED
DON'T KNOW.....cooreeree. 97
YES, CASH..covoreeerreeserrese 1
YES.......... 1 YES, IN-KIND oo 2
D | Friends or relatives NO......... 2> SOURCEE | YES, CASH AND IN-KIND ....3
MAYBE.....3 [N o Y 4 % SOURCE E
DON'T KNOW.....corrverree 97
o YES, CASH...ooovreereeesrrere 1
Group based micro-finance | ves......... 1 YES, INKIND ... 2
E | or lending including VSLAs | NO........... 2> SOURCEF | YES, CASHAND IN-KIND ....3
/ SACCOs MAYBE.....3 NO ..o 4 SOURCEF
DON'T KNOW.... .97
Informal credit / savings VES 1 g &AE:;'\‘B ----------- ;
F | 0rOUPS (80, MEMV-00- | (o) 5 gy | yEs, CASHAND NKIND 3
rounds, tontines, funeral MAYBE....3 NO oo 4 ]—>G3 13
societies, efc.) DON'TKNOW.......vorreree 97

G3.13

An account can be used to save money, to make or receive payments, or to receive wages or financial help. Do you, either by yourself or

together with someone else, currently have an account at any of the following places: a bank or other formal institution (e.g., post office)?




HOUSEHOLDID | | | |
RESPONDENT ID

MODULE G4: TIME ALLOCATION
G4.01: PLEASE RECORD A LOG OF THE ACTIVITIES FOR THE INDIVIDUAL IN THE LAST COMPLETE 24 HOURS (STARTING YESTERDAY MORNING AT 4 AM, FINISHING 3:59 AM OF THE
CURRENT DAY). THE TIME INTERVALS ARE MARKED IN 15 MIN INTERVALS. MARK ONE ACTIVITY FOR EACH TIME PERIOD BY ENTERING THE CORRESPONDING ACTIVITY CODE IN
THE BOX.
G4.02: CHECK THE BOX BELOW IF THE RESPONDENT WAS CARING FOR CHILDREN WHILE PERFORMING EACH ACTIVITY.

Now I'd like to ask you about how you spent your time during the past 24 hours. We'll begin from yesterday morning, and continue through to this morning. This will be a detailed accounting. I'm
interested in everything you did (i.e. resting, eating, personal care, work inside and outside the home, caring for children, cooking, shopping, socializing, etc.), even if it didn’t take you much time. I'm
particularly interested in agricultural activities such as farming, gardening, and livestock raising whether in the field or on the homestead. I'm also interested in how much time you spent caring for
children, especially if it happened while you did some other activity (e.g., collecting water while carrying a child or cooking while watching after a sleeping child).

Morning Day
4:00 5:00 6:00 7:00 8:00 9:00 10:00 11:00 12:00 13:00 14:00 15:00

G4.01 Activity (WRITE ACTIVITY CODE)

G4.02 Did you also care for | YES.........CHECK BOX
children? NO........LEAVE BLANK

vCo NUICAIZ, DNV

Day Evening
16:00 17:00 18:00 19:00 20:00 21:00 22:00 23:.00 24:00 1:00 2:00 3:00

G4.01 Activity (WRITE ACTIVITY CODE)
YES......... CHECK BOX

G4.02 Did you also care for NO. - EAVE BLANK
children? ooojoooooooojoooojojojojoooojoojoojojojojojojojojojojojojoojojojojojolojo|o|o
ACTIVITY CODES FOR G4.01
A...Sleeping and resting H...Horticultural (gardens) or high value crop farming | N....Shopping / getting service (incl. health services) | U...Exercising
B...Eating and drinking |...Large livestock raising (cattle, buffaloes) 0O...Weaving / sewing / textile care V...Social activities and
C...Personal care J...Small livestock raising (sheep, goats, pigs) P...Cooking hobbies
D...School (incl. homework) K...Poultry and other small animals raising Q...Domestic work (incl. fetching water and fuel) W...Religious activities
E...Work as employed (chickens, ducks, turkeys) R...Caring for children X...Other (specify)
F...Own business work L...Fishpond culture S...Caring for adults (sick, elderly)
G...Staple grain farming M...Commuting (to/from work or school) T...Traveling (not for work or school)
G4.03. In the last 24 hours did you work (at home or outside | FOR FEMALES ONLY: | G4.04. If you wanted to do something G4.05. Who?
of the home including chores or other domestic activities) DOES RESPONDENT | (livelihood-related, training-related, self- D# | pa2 | P
usual? UNDER 5 YEARS you, is there someone who could care | MEMBER IDs
: ? ild i ?
LESS THAN USUAL.....ooceceee o 1 OLD? for your child in your absence? S(T):E:Hcﬁgﬁgé -
ABOUT THE SAME AS USUAL............... 2 -HH MEMBER.......
MORE THAN USUAL. ... .. 3 0.2 3 MODULE G5 | NO. -2 > MODULE G NOT APPLICABLE.... 8
IF RESPONDENT IS MALE > MODULE G5
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MODULE G5: GROUP MEMBERSHIP

HOUSEHOLDID | | [ |

RESPONDENT ID

Now I'm going to ask you about groups in the

Is there a [GROUP] in your community?

Is this group composed of

Are you an active

To what extent do you feel

To what extent does this

: ? : all male or female or member of this like you can influence [GROUP] influence life in the
community. These can be either formal or informal mixed-sex members? [GROUP]? decisions in this [GROUP]? | community beyond the group
and customary groups. activities?

GROUP CATEGORIES G5.01 G5.02 G5.03 G5.04 G5.05
1 NOT AT ALL. oo NOT AT ALL oo
A Agricultural / livestock / fisheries producer’s 2> GROUP | SMALLEXTENT..... SMALL EXTENT......
group (including marketing groups) GROUP B MEDIUM EXTENT... MEDIUM EXTENT...
HIGH EXTENT....... HIGH EXTENT........
VALE ALL 1 NOT AT ALL oo NOT AT ALL oo
Lo e AL SMALL EXTENT.... SMALL EXTENT......
B | Water users’ group GROUP C QIL;EF[EQ’E*;E"' 2> GROUP | \IEDIUMEXTENT.............3 | MEDIUM EXTENT...
""" HIGH EXTENT.............d | HIGH EXTENT..........oooo
1 NOT AT ALL oo 1| NOTATALL.oooro 1
, SMALL EXTENT.... 2 | SMALLEXTENT....... 2
C |Forestusers' group Lgs """""""""""""" ; GROUP D 2> GROUP | \EDIUM EXTENT...............3 | MEDIUMEXTENT............... 3
oG e T HIGH EXTENT............ 4 | HIGHEXTENT .o 4
. f ( VALE ALL 1 NOT AT ALL oo 1| NOTATALLoo 1
redit or microfinance group (including | yea . Ay pegay e SMALL EXTENT..........cou... 2 | SMALLEXTENT................. 2
D' | SACCOs / merry-go-rounds / VSLAs) YES ! GROUPE | hLLFEVACE.. 2> GROUP | \EDIUM EXTENT ... 3 | MEDIUMEXTENT. ..o 3
T | bontriow HIGH EXTENT.........oooo 4 | HIGHEXTENT v 4
1 NOT AT ALL oo NOT AT ALL oo
Mutual help or insurance group (including burial SMALL EXTENT . SMALL EXTENT
B | societies) VES ! GROUPF 2> GROUP | \iEpium EXTENT. . 3 | MEDIUMEXTENT.......... 3
T HIGH EXTENT............ 4 | HIGHEXTENT ..o 4
VALE ALL ¢ lyes. NOT AT ALL oo 1| NOTATALLo
F | Trade and business association group YES. e 1 GROUP G ALL FEMALE............c.c..... 2 | NO........ 2 > GROUP a’\éélﬁljwﬁ )&EELT al\églﬁlj_r\f )IEEELT
MIXED SEX G HIGH EXTENT..................4 | HIGHEXTENT.......
DONTKNOW.....oo 97 | | MIGHEXTENT oot HIGHEXTENT o
VALE ALL ¢ ves. 1 NOT AT ALL. oo NOT AT ALL.. oo
Civic group (improving community) or | o . Ay ey e D S SMALL EXTENT..... SMALL EXTENT......
G | chatiable group (helning ofherd) YES 1 cRoUPH | ALLFEMALE...._... . 2 NO.....2> GROUP | DL EIERT e 2 BIALL ERTERT
NO..o 2 - MIXED SEX......oo 3| H N N
v A olf | HIGHEXTENT..........4 | HIGHEXTENT.... ... ...
VALE ALL NOT AT ALL oo NOT AT ALL oo
o MALE 1 SMALL EXTENT........ SMALL EXTENT........
H | Religious group VES ! GRoup | ALLFEMALE.. 2> GROUPI| MEDIUMEXTENT............3 | MEDIUM EXTENT..
NO o 2 MIXED SEX.........oooooovvne HIGH EXTENT HIGH EXTENT
DON'T KNOW .......97 DONTKNOW.....oo...97 | | MIGHEXTENT oo HIGHEXTENT o




e L VES. 1 NOT AT ALL ..o 1| NOTATALL.o 1
Other (specify): ALL FEMALE NO........ 2> SMALL EXTENT.......oocvvv 2 SMALL EXTENT.................. 2
peciy). MODULE G6 MIXED SEX..:: ) MODULE G6 MEDIUM EXTENT................ 3 MEDIUM EXTENT................ 3
DONTKNOW ... HIGH EXTENT.......ovvvvvee 4 HIGH EXTENT......oovvveeee 4
HOUSEHOLDID | | | |
RESPONDENT ID
MODULE G6. PHYSICAL MOBILITY
RESPONSE
QUESTION

FOR G6.01 - G6.06: USE CODE G6 |

G6.01 How often do you visit an urban center?

G6.02 How often do you go to the market / haat / bazaar?

G6.03 How often do you go to visit family or relatives?

G6.04 How often do you go to visit a friend / neighbor’s house?

G6.05 How often do you go to the hospital / clinic / doctor (seek health service)?

G6.06 How often do you go to a public village gathering / community meeting / training for NGO or programs?

G6.07. In the last 12 months, how many times have you been away from home for one or more nights (in other words,
sleeping somewhere else for the night)?

G6.08. In the last 12 months, have you been away from home for more than one month at a time?

IF RESPONDENT IS MALE ->MODULE G7

CODE G6
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REMAINDER OF MODULE (G6.09-G6.08) SHOULD ONLY BE ASKED IF RESPONDENT IS FEMALE

Now I'd like to ask you some Who usually decides Does your Under what circumstances would this person NOT object to your Do these objections
questions about different places | whether you can go to husband/partner or | going to [PLACE] alone? prevent you from
you might visit. [PLACE]? other household CIRCLE ALL APPLICABLE going alone to
member object to = [PLACE]?
ﬁ)NTER UP TO THREE (3) MEMBER you go|ng alone to
S
[PLACE]?
IF RESPONSE IS MEMBER ID
(SELF) ONLY > NEXT PLACE
OTHER CODES:
NON-HH MEMBER.......94
NOT APPLICABLE.......98
G6.09
PLACE G6.10 G6.11 G6.12
ID#1 ID #2 ID #3
IF I HAVE COMPANY (RELATIVES, CHILDREN)............ooovooorrrorrrren. 1
N IF I CAN ARRANGE MY OWN EXPENSES (FOR TRANSPORT)............. N
A | Urban center No. 5> praceg  |IF!FOLLOW PURDAH/DRESS ACCEPTABLY......cooovvsvisvvrivvsvn O g
"""" OTHER (SPECIFY).....oooevvooecoeec e
UNDER NO CIRCUMSTANCES WOULD | BE ALLOWED TO GO
IF | HAVE COMPANY (RELATIVES, CHILDREN)............ooocoovvrrnn.
VES..._1 IF 1 CAN ARRANGE MY OWN EXPENSES (FOR TRANSPORT).. VES.. 1
B | Market / haat / bazaar o5 5 pLacEc | FIFOLLOW PURDAH/DRESS ACCEPTABLY.......cccocrvvrven N
-------- OTHER (SPECIFY )...v.oooevveveevseee e
UNDER NO CIRCUMSTANCES WOULD | BE ALLOWED TO GO
IF I HAVE COMPANY (RELATIVES, CHILDREN)...........ooovooorrrorrren.
VES.. 1 IF 1 CAN ARRANGE MY OWN EXPENSES (FOR TRANSPORT).. VES.. 1
C | Visit family or relatives NG > pLacep | IF]FOLLOW PURDAH/DRESS ACCEPTABLY.......cooeovvvvcve O g
"""" OTHER (SPECIFY).....ooovvoiocreiceseens
UNDER NO CIRCUMSTANCES WOULD | BE ALLOWED TO GO
IF | HAVE COMPANY (RELATIVES, CHILDREN)...............ccovvv..en.
(it A i i , IF 1 CAN ARRANGE MY OWN EXPENSES (FOR TRANSPORT)......
D Visit a friend / neighbor's Egs """ 12 5 pLACEE | F/FOLLOW PURDAH/DRESS ACCEPTABLY........ccoovvvvven Egs """ 12
house | |NOe OTHER (SPECIFY). ..o B S S
UNDER NO CIRCUMSTANCES WOULD | BE ALLOWED TO GO
IF | HAVE COMPANY (RELATIVES, CHILDREN)............ooocoorvrrnn.
Hospital / clinic / doctor VES.. 1 IF 1 CAN ARRANGE MY OWN EXPENSES (FOR TRANSPORT).. VES.. 1
E NO. 5> pracef  |IFIFOLLOW PURDAH/DRESS ACCEPTABLY.....ccc.vvvvvvene N2

(seek health service)

OTHER (SPECIFY)...evevoo oo -
UNDER NO CIRCUMSTANCES WOULD | BE ALLOWED TO GO

Who usually decides
whether you can go to
[PLACE]?

Does your
husband/partner or
other household

Under what circumstances would this person NOT object to your
going to [PLACE] alone?

CIRCLE ALL APPLICABLE

Do these objections
prevent you from
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member object to

going alone to

ENTER UP TO THREE (3) MEMBER you gomg alone to [PLACE]')
b [PLACE]?
IF RESPONSE IS MEMBER ID
(SELF) ONLY > NEXT PLACE
OTHER CODES:
NON-HH MEMBER...... 94
NOT APPLICABLE....... 98
G6.09
PLACE G6.10 G6.11 G6.12
ID #1 ID #2 ID #3
IF | HAVE COMPANY (RELATIVES, CHILDREN)...........oooooooooooror 1
VES 1 IF 1| CAN ARRANGE MY OWN EXPENSES (FOR TRANSPORT).... ES 1
F Temple / church / mosque O 9 PLACEG IF | FOLLOW PURDAH /DRESS ACCEPTABLY.......ccoveiveienne NOL 2
"""" OTHER (SPECIFY)....cvvvvoeecoreeseeesceeseeeeeeresseseeernees s
UNDER NO CIRCUMSTANCES WOULD | BE ALLOWED TO GO...........
IF | HAVE COMPANY (RELATIVES, CHILDREN).........ccoooororoooror
. : IF | CAN ARRANGE MY OWN EXPENSES (FOR TRANSPORT)....
g | Public village gathering or \,\(‘gs """ 12 > PLACEH | IFIFOLLOW PURDAH/DRESS ACCEPTABLY.................. \N(ES """ 12
community meetng | | | | NOw OTHER (SPECIFY)... oo [ NG
UNDER NO CIRCUMSTANCES WOULD | BE ALLOWED TO GO..........
IF | HAVE COMPANY (RELATIVES, CHILDREN).....................
— IF 1 CAN ARRANGE MY OWN EXPENSES (FOR TRANSPORT).... —
H | Training for NGO / programs No. 5 pLace) | F1FOLLOW PURDAH/DRESS ACCEPTABLY. ... NS
"""" OTHER (SPECIFY)....cvvvvoeeoreseeeeceeeeseeeeeres e
UNDER NO CIRCUMSTANCES WOULD | BE ALLOWED TO GO...........
IF | HAVE COMPANY (RELATIVES, CHILDREN)....... ..o 1
: : IF | CAN ARRANGE MY OWN EXPENSES (FOR TRANSPORT)............2
| | Outside your community or \N(ES """ 12 > MODULE G7 | IF|FOLLOW PURDAH / DRESS ACCEPTABLY..........oro 3 \N(gs """ 12
vilage || [N OTHER (SPECIFY)....ovvvooee oo oo eseeeeee e s N0

UNDER NO CIRCUMSTANCES WOULD | BE ALLOWED TO GO...........
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HOUSEHOLD ID | |

RESPONDENT ID
MODULE G7: INTRAHOUSEHOLD RELATIONSHIPS
Now I'd like to ask you some questions Do you [NAME] Does your Do you trust your When you disagree | IS [RELATION] THE | Is there a co-
about how you feel about some of other respect your [RELATION] respect | [RELATION] to do with your OTHER wife within
people in your household or family group [RELATION]? you? things that are in [RELATION], do you | RESPONDENT your
and how you think they feel about you. your best interest? | feel comfortable WITHIN THIS household?
telling him/her that HOUSEHOLD?
ENTER MEMBER ID FOR EACH RELATION you disagree?
OTHER CODES:
NON-HH MEMBER.......94
RELATION G7.02 G7.03 G7.04 G7.05 G7.06 G7.07
ID# | \i0ST OF THE TIME........1 | MOST OF THE TIE........ 1 | MOST OF THE TIME..........1 | MOST OF THE TIME.......... 1
A | Husband / wif SOMETIMES..........ccooeo... 2 | SOMETIMES................... 2 | SOMETIMES................... 2 | SOMETIMES................... 2 | YES......1 > RELATION C
usband/ wiie RARELY.....ovvooroeeeseeee 3 | RARELY oo 3 | RARELY e 3 | RARELY oo 3 |NO......2
NEVER........oovvrierrrrrenn, 4 [ NEVER.....ooovvvoorrrrrrrnenn. 4 | NEVER....ovvveooorrrrrrn. 4 [ NEVER....oooovioooorr, 4
ID#
. MOST OF THE TIME..........1 | MOST OF THE TIME.......... 1| MOST OF THE TIME..........1 | MOST OF THE TIME.......... 1
B Other respondent within the SOMETIMES................... 2 | SOMETIMES.................... 2 | SOMETIMES................. 2 | SOMETIMES...........ooo...... 2
household RARELY......o.oooorrerrr, 3| RARELY......oovrvvre 3| RARELY.......cooovvvvrrr 3| RARELY......oovrvvvr 3
NEVER.......oovverierrrrrenn, 4 [ NEVER.....ooovvvoorrrrrrenn. 4 | NEVER....ovvvroorrrrrrn. 4 [ NEVER.....ooooioooore. 4
IF RESPONDENT IS MALE: ID #
Father (or adapt this category JOST OF THE TIVE 1
to capture other important MOST OF THE TIME.........1 | MOST OF THE TIME.........1 | MOST OF THE TIE........1 | SOMETIMES.................2 ES 1
c relationship) SOMETIMES..........ccoceo... 2 | SOMETIMES.................. 2 | SOMETIMES.................... 2 | RARELY.....ovvrrvvi 3 NS
RARELY.....oo.ooorrrrr, 3| RARELY......coovvvvv 3| RARELY.......ooovvvvrr 3| NEVER....ooowooomrrrrrr MODULE G8(4)
NEVER ..o, 4 [ NEVER.....ooovvvoorrrrrrnnn. 4 | NEVER....ooovvviiiirrrrnnnn, 4 4IF RESPONDENT IS
IF RESPONDENT IS MALE > MODULE G8(A)
FEMALE: Mother-in-law
Most senior co-wife (the ID #

person who was in the
household just before you, or,
if you are the senior wife, the
one who married into the
household after you)

SOMETIMES...........ccvv.. 2

RARELY .....ovvvviviiiiiiiin, 3

NEVER........cooviiiiiiiiees
4

SOMETIMES...........cene 2

RARELY ....cooviiiiiiiiicine 3

NEVER........ooiiiii
4

SOMETIMES..........c...... 2

RARELY.....covviiiiiiie 3

NEVER ..o
4

SOMETIMES.............c..... 2

RARELY.......covvvvveieinnnn, 3

NEVER.........oooiiiiiis
4
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MODULE G8(A): AUTONOMY IN DECISION-MAKING

HOUSEHOLDID | | [ |

RESPONDENT ID

Now | am going to read you some stories about different farmers and their situations regarding different agricultural

Are you like

Are you completely the same

Are you completely

activities. This question format is different from the rest so take your time in answering. For each | will then ask you how |this person? |or somewhat the same? different or somewhat
much you are like or not like each of these people. We would like to know if you are completely different from them, different?
similar to them, or somewhere in between. There are no right or wrong answers to these questions. CIRCLEONE | CIRCLE ONE
CIRCLE ONE
READ ALOUD EACH STORY, SUBSEQUENT QUESTIONs, AND RESPONSE CODES. NAMES SHOULD BE ADOPTED TO LOCAL CONTEXT
AND BE MALE/FEMALE DEPENDING ON THE SEX OF THE RESPONDENT. THE ORDER OF TOPICS A-D SHOULD BE RANDOMIZED, AND
WITHIN EACH TOPIC, THE ORDER OF STORIES 1-4 SHOULD BE RANDOMIZED.
STORY G8.01 G8.02 G8.03
‘[PERSON’S NAME] cannot grow other types of crops here for consumption and sale in YES...1 COMPLETELY THE SAME....1 > A2 |COMPLETELY DIFFERENT....
A1 |market. Beans, sweet potato and maize are the only crops that grow here.” NO....2 > G8.03 | SOMEWHAT THE SAME.......2 > A2 | SOMEWHAT DIFFERENT......
“‘[PERSON’S NAME] is a farmer and grows beans, sweet potato, and maize because her
The types of A2 |spouse, or another person or group in her community tells her she must grow these crops. She YES. 1 COMPLETELY THE SAME....1 2 A3 ] COMPLETELY DIFFERENT...
crops to grow pOUSE, p group y 9 ps. NO....2 > G8.03 | SOMEWHAT THE SAME......2 > A3 |SOMEWHAT DIFFERENT......
) does what they tell her to do.
or raise for
consumption . ; . . . .
and sale in A3 [PERSON’S NAME] grows the crops for agricultural production that her family or community | YES...1 COMPLETELY THE SAME....1 - A4 |COMPLETELY DIFFERENT....
market expect. She wants them to approve of her as a good farmer.” NO....2 > G8.03 | SOMEWHAT THE SAME......2 > A4 |SOMEWHAT DIFFERENT.......
‘[PERSON’S NAME] chooses the crops that she personally wants to grow for consumption and VES. 1 COMPLETELY THE SAVE. .1 =5 BI | COVPLETELY DIFFERENT
A4 (sale in market and t.hlnks are best for hgrself an(z her family. She values growing these crops. If |\ ™ "5 5 68.03 | SOMEWHAT THE SAME. .2 = B1 | SOMEWHAT DIFFERENT. ..
she changed her mind, she could act differently.
B1 “[PERSON’S NAME] cannot raise any livestock other than what she has. These are all that do | YES...1 COMPLETELY THE SAME....1 > B2 |COMPLETELY DIFFERENT....
well here.” NO....2 > G8.03 | SOMEWHAT THE SAME......2 > B2 | SOMEWHAT DIFFERENT.......
‘[PERSON’S NAME] raises the types of livestock she does because her spouse, or another VES. 1 COMPLETELY THE SAVE. 1 <> B3 | COMPLETELY DIFFERENT
B2 |person or”group in her community tell her she must use these breeds. She does what they tell |\ 5" > 68.03 | SOMEWHAT THE SAME.....2 > B3 | SOMEWHAT DIFFERENT......
. her to do.
Livestock
raising . , : ; ; - j
B3 [PERSON’S NAME] raises the kinds of livestock that her family or community expect. She YES..1 COMPLETELY THE SAME....1 > B4 |COMPLETELY DIFFERENT....
wants them to approve of her as a good livestock raiser.” NO....2 > G8.03 | SOMEWHAT THE SAME......2 - B4 |SOMEWHAT DIFFERENT.......
‘[PERSON’S NAME] chooses the types of livestock that she personally wants to raise and
B4 |thinks are good for herself and her family. She values raising these types. If she changed her | YEo-! COMPLETELY THE SAME...T = CT | COMPLETELY DIFFERENT...
g Y g ypes. g NO....2 > G8.03 | SOMEWHAT THE SAME......2 > C1 |SOMEWHAT DIFFERENT.......

mind, she could act differently.”
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READ ALOUD EACH STORY, SUBSEQUENT QUESTIONs, AND RESPONSE CODES. NAMES SHOULD BE ADOPTED TO LOCAL CONTEXT
AND BE MALE/FEMALE DEPENDING ON THE SEX OF THE RESPONDENT.

Are you like

Are you completely the same

Are you completely

this person? | or somewhat the same? different or somewhat
different?
CIRCLEONE  |CIRCLE ONE
CIRCLE ONE
STORY G8.01 G8.02 G8.03
c1 “There is no alternative to how much or how little of her crops or livestock [PERSON’S NAME] | YES...1 COMPLETELY THE SAME....1 > €2 |COMPLETELY DIFFERENT....1
can take to the market. She is taking the only possible amount.” NO....2 > G8.03 | SOMEWHAT THE SAME......2 > €2 |SOMEWHAT DIFFERENT......2
‘[PERSON’S NAME] takes crops and livestock to the market because her spouse, or another VES. 1 COMPLETELY THE SAVE.. 1 = C3 | COMPLETELY DIFFERENT 1
Taking crops or | C2 |person or group in her community tell her she must sell them there. She does what they tell her | ™5 5 6s.03 | SOMEWHAT THE SAME. .2 = ¢3 | SOMEWHAT DIFFERENT... 2
livestock (incl. fo do.”
eggs or milk) to
the market (or “IPERSON’S NAME] takes the crops and livestock to the market that her family or community ~ |YES...1 COMPLETELY THE SAME....1 - C4 |COMPLETELY DIFFERENT....1
not) C3 expect. She wants them to approve of her.” NO....2 > G8.03 | SOMEWHAT THE SAME......2 > C4 |SOMEWHAT DIFFERENT......2
‘[PERSON’S NAME] chooses to take the crops and livestock to market that she personally VES. 1 COMPLETELY THE SAVE.. 1 = D1 | COMPLETELY DIFFERENT 1
C4 |wants to sell there, and thinks is best for herself and her family. She values this approach to NO...2 = G8.03 | SOMEWHAT THE SAME. .2 > D1 | SOMEWHAT DIFFERENT......2
sales. If she changed her mind, she could act differently.”
“There is no alternative to how [PERSON’S NAME] uses her income. How she uses her income | YES...1 COMPLETELY THE SAME....1 > D2 |COMPLETELY DIFFERENT....1
D1 is determined by necessity, ” NO.....2 > G8.03 | SOMEWHAT THE SAME......2 > D2 |SOMEWHAT DIFFERENT.......2
How to use D2 “‘[PERSON’S NAME] uses her income how her spouse, or another person or group in her YES...1 COMPLETELY THE SAME....1 = D3 |COMPLETELY DIFFERENT....1
income community tell her she must use it there. She does what they tell her to do.” NO....2 > G8.03 | SOMEWHAT THE SAME......2 > D3 | SOMEWHAT DIFFERENT.......2
generated from
agricultural and “[PERSON’S NAME] uses her income in the way that her family or community expect. She YES..1 COMPLETELY THE SAME....1 > D4 |COMPLETELY DIFFERENT....1
non-agricultural D3 | wants them to approve of her.” NO....2 > G8.03 | SOMEWHAT THE SAME......2 > D4 |SOMEWHAT DIFFERENT......2
activities
‘[PERSON’S NAME] chooses to use her income how she personally wants to, and thinks is VES. 1 COMPLETELY THE SAVE._1->G8.04 | COMPLETELY DIFFERENT. .1
D4 |best for herself and her family. She values using her income in this way. If she changed her NO...2 = G8.03 | SOMEWHAT THE SAME....2 - G8.04 | SOMEWHAT DIFFERENT......2

mind, she could act differently.”
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MODULE G8(B): NEW GENERAL SELF-EFFICACY SCALE

Now I'm going to ask you some questions about different feelings you might have. Please listen to each of the following statements. Think about how each statement relates to your life, and
then tell me how much you agree or disagree with the statement on a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 means you “strongly disagree” and 5 means you “strongly agree.” (Note: Randomize order of

statements)

STATEMENTS

A |1 will be able to achieve most of the goals that | have set for myself.

STRONGLY DISAGREE ..........oooiiiiiriiiiriiinsisi s 1
DISAGREE ..o
NEITHER AGREE NOR DISAGREE

B | When facing difficult tasks, | am certain that | will accomplish them.

STRONGLY DISAGREE ..ot sssssssssss s sssssssssssssssssnnes 1
DISAGREE

C |In general, | think that | can obtain outcomes that are important to me.

STRONGLY AGREE.....

D || believe | can succeed at most any endeavor to which | set my mind

STRONGLY DISAGREE ..
DISAGREE ...

E | I will be able to successfully overcome many challenges.

F |1 am confident that | can perform effectively on many different tasks.

STRONGLY DISAGREE .........oourriiriiinsiissisissi s sssss s ssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnnes 1
DISAGREE

G | Compared to other people, | can do most tasks very well.

H | Even when things are tough, | can perform quite well.

STRONGLY DISAGREE .........oourriiriiinsiissisissi s sssss s ssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnnes 1
DISAGREE
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MODULE G8(C): LIFE SATISFACTION

The following questions ask how satisfied you feel with your life as a whole, on a scale from 1 to 5, where 1 means you feel “very dissatisfied” and 5 means you feel “very satisfied.”

STATEMENTS G8.05
VERY DISSATISFIED ....oocccoveeevosseossssossssesssossssssssssssssssesssses s sssssssssssssss s 1
DISSATISFIED .....oooseoevereeesevrsecen 2
A | Overall, how satisfied are you with life as a whole these days? NEITHER SATISFIED NOR DISSATISFIED. 3
SATISFIED ..o 4
VERY SATISFIED ....ooovosceeeessseossesssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssessssss s 5
VERY DISSATISFIED .....occccovrenoessssessssessssessssessssesss s ssssss e 1
DISSATISFIED ..o 2
B | Overall, how satisfied with your life were you 5 years ago? NEITHER SATISFIED NOR DISSATISFIED. .3
SATISFIED ..o ol
VERY SATISFIED ....oocvoteeeeessesssesssese e ssess s 5
VERY DISSATISFIED ....oocccoovovosseessssossssesssssessssssssssssssessssessssss s ssssssssss s 1
DISSATISFIED ....cooscereveeeeseveseensiens 2
C |As your best guess, overall how satisfied with your life do you expect to feel 5 years from today? NEITHER SATISFIED NOR DISSATISFIED. .3
SATISFIED ..o 4
VERY SATISFIED ....oooooicvooeosseossesssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssessssss s 5




MODULE G9. Attitudes about Domestic Violence

HOUSEHOLDID | | [ |

RESPONDENT ID

Now | would like to ask about your opinion on the following issues. Please keep in mind that |
am not asking about your personal experience or whether the following scenarios have
happened to you. | would only like to know whether you think the following issues are
acceptable.

In your opinion, is a husband justified in hitting or beating his wife in the
following situations?

SITUATION

A | If she goes out without telling him?

B | If she neglects the children?

C | If she argues with him?

D | If she refuses to have sex with him?

E | If she burns the food?

END OF QUESTIONAIRE. FILL OUT COVER PAGE OUTCOME G1.05.
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APPENDIX 2

Comparison of pro-WEAI Indicator Definitions and Classification of Survey Items for Item-Response-Theory Analysis

Indicator

|Deﬁniti0n of adequacy

|Difference compared to original WEAI

|Comparison to Item Response Theory Analysis

Intrinsic Agency

Autonomy in

More motivated by own values than by coercion or

Based on “Autonomy in production”

Autonomy in use of income. Vignettes, inspired by the Relative Autonomy Index (Ryan &

income fear of others’ disapproval: Relative Autonomy indicator in the WEAI but now focuses Deci, 2000) sought to measure motivations behind women’s actions with respect to
Index” score>=1 exclusively on the use of income their income, distinguishing external and internal forms of regulation. Women’s
RAI score is calculated by summing responses to the generated from agricultural and non- ordinal responses—completely the same (=0), somewhat the same (=1), somewhat
three vignettes (yes=1; no=0), using the following agricultural activities and uses a new different (=2), and completely different (=3)—to the question, ‘How similar are you
weighting scheme: -2 for vignette 2 (external vignette-based survey instrument. to someone who...’
motivation), -1 for vignette 3 (introjected 1. uses her income as determined by necessity
motivation), and +3 for vignette 4 (autonomous 2. uses her income how her family or community tells her she must (external)
motivation) 3. uses her income how her family or community expects because she wants them
to approve of her (external)
4. chooses to use her income how she wants to and thinks is best for herself and
her family (internal)
Self-efficacy "Agree" or greater on average with self-efficacy Not included in the WEAI Not analyzed
questions: New General Self-Efficacy Scale®
score>=32
Attitudes about Believes husband is NOT justified in hitting or beating |Not included in the WEALI Intrinsic agency in the right to bodily integrity. Women’s yes=0/no=1 responses to the
intimate partner his wife in all 5 scenarios:© question, ‘Is a husband justified in hitting his wife if...,”
violence against |1)  She goes out without telling him 1. she goes out without telling him?
women 2)  She neglects the children 2. she neglects the children?
3)  She argues with him 3.  she argues with him?
4)  She refuses to have sex with him 4.  she refuses to have sex with him
5)  She burns the food 5. she burns the food?
Respect among Meets ALL of the following conditions related to Not included in the WEAI Not analyzed
household another household member:
members 1)  Respondent respects relation (MOST of the time)
AND
2) Relation respects respondent (MOST of the time)
AND
3)  Respondent trusts relation (MOST of the time)
AND
4)  Respondent is comfortable disagreeing with
relation (MOST of the time)
Instrumental Agency

Input in productive
decisions

Meets at least ONE of the following conditions for
ALL of the agricultural activities they participate
in

1) Makes related decision solely,

2) Makes the decision jointly and has at least some
input into the decisions

3) Feels could make decision if wanted to (to at least

a MEDIUM extent)

Included in the WEALI, but now uses a
stricter adequacy cut-off

Analyzed separately as intrinsic agency in livelihoods activities and instrumental agency
in livelihoods activities.

Intrinsic agency in livelihoods activities was captured using women’s responses to the
question, ‘To what extent do you feel you can participate in decisions regarding
[ACTIVITY] if you want(ed) to.” Of 10 activities listed, examples were ‘raising
poultry,” ‘high-value crop farming,” and ‘wage or salary employment.’

Response options captured participation (yes/no) and the extent that participants felt able
to influence decisions about the activity (O=not at all, 1=small extent, 2=medium

extent, 3=large extent).
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Indicator

Definition of adequacy

Difference compared to original WEAI

Comparison to Item Response Theory Analysis

Ownership of land
and other assets

Owns, either solely or jointly, at least ONE of the
following:

1) At least THREE small assets (poultry,
nonmechanized equipment, or small consumer
durables)

2) At least TWO large assets

3) Land

Included in the WEALI, but now uses a
stricter adequacy cut-off

Not analyzed

Access to and
decisions on
financial
services

Meets at least ONE of the following conditions:

1) Belongs to a household that used a source of
credit in the past year AND participated in at least
ONE sole or joint decision about it

2) Belongs to a household that did not use credit in
the past year but could have if wanted to from at
least ONE source

3) Has access, solely or jointly, to a financial account

Based on “Access to and decisions on credit”
indicator in the WEALI, but now includes
access to financial accounts

Instrumental agency in borrowing from financial services. Women’s responses to 3
questions
1. Who made the decision to borrow from [SOURCE] most of the time?
2. Who made the decision about what to do with the money from [SOURCE] most
of the time?
3. Who was responsible for repaying the money borrowed from [SOURCE]?
Examples of the 6 financial services listed were specific formal lenders, informal lender,
and, friends or relatives
Response options were nominal, capturing first whether the house-hold was able to
borrow from each source if it wanted to (yes/no), then whether the household
borrowed from this source in the past 12 months (yes/no), and if so, whether the
respondent was involved in decisions about borrowing (yes/no).

Control over use of

Has input in decisions related to how to use BOTH

Included in the WEALI, but now uses a

Instrumental agency in the sale or use of outputs from 6 of the 10 (agricultural)

income income and output from ALL of the agricultural stricter adequacy cut-off livelihoods activities was captured using women’s responses to the question, ‘How
activities they participate in AND has input in much input did you have in decisions about...how much of the outputs of
decisions related to income from ALL non- [ACTIVITY] to keep for consumption at home rather than selling?’
agricultural activities they participate in, unless no Instrumental agency in the use of income generated from 8 of the 10 livelihoods activities
decision was made was captured using women’s responses to the question, ‘How much input did you
have in decisions about...how to use income generated from [ACTIVITY].’
Response options for all 10 livelihoods activities were ‘partially ordered’ by design, in
that a nominal category captured women’s ‘non-participation’ in each activity, and
ordered categories captured the amount of input that participants reported having in
decisions about the activity, its outputs, or income generated (0=little to no decisions,
1=some decisions, 2=most or all decisions).
Work balance Works less than 10.5 hours per day: Similar to “Workload” indicator in the Not analyzed

Workload = time spent in primary activity + (1/2) time
spent in childcare as a secondary activity

WEAI but restricts the measurement of
secondary activities to a single activity:

childcare.
Visiting important  |Meets at least ONE of the following conditions: Not included in the WEAI Not analyzed
locations 1) Visits at least TWO locations at least ONCE PER
WEEK of [city, market, family/relative], or
2) Visits least ONE location at least ONCE PER
MONTH of [health facility, public meeting]
Collective Agency
Group membership | Active member of at least ONE group Same as in the WEAI Intrinsic agency in group membership. Women’s responses to the question, ‘To what
Membership in Active member of at least ONE group that can Not included in the WEAI extent do you feel you can influence decisions in [GROUP]?’
influential influence the community to at least a MEDIUM Examples of eight groups listed were ‘agriculture/livestock,” ‘credit or microfinance,” and
groups extent ‘religious.’

Response options captured the presence of a group (yes/no), active membership in the
group (yes/no), and the extent that active members felt they could influence decisions
in the group (O=not at all, 1=small extent, 2=medium extent, 3=high extent).
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