Template for Requests for Revisions to the DHS Model Questionnaires, Optional Modules, and Biomarkers for DHS-8 (2018-2023)

Section I. Information about the requesting party

1.	Is this request being submitted on behalf of a group? If so, please provide the name of the group and the participating parties.
This submission is on behalf of a consortium of researchers focused on Women’s Empowerment Collectives (WEC) led by the American Institutes for Research (AIR) and the Population Council in partnership with Evans School of Public Policy Analysis and Research Group (EPAR) of the University of Washington and Stanford University. The consortium is a research and evaluation partner to the Gender Equality team of the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation (BMGF). The lead researchers by institution are Drs. Thomas de Hoop of AIR, Sapna Desai of the Population Council (co-PIs) and Drs. Gary Darmstadt of Stanford University and Leigh Anderson of the University of Washington. This revision request was drafted by Dr. Amber Peterman in collaboration with the co-PIs.

Section II. Indicator definition and rationale

2. 	Please define the indicator or indicators you are requesting The DHS Program to incorporate. Multiple indicators derived from a single set of questions should be included in the same submission. (Response required)
Indicator additions are requested for the Women’s Status module as follows:
1.  Indicator Group 1: Social capital (proxy: group membership & participation)
a. Existence of group in community
b. Group membership and participation
c. Formalization of group 
d. Membership activities (savings, credit, livelihoods, information/training, health, social, ability for collective action etc.)
2. Indicator Group 2: Social networks/support
a. Number of family members and friends 
b. Quality of social support received
3. Indicator Group 3: Social cohesion index 
4. Indicator Group 4: Financial inclusion 
a. Credit and borrowing
b. Savings
5. Indicator Group 5: Women's direct empowerment measure: 
a. Revision to standard decision-making indicators
b. Locus of control (autonomy)
6. Indicator Group 6: Emotional wellbeing
a. Life satisfaction
b. Mental health
c. Happiness

3. 	What is the rationale for measuring this indicator (each of these indicators) in DHS surveys? (Response required)
Social capital, including group membership and social networks 
While researchers and development practitioners have long recognized the importance of physical and financial capital in development, including land, livestock, machinery, and other forms of tangible inputs, interest in social capital is relatively recent.[footnoteRef:1] Defined by Putnam (1995) as “features of social organization such as networks, norms, and social trust that facilitate coordination and cooperation,” social capital has recently gained traction and attention from development practitioners, especially in grassroots participation and empowerment efforts. Social capital derived from formal and informal social networks and relationships that people draw upon in pursuit of their livelihood objectives plays an important role in agricultural production. For example, farmers with social networks can exchange information about farming practices, or those with informal social safety nets can use them in times of hardship to smooth consumption or acquire time-sensitive agricultural inputs.  [1:  The discussion in this paragraph draws heavily on Meinzen-Dick, Behrman, Pandolfelli et al. (2014)] 


Access to social capital is particularly important for women as it provides the formal and informal networks and groups in which they can gain valuable information, influence, and access to other health and productive assistance that they might otherwise be excluded from. International organizations, governments, and nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) have enthusiastically embraced social capital as an alternative to government or market-based approaches to development, with the World Bank hailing it as “the missing link” in development (Grootaert 1997). Governments, development agencies, and nongovernmental organizations have also invested significantly in women’s collectives to improve gender equality and women’s empowerment.[footnoteRef:2] Women’s collectives are small, voluntary groups that are formed by people related by an affinity to a specific purpose who provide support for one another, and have wide-ranging objectives. They aim to achieve social change, empowerment, and improvement in financial inclusion, socioeconomic outcomes, agricultural outcomes, and health outcomes through strategies that include savings, credit, and/or social involvement (Brody et al., 2015). [2:  Women’s collectives can also be referred to as self-help groups (SHGs), women’s empowerment collectives or women’s affinity groups—including larger federations as well as indigenous informal groups. For simplicity, we refer to all such groups as women’s collectives.] 


In addition to these direct benefits of group participation, group membership (and especially leadership) creates ties with other members, which can raise one’s social status, and may provide an empowerment effect, or offer other, less tangible but nonetheless important benefits. Thus, it is useful to collect data on the number as well as the type of groups to which men and women belong and how they leverage these resources for improved health, economic standing and wellbeing (see Meinzen-Dick et al. 2014 for further review of literature and motivation).

Social cohesion
The concept of social cohesion has been used to describe social relations, including cooperation and solidarity between groups and individuals in a society, and their interrelation with broader economic, social and political outcomes (Babajanian, 2012).[footnoteRef:3] Definitions often respond to policy needs and foci of agencies and institutions. For instance, the Council of Europe, among the most active promoters of the concept, has broadly referred to social cohesion as “the capacity of a society to ensure the welfare of all its members, minimizing disparities and avoiding polarizations (Council of Europe, 2004, p. 3).” The Organization for Economic Co-Operation and Development (OECD) proposes social cohesion is associated with three aspects including social inclusion, social capital and social mobility and defines a ‘cohesive society’ as one that “works towards the well-being of all its members, fights exclusion and marginalization, creates a sense of belonging, promotes trust, and offers its members the opportunity of upward social mobility (OECD, 2012, p. 51).” Social cohesion plays a key role in fostering economic and development outcomes, for instance through its influence on quality of institutions and, in turn, on implementation of pro-growth policies and is widely viewed as crucial in relation to peacebuilding and conflict prevention (see literature reviewed in Valli et al. 2018). Including social cohesion in the DHS would allow a broader understanding of group and community connectedness and societal welfare, particularly with increasing international and national migration. [3:  The discussion in this paragraph draws heavily on Valli, Peterman & Hidrobo (2018). ] 


Financial inclusion
Access to and use of quality financial services and products, including tools to save and borrow money, make investments with low transaction costs, and insure against risk are essential components for development and poverty reduction. For example, in low-income countries where access to financial services remains limited, savings are an important mechanism for consumption smoothing and financing productive investment.[footnoteRef:4] On the one hand, savings serve precautionary motives in situation of income uncertainty: poor households can use savings to provide a buffer during hard times, smooth income fluctuations and avoid negative coping mechanisms to shocks. On the other hand, savings can also provide capital to finance investment opportunities not only in human capital but also in diversification of income sources and asset stocks, thus mitigating further against income fluctuation.  [4:  The discussion in this paragraph draws heavily on Natali, Handa, Peterman et al. (2016).] 


Women have disproportionately low access to financial services, and a growing body of literature suggests that financial inclusion can lead to a variety of positive benefits for women, including economic empowerment and improvement in social status (Holloway et al. 2017; Steinert, Zenker, Filipiak, Movcsisyan, Cluver & Shenderovich, 2018). Evidence from impact evaluations also shows that women on average make up 80% of the members of saving groups (Gash & Odell, 2013). However, data on savings group participation rates from nationally representative datasets each come with their own limitations. Finscope provides the most detailed information about savings groups, but the questions are often framed differently depending on the country and the year of the survey. Data from the Financial Inclusion Insights dataset provide much less detailed information on participation in savings groups, and Findex data could produce biased information about participation in savings groups. A first Findex survey question—whether a person has saved or set aside any money by using an informal savings group/club or a person outside the family in the past 12 months—likely produces biased estimates of participation in savings groups by equating setting aside money in an informal savings club with setting aside money with a person outside the family. A second Findex survey question—whether a person has borrowed any money from an informal savings group/club in the past 12 months—is likely to systematically underestimate participation in savings groups, because it only focuses on lending and not on savings. Collecting basic indicators about household and women’s financial inclusion in the DHS, with a specific focus on savings groups, would allow a more holistic understanding of access gaps as well as gender disparities and links to economic and social wellbeing. 

Women’s empowerment 
The past decade has seen increased attention to measuring women’s empowerment and autonomy, motivated largely by the goal of identifying promising programs and policies for reducing gender inequalities.[footnoteRef:5] For the first time, the empowerment of women and girls is included in the Sustainable Development Goals as a stand-alone target. Yet, a lack of high-quality sex-disaggregated data—as well as ambiguity about how best to define and measure empowerment—makes it difficult to confidently measure gender inequalities and to assess the impact of development interventions on girls and women in many settings (Gammage et al., 2016; Hanmer & Klugman, 2016; Peterman et al., 2015; Richardson, 2017). In the social sciences, most approaches to defining and measuring empowerment are based on the concept of agency, defined by Sen as the “ability to use those capabilities and opportunities to expand the choices they have and to control their own destiny” (1999, 10), and focus on women’s ability to participate in decision making over certain important matters (e.g., major household purchases, personal healthcare, or visits with friends and relatives). Questions about decision making are routinely collected in several large-scale surveys, including the DHS. However, despite their widespread use, uncertainty persists about how to construct indicators of women’s empowerment based on these questions and how to interpret motivation underlying these measures (Agarwal, 1997; Basu & Koolwal, 2005; Peterman et al., 2015). In addition, the current indicators used in the DHS leave out decision making in productive domains. The indicators proposed here extend and triangulate the measures currently proposed as part of the standard women’s status module. The proposed indicators help understand not only who makes decisions, but also why decisions are made, and if women have agency to take decisions—regardless of who typically makes decisions. [5:  The discussion in this paragraph draws heavily on Seymour & Peterman (2018). ] 


Emotional and subjective wellbeing
In the past two decades, alternative measures of human progress beyond gross domestic product (GDP) gained importance, shifting focus from solely economic output to more holistic measures of wellbeing (Stiglitz, Sen, & Fitoussi, 2009).[footnoteRef:6] Measures like subjective wellbeing (SWB) provide multi-dimensional and complementary knowledge of the lives and living conditions of individuals and may capture, among others, the evaluation of one’s life and levels of emotional health and happiness. Consequently, SWB has become an important and relevant outcome to understand the impact of public policy beyond monetary dimensions (Kolev & Tassot, 2016). SWB is an end in itself, but it can also be a means to achieve better educational and health outcomes, improve social relationships and economic outcomes including productivity, savings and consumption (see literature reviewed in Natali et al. 2018). SWB is also an important determinant of behavior in most spheres of life including eating habits, exercise and weight control, and smoking, all of which have important implications for both individual and societal health and welfare. Although the DHS has not previously included measures of emotional and subjective wellbeing—the addition of measures like mental health, life satisfaction and happiness would be a substantial improvement to analyze the wellbeing of households in LMICs. [6:  The discussion in this paragraph draws heavily on Natali, Handa, Peterman et al. (2018). ] 
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Section III. Proposed additions/revisions to the questionnaires or biomarkers

4.	Please describe the requested addition or revision. 
If the requested change is the addition of new questions to the DHS questionnaires or modules, complete questions 4.1 and 4.1.1. If the requested change is a revision to existing questions, complete question 4.2. If the change relates to anthropometry or a biomarker, please complete question 4.3.
4.1. 	For additions: If you have developed a question or set of questions to measure the indicator(s), please provide them in the space below or in a separate file attached with your submission. 
Please note, that while these questions are being suggested for the Women’s status and empowerment module—implying they would be asked to women—it is highly recommended that they also be added as options to the men’s questionnaire, to allow a true gender/sex disaggregated analysis, which would ideally compare values and responses for men and women within the same household (or alternatively nationally representative values within the same country).
1. Indicator Group 1: Social capital (proxy: group membership & participation)
Modeled after the abbreviated version of the Women’s Empowerment in Agriculture Index (Module 5):

“Now I’m going to ask you about groups in the community. These can be either formal or informal and customary groups.” 

Ask questions for all groups [GROUP]: 

· A: Agricultural/livestock/fisheries producers groups (including marketing)
· B: Water users’ group
· C: Forest users’ group
· D: Credit or microfinance group, or savings group (including SACCOs/merry-go-rounds/VSLA)
· E: Mutual help or insurance group (including burial societies)
· F: Trade and business association
· G: Civic group (improving community) or charitable group (helping others)
· H: Religious group
· [bookmark: _GoBack]I: Health group, including mothers/maternity group
· J: Other women’s/men’s group, including self-help groups (only if it does not fit into the other categories)
· K: Other, specify

Q1: Is there a [GROUP] in your community?
· Response: Yes, No, Don’t know
· If ‘Yes’ >> Q1b: Is this group made up of men, women or mixed? 
· Responses: Men, Women, Mixed, Don’t know 
Q2: Are you or someone in your household a member of this [GROUP]?
· Response: Yes, respondent; Yes, another household member; Yes respondent and another household member; No.
Q3: How many times in the last 3 months have you met with this [GROUP]?
Q4: Is [GROUP] registered with a formal authority (government or private authority)?
· Response: Yes, No, Don’t know
Q5: In the last year, what would you say have been the direct benefits of participating in [GROUP]?
· Response (mark all that apply): Facilitating savings and loans; Other economic benefits, including linkages to markets; health information or services; training or vocation skills; social support and friendship; ability to take collective action.  
2. Indicator Group 2: Social networks/support
Modeled after the multidimensional scale of perceived social support:
Q1a: About how many close friends do you have, and by close I mean someone you could confide to about personal issues?   
Q1b: How many family members do you have (family that you are regularly in touch with, including people you live with)?    
Read: "I am going to read you a series of statements about your friends and family. Please tell me the extent to which you agree or disagree for your own personal situation" Responses: Strongly disagree (1), disagree (2), neither agree or disagree (3), agree (4), strongly agree (5)
Q2a: There is a special person who is around when I am in need
Q2b. There is a special person with whom I can share joys and sorrows
Q2c: My family really tries to help me       
Q2d: I get the emotional help and support I need from my family         
Q2e: I have a special person who is a real source of comfort to me
Q2f. My friends really try to help me
Q2g. I can count on my friends when things go wrong
Q2h. I can talk about my problems with my family    
Q2i: I have friends with whom I can share my joys and sorrows    
Q2j: There is a special person in my life who cares about my feelings 
Q2k: My family is willing to help me make decisions
Q2l: I can talk about my problems with my friends  
   
3. Indicator Group 3: Social cohesion index 
Modeled after the World Value Survey 6:
Q1. 	Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be trusted or that you need to be very careful in dealing with people? (Code one answer):
1  Most people can be trusted.
2  Need to be very careful.
Q2. I ‘d like to ask you how much you trust people from various groups. Could you tell me for each whether you trust people from this group completely, somewhat, not very much or not at all? (Read out and code one answer for each):
	
	Trust completely
	Trust somewhat
	Do not trust very much
	Do not trust at all

	a. Your family
	1
	2
	3
	4

	b. Your neighborhood
	1
	2
	3
	4

	c. People you know personally
	1
	2
	3
	4

	d. People you meet for the first time
	1
	2
	3
	4

	e. People of another religion
	1
	2
	3
	4

	f. People of another nationality
	1
	2
	3
	4
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4. Indicator Group 4: Financial inclusion/borrowing/credit 
Modeled after the abbreviated version of the Women’s Empowerment in Agriculture Index (Module 3) and the Transfer Project:
**Lending sources should be customized by country context 
***Recall period can be adjusted 2-5 years instead of 12 months depending on country context
[image: ]

Additional questions [by SOURCE]:
Q1: What is the main purpose/use of the money/item borrowed from [SOURCE]? [mark all that apply]
· To purchase bulk or other food items
· To purchase household consumables (lighting, fuel, washing powder)	
· School fees/schooling expenses
· To buy new clothing/shoes
· Medical expenses/health care
· To repay debts
· To purchases household durable assets (furniture, pots/pans, radio etc.)	
· To purchase livestock
· To purchase agricultural inputs or tools
· To purchases assets to start a new small business/income generating activity	
· To make home improvements (new roof, latrine)	
· To purchase new land or house
· To spend on services (hair, beauty, sporting, buy into associations, religious functions etc.)	
· Ceremonies
· Emergency funds 
· Other, specify	
Q2: How much in total did you/your household borrow from [SOURCE]? [local currency, including in-kind]
Q3: Is the loan from [SOURCE] still outstanding?
Q4: In total, how much do you/your household currently owe to [SOURCE]? [local currency]

Additional questions [independent of SOURCE roster]:
Q5: Some people try to save some money to buy something special in the future, or for security in case of an emergency. Are you personally or your household currently saving (in cash, at a local institution, via mobile money or in a savings group)?
Q6: How much does your household have saved currently total?  
· In cash [local currency]?
· In a bank [local currency]?
· In mobile money [local currency]?
· In a savings group [local currency]?
Q7: What are the three most important things your household is saving for? [mark up to three]
· To purchase bulk or other food items
· To purchase household consumables (lighting, fuel, washing powder)	
· School fees/schooling expenses
· To buy new clothing/shoes
· Medical expenses/health care
· To repay debts
· To purchases household durable assets (furniture, pots/pans, radio etc.)	
· To purchase livestock
· To purchase agricultural inputs or tools
· To purchases assets to start a new small business/income generating activity	
· To make home improvements (new roof, latrine)	
· To purchase new land or house
· To spend on services (hair, beauty, sporting, buy into associations, religious functions etc.)	
· Ceremonies
· Emergency funds 
· Other, specify	
Q8: How much have you personally have saved currently in total?
· In cash [local currency]
· In a bank [local currency]
· In mobile money [local currency]
· In a savings group [local currency]
Q9: What are the three most important things your household is saving for? [mark up to three]
· To purchase bulk or other food items
· To purchase household consumables (lighting, fuel, washing powder)	
· School fees/schooling expenses
· To buy new clothing/shoes
· Medical expenses/health care
· To repay debts
· To purchases household durable assets (furniture, pots/pans, radio etc.)	
· To purchase livestock
· To purchase agricultural inputs or tools
· To purchases assets to start a new small business/income generating activity	
· To make home improvements (new roof, latrine)	
· To purchase new land or house
· To spend on services (hair, beauty, sporting, buy into associations, religious functions etc.)	
· Ceremonies
· Emergency funds 
· Other, specify	


5. Indicator Group 5: Women's direct empowerment measures
Current questions (in standard DHS module):
· [bookmark: _Hlk3196880]Q919: Who usually decides how the money you earn will be used: you, your (husband/partner) or you and your husband/partner jointly? [option for someone else and other]
· Q921: Who usually decides how your (husband’s/partner’s) earnings will be used: you, your (husband/partner) or you and your husband/partner jointly? [option for someone else and other]
· Q922: Who usually makes decisions about health care for yourself: you, your (husband/partner) or you and your husband/partner jointly? [option for someone else and other]
· Q923: Who usually makes decisions about making major household purchases: you, your (husband/partner) or you and your husband/partner jointly? [option for someone else and other]
· Q924: Who usually makes decisions about visits to your family or relatives: you, your (husband/partner) or you and your husband/partner jointly? [option for someone else and other]

Suggested additional domains following the abbreviated version of the Women’s Empowerment in Agriculture Index:

· Q1: Who usually makes decisions about farming, including growing crops for food consumption or to sell in the market? 
· Q2: Who usually makes decisions about livestock raising or fishing activities?
· Q3: Who usually makes decisions about non-farm activities? This includes things like running a small business, self-employment, buy-and-sell etc.? 
· Q4: Who usually makes decisions about wage employment, including work that is paid in cash or in-kind including both agriculture and other wave work?

· Responses: Self, spouse/partner, other household member, self and spouse jointly, self and other household member jointly, other non-household member, not applicable  **Suggest all questions on decision-making changed to this typology.

· Q5: Follow up question for all [DOMAINS]: Why is the decision on [DOMAIN] usually made in this way?
· Responses: 
· A) This person (people) makes all the household decisions as they are in charge of the household, 
· B) Each person has different areas they are in charge of and this is why the decision of [DOMAIN] is made in that way, 
· C) This person (people) have separate responsibilities tasks and [DOMAIN] is one area of responsibility, 
· D) It is normal and accepted for this person (people) to take [DOMAIN] decisions in my community, 
· E) This person (people) knows the most about that [DOMAIN] and this is why they take the decision.

· Q6: Follow up question for all [DOMAINS]: To what extent do you feel you could make your own personal decision on [DOMAIN] if you want(ed) to?

· Responses: Not at all, Small extent, medium extent, to a high extent

Locus of control following the Transfer Project:
	
	[Locus of control]

In the last 12 months, how often did you feel that …
	Answer categories:
None of the time	1
A little of the time	2
Some of the time	3
Most of the time	4
All of the time	5
	

	a
	Your life is determined by your own actions
	1	2	3	4	5
	

	b
	You have the power to make important decisions that change the course of your own life
	1	2	3	4	5
	

	c
	You have the power to make important decisions that change the wellbeing of your children
	1	2	3	4	5
	

	d
	You have the power to make important decisions that change the wellbeing of your household
	1	2	3	4	5
	

	e
	You are capable of protecting your own interests within your household
	1	2	3	4	5
	

	f
	You are capable of protecting your own interests outside of your household (e.g. in the community, in groups in which you participate)
	1	2	3	4	5
	



6. Indicator Group 6: Emotional & subjective wellbeing
Modeled after the WHO Satisfaction with Life Scale, the WHO Self-reporting Questionnaire (SRQ-20) and the World Value Survey 6:
Q1: "I am going to read you a series of statements about your life. Please tell me the extent to which you agree or disagree for your own personal situation" Responses: Strongly disagree (1), disagree (2), neither agree or disagree (3), agree (4), strongly agree (5)
· A) In most ways my life is close to ideal.
· B) The conditions in my life are excellent.
· C) I am satisfied with my life.
· D) So far I have gotten the important things I want in life.
· E) If I could live my life over, I would change almost nothing.
· F) I feel positive about my future.
· G) I generally feel happy.
· H) I am satisfied with my health.


Q2: If you think the question applies to you and you had the problem described in the last 30 days, answer “Yes”:
1. Do you open have headaches?
2. Is your appetite poor?
3. Do you sleep badly?
4. Are you easily frightened?
5. Do your hands shake?
6. Do you feel nervous, tense or worried?
7. Is your digestion poor?
8. Do you have trouble thinking clearly?
9. Do you feel unhappy?
10. Do you cry more than usual?
11. Do you find it difficult to enjoy your daily activities?
12. Do you find it difficult to make decisions?
13. Is your daily work suffering?
14. Are you unable to play a useful part in life?
15. Have you lost interest in things?
16. Do you feel that you are a worthless person?
17. Has the thought of ending your life been on your mind?
18. Do you feel tired all the time?
19. Are you easily tired?
20. Do you have uncomfortable feelings in your stomach?

Q3. Taking all things together, would you say you are (read out and code one answer):
1	Very happy
2	Rather happy
3	Not very happy
4	Not at all happy

4.1.1 If requesting multiple questions, please specify the relative priority of each new question. 
We believe that all indicator groups are relevant and will be a contribution to the field. However, we realize that not all questions can be added to the standard module. At a minimum, we would request that extended modules be made available for adaptation by countries on an optional basis or for pilot testing. In general, the indicator group preference is as follows: social capital, women’s empowerment, financial inclusion, emotional wellbeing, social support and social cohesion.

4.2. 	For revisions to existing questions: Please specify the DHS-7 question number, the proposed revision to the question, and the rationale.
Not applicable
4.3. 	For anthropometry and biomarkers: Please describe the measurement procedures or specimen collection procedures, point-of-care or laboratory testing procedures (as relevant), and any recommendations for return of results.
Not applicable
5.	Can any related questions be deleted from the questionnaire to make room for the proposed new content? If so please specify which questions using the DHS-7 question numbers. 
No cuts/deletions suggested from the current women’s status module
6. 	What are the implications of these requested changes on measurement of trends using DHS data?
Not applicable


Section IV. Indicator calculation

7.	Indicate how to calculate the indicator(s). Include detailed definitions of the numerator and denominator of each individual indicator. If you have developed a tabulation plan for the indicator(s), please attach a file including the suggested table(s) with your submission.
1. Indicator Group 1: Social capital (proxy: group membership & participation)
a. Group membership/participation
· For each group: Participation in [GROUP], conditional on existence in the community (household and woman level) and intensity of participation (3 month recall period)
· Any group: Participation in any [GROUP], conditional on existence in the community (household and woman level)
· Total number of groups: Aggregate count variable of number of groups, conditional on existence in the community (household and woman level)
b. Formalization of group: Same indicators as above + percentage of membership in formal groups out of total group participation 
c. Gender balance of groups: Same indicators as above + by male, female and mixed groups
d. Descriptive categories of group benefits (% of groups used for economic, health etc., or household and woman support for domain across any group)

2. Indicator Group 2: Social networks/support
a. Numbers of family members and friends (analyzed as count or logarithm)
b. Quality of social support received scale, including significant other, family and friends subscales (summing all responses and divide by number of questions)
3. Indicator Group 3: Social cohesion index 
a. General propensity to trust (binary indicator)
b. Trust score ranging from 6-24 (assigning 1-4 points for each response)

4. Indicator Group 4: Financial inclusion 
a. Credit and borrowing
· For each source: any loans outstanding, conditional on ability to borrow; amount borrowed; decision-maker for household borrowing; decision-maker on use of funds borrowed; main use of funds according to use categories; % of loan still outstanding
· On aggregate: Total number of loans outstanding, conditional on ability to borrow; total amount borrowed; % of loans woman is decision-maker for borrowing; % of loans woman is decision-making on use of funds borrowed; main use of funds according to use categories; % of loan still outstanding 
· Any indicators (following same as above)
b. Savings
· Household savings:
· Any household savings (binary)
· Total amount of household savings (local currency)
· Savings by location (any and amount: bank, mobile, group, in cash)
· Main reasons/uses for savings
· Personal savings:
· Any personal savings (binary)
· Total amount of personal savings (local currency)
· Savings by location (any and amount: bank, mobile, group, in cash)
· Main reasons/uses for savings

5. Indicator Group 5: Women's direct empowerment measure: 
a. Revision to standard decision making indicators
· Expansion of decision making to include productive categories
· By domain and total: Women’s decision making (sole), women’s decision making (joint), Women’s ability to make decisions if she wishes to, Why decisions are made (descriptive)
b. Locus of control (autonomy) scale ranging from 6-30 (assigning points of 1-5 for each response)

6. Indicator Group 6: Emotional wellbeing
a. Life satisfaction – summary index ranging from 8-40 (assigning 1-5 points for each response).
b. Mental health – summary index ranging from 0-20 (assigning 1 point for each response), as well as binary indicator of “depressive symptoms” if index (according to each population cut point)
c. Happiness – binary indicator of happy (very happy) or not.

7. Is the indicator useful when measured at the national level, or is it useful only when disaggregated to specific subnational areas, such as endemicity zones or project intervention regions? 

For each indicator, select one of the three options by clicking in the appropriate box. 
	Indicator
	Useful only for subnational endemicity zones or project intervention regions. A single estimate at the national level is not meaningful.
	Useful at both national and subnational regions, as sample size allows.
	Useful only at the national level. Subnational estimates are not needed.


	For all indicators, the usefulness is “at both national and sub-national regions, as sample size allows.”

	☐	☒	☐



Section V. Prior testing of the proposed question(s)

9. 	Have the proposed questions undergone any formal validation; i.e., have the questions been tested against a “gold standard” to assess their accuracy? If yes, please describe how well or poorly the questions performed and/or provide a publication or report of the validation exercise (or a link). 

Group participation, decision making and financial inclusion: The proposed questions are drawn from the Women’s Empowerment in Agriculture Index modules (WEAI) which was originally piloted in three countries and is now being implemented in more than 50 LMICs (Alkire et al. 2013). The index was originally built for the monitoring of women’s empowerment within USAID Feed the Future’s surveys and have been adapted since then to accommodate project-level and abbreviated versions (Malapit et al. 2016; 2017). More information on the testing, scoring and use of the WEAI can be found here: http://www.ifpri.org/project/weai 
Social support: We propose a measure of perceived social support using the Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support (MSPSS) (Zimet et al. 1988). The score has three subscales: Significant other, friends and family. We propose a modification to the response options from the original version to simplify the response scales (originally 7 options are given). Across numerous studies in different locations, the MSPSS has been shown to have good internal and test-retest reliability, good validity, and a fairly stable factorial structure.  It has been translated into many languages, including (but not limited to) Urdu, Hebrew, Tamil, Danish, Farsi (Persian), French, Italian, Korean, Lithuanian, Hausa, Norwegian, Simplified Chinese, Traditional Chinese, Slovene, Malay, Slovak, Spanish, Swedish, Polish, Portuguese, Romanian, and Thai. More information on the testing, validity and scoring can be found here: https://gzimet.wixsite.com/mspss/about_us 

Social cohesion: The happiness question is an indicator from the World Value Survey (6), which is implemented in nationally-representative samples of nearly 100 countries globally.

Quality of life: These questions for Quality of Life (QoL) are drawn from the Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS) (Diener et al., 1985) and the World Health Organization Quality of Life Scale (WHOQOLS) (WHO, 1998).[footnoteRef:7] The first five questions comprise the SWLS, which is narrowly focused on an individual’s overall life satisfaction. The SWLS has shown good internal consistency and construct validity (Kobau et al., 2010). The last three questions come from the WHOQOLS and cover positive effect as well as overall QoL. Following Kilburn et al. (2018a) we suggest developing a summary index measure for QoL with a resulting scale that ranges from 8 to 40, higher scores reflecting a greater QoL (authors find high internal validity of the score, with a Cronbach’s α score = 0.83). This measure is intended to be a broad measure of QoL incorporating affective and life satisfaction questions in order to capture individuals’ perceptions of well-being across various concepts. Factor analysis of the score reveals a single construct, consistent with the literature on life satisfaction scales (Frey & Stutzer, 2002). [7:  The discussion in this paragraph draws heavily on Kilburn et al. (2018a).] 


Mental health: According to a systematic review of validated screening tools for common mental disorders in LMICs, the WHO Self-Reported Questionnaire (SRQ-20) is a recommended tool for use across different settings and populations (Ali et al. 2017). The review included 153 studies, and 273 separate validations. The SRQ-20 is recommended for screening common mental disorders, and demonstrated strong psychometric properties which could be administered by lay interviewers with minimal training, and was easily understood by respondents with low literacy levels. A number of other scales exist to measure common mental disorders, including the Patient Health Questionnaire (PHQ-9) which are strong alternatives to the SRQ-20 and can be accessed here: https://www.infontd.org/content/srq-self-reporting-questionnaire 

Happiness: The happiness question is an indicator from the World Value Survey (6), which is implemented in nationally-representative samples of nearly 100 countries globally.
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10.	Have the questions undergone any other kind of testing; e.g., cognitive testing, pilot testing. If so, please describe the results of the testing and/or provide a publication or report of the findings (or a link). 
See response above (question 9)

Section VI. Other considerations

11.	Please provide information relevant to the kinds of questions below, and/or anything else you wish to share with us about this indicator (these indicators).

· Describe how the data for this indicator are being used (or will be used). 
· Are the data produced by this indicator actionable? 
· Who will use the data? 
· What kinds of decisions will be made using these data? 

We expect these questions/indicators to be used by researchers and policy makers interested in social determinants of health and wellbeing of women and households in general. The DHS module on Women’s Status has been heavily used for social science research and key investments across the globe. Despite this, the breadth of questions in this module are limited in comparison to health and biological indicators. Thus, the questions proposed here represent an opportunity to link health indicators to women’s economic and social status, as well as expand linkages to broader emotional wellbeing outcomes. We are open to further discussion to refine or prioritize these choices and/or to work with the DHS to pilot some of these scales within the multi-topic surveys.

· For what kinds of countries would the indicator(s) be most useful?

These questions are broadly applicable in low-income settings. 

· Does the DHS survey offer any particular advantage over other available data sources for measuring this indicator? If so, what?

The DHS has numerous advantages, including consistency and comparability across settings, nationally representative samples, and ability to link to health outcomes. In addition, since the data is publicly available and highly utilized, it is expected to result in a large benefit to global stakeholders.
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