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Executive Summary
Women in Rwanda bear a heavy workload. They assume the bulk of responsibility for unpaid care work
(UCW) essential to the functioning of their families and communities, that is, everything from collecting fuel
and water to cooking meals, doing laundry, and tending to children, elderly, the sick and disabled while also
performing tasks related to agriculture or that otherwise contribute to their household’s income (that is, paid
work and productive work). This double obligation denies Rwandan women the opportunity to realize their
full potential as income earners, citizens, and humans. Because women’s time is so fully occupied, and
because their unremunerated activities are not even perceived as “work,” in their families and in society, they
are left little time to participate in public life, pursue education, participate in political activities or engage in
their own betterment.
In an effort to address the denial of women’s civil rights caused by the unequal distribution of work,
ActionAid is implementing the Promoting Opportunities for Women Empowerment and Rights (POWER)
program. A key premise of the project is that women will only have the time to conduct climate resilient
sustainable agriculture (CRSA) if the burden of unpaid care work is recognized, reduced and/or redistributed
and if they have the means to insist on and enforce their own civil rights. CRSA is a practice that ActionAid
developed to increase poor peoples’ incomes and food security, while equipping them to deal with the
consequences of changing climate. Reducing unpaid care work frees up time that women may use to learn
and practice CRSA, which has the potential to boost yields and create surpluses to sell, a rarity under current
agricultural circumstances. CRSA can thereby facilitate women’s economic empowerment, which can in turn
build or reinforce empowerment in other spheres, including gender equality on a community and societal
level.
The project has four intermediate objectives:
1. By the end of 2020 21,000 rural women are organized and are able to demand their rights as farmers
and carers and have greater influence in their households and communities.
2. By the end of 2020 Women's UCW is more highly valued within households, communities and
government, more evenly distributed within households, and hours spent by women on UCW is
reduced, resulting in more free time for women to engage in social, economic and political activities.
3. By the end of 2020, 5,000 rural women have more secure and sustainable access to markets and
productive resources leading to increased income.
4. Greater visibility of intersections of CRSA, women’s UCW and women’s economic participation
leads to changes in policy and practice by sub-national, national, regional and international
stakeholders by 2020.
The purpose of this baseline study was to collect, analyze, and report information related to unpaid care work
and the introduction of CRSA techniques into the work practices of rural women in Rwanda. The data
collection effort focused on women’s and men’s attitudes, knowledge and behaviours related to women’s
empowerment; women and men’s access to assets; women’s unpaid care work burden; and agricultural
practices in general. Project staff, policy makers, and ActionAid Global will use the information included in
the study to:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Design project interventions
Measure impact during the project’s implementation and at its conclusion
Advocate for improvements in women’s rights
Inform ActionAid’s future strategy
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Methodology Summary
The POWER baseline study was built on two analytical frameworks; the Women’s Empowerment in
Agriculture Index (WEAI) and the POWER program project indicator matrix. The evaluation team and
ActionAid worked together to modify the WEAI framework to include POWER indicators. The framework
matches POWER outcomes and verifiable indicators with WEAI’s domains.
The Baseline Study used a combination of qualitative and quantitative data collection methods to provide
context and details to ensure progress toward quantitative goals is also meaningful. The study relied on a
modified version of the Women’s Empowerment in Agriculture Index (WEAI) household survey for its
quantitative data. The WEAI measures the extent of women’s empowerment, agency, and inclusion in
agriculture. Its concept of empowerment is defined as the characteristics of Five Domains of Empowerment
in Agriculture (5DE). These domains comprise Production, Resources, Income, Leadership, and Time Use.
Respondents to the survey were one man and one woman that live together in the same household1, with a
survey goal of 1,000 total respondents. In all, the evaluation team completed 975 surveys. The method for
selecting households at the village level is discussed in the full report.
The study collected qualitative data through key informant interviews and focus group discussions. Focus
group participants were potential project beneficiaries, while key informants were duty bearers at the local,
regional and national level. Duty bearers were interviewed to discover their attitudes and inform policy and
strategy initiatives.

Findings Summary
Women in the target communities for the Rwanda POWER project, according to the WEAI score (detailed
in the full report), are significantly less empowered than their male counterparts. 66.1% of women surveyed
have not achieved empowerment across all 5DE. Although women nationally have achieved a greater level of
empowerment, this progress did not extend to provinces where POWER will be implemented as was evident
in comparing national versus local WEAI scores. Among the target population, workload and lack of control
over income are the greatest factors preventing women’s empowerment.

Women’s Household and Community Empowerment
Overall in Rwanda men and women participate in community groups in roughly equal proportion, however
women’s participation is low in the types of groups working toward women’s household and community
empowerment. Furthermore, women appeared to be much less aware of agricultural community groups as
compared to men, which may explain their lower participation rates in those groups.
Public speaking was not a major contributor to women’s disempowerment, according to results from the
WEAI survey, although a much lower percentage of women than men reported speaking publicly in the
preceding three months. In an effort to determine whether violence against women was an obstacle to market
access, the survey also included a question about whether women were or felt threatened on their way to and
from the market in the past 12 months. While 96% percent of women reported that they never were or felt
threatened on their way to and from the market, the difficulties of interpreting this data, as explained further
in the report, are many and the data collection tools used in this study were not conducive to further
investigation.
Households in target communities lack economic resources. Most of their time is spent on subsistence
agriculture and only a small percentage produce cash crops or engage in non-farm labor as there is little
opportunity for income-generating activities. Additionally, households are generally asset-poor and experience
1

The WEAI Instruction Guide provides definitions of households and directions for selecting household
respondents

difficulty accessing credit. Women and men usually decide jointly whether to take a loan and how to use it,
however men are more likely than women to be sole-decision makers about issues of credit. Women are also
more pessimistic than men about their ability to obtain credit from NGOs and formal and informal lenders,
although the reverse is true when it comes to borrowing from family and friends.
Even with low rates of asset ownership, there are gender differences. Men are more likely than women to live
in households that own relatively more assets, such as agricultural land, livestock, consumer durables and
means of transport while women were more likely to own non-mechanized farm equipment. Generally
speaking, women reported participating less in decision-making about household economic activities and
having less decision-making power about use of income than men. Women also reported a lack of confidence
in their abilities to make decisions about economic activities.

Unpaid Care Work
The study found that women in target communities are time-poor both in absolute terms and relative to men.
Women on average work more than 10 hours per day, while men work close to 9 hours. This leaves men with
at least an extra hour, compared to women, each day for political, social, and religious work as well as mass
media consumption.
Women perform 3.3 times more unpaid care work than men, or typically 5 hours per day compared to 1.5
hours for men, with another 5.5 hours consumed by productive work (agricultural and income-generating
activities) daily for women and 7 hours daily for men. The most time-consuming unpaid care activities are
housework, collection of fuelwood and water, and childcare. There are also gender differences in the
perceptions of who performs domestic chores; men regularly underestimate women’s labor contributions.
The survey showed that roughly equal proportions of men (63%) and women (64%) agree that men and
women should share the responsibilities included under the term unpaid care work, and that gender roles
should not determine who is the breadwinner and who is the caregiver of the household. However, given the
Rwandan government’s public campaigns for gender equality, there may be confirmation bias in these results.
Further interviews and focus group discussions also hinted at confirmation bias on this issue, as several men
mentioned that there are certain domestic tasks that are not respectable for men, or that should not be done
by a man if a woman is available to do them. Participants frequently cited hiring a domestic servant as a
solution to the dilemma of unpaid care work, rather than reapportioning more work to men.

Market Access and Productive Resources
More than 95% of survey respondents engaged in agriculture during the last 12 months, indicating broad
potential for the introduction of CRSA activities. 70% of agricultural plots are jointly owned. Drought and
salinity are the most frequently cited agricultural problems and respondents were mostly at a loss to address
these issues with more than 80% of respondents stating they had taken no steps to remediate them. A lack of
access to cash, input markets, and extension services further impedes the ability to find solutions for all
respondents, although men were more likely than women to receive the benefit of extension services.
The greatest impediment to market access for both men and women is a lack of surplus product to sell. 83%
of those surveyed responded that they produce only enough for household consumption. Relative to Rwanda
as a whole, income in POWER communities only at 25% of GDP per capita, revealing a wide gap in
economic opportunity overall. Women on average earn 92% of what men earn, but this percentage decreases
when constrained to market sales of agricultural products, for which women earn only 87% of what men
earn.

Changes in Policy and Practice
There is broad public support among government officials for gender equality in Rwanda and gender equality
has a prominent place in the national government’s agenda. Principles of gender equality are articulated in the
Rwandan constitution and gender is a cross-cutting theme in Rwanda’s Vision 2020 strategy document. There

is a Ministry of Gender and Family Promotion, charged with ensuring strategic coordination of policy
implementation concerning gender, family, women’s empowerment and children’s issues, that recently
published a report on the investments that the government is making in related policies. There is also a
national Gender Monitoring Office, which focuses on providing adequate women’s health care and paid time
for activities such as breastfeeding. Rwanda’s president, a participant in the UN HeforShe project, has set
three gender-related goals for the country: 1) bridging the gender digital divide 2) tripling the number of girls
in vocational and technical training so they have more access to employment, and 3) eradicating all forms of
gender-based violence.
Thus, it is not surprising that 100% of duty bearers interviewed said that support for gender equality is a
“high priority” and yet, there is still a disconnect between theoretical support for gender equality and practical
actions aimed at reducing unpaid care work. The national government recently conducted a study known as
the Rwanda Household Living Conditions Survey, which showed that women still bear the lionshare of
household responsibilities, adding hours to their workday, and that men commonly believe that children are
responsible for a number of domestic tasks that women really perform, meaning that men are unaware of the
full amount of time women spend in unpaid care work. Also significant is the fact that duty bearers did not
universally endorse the idea of reducing unpaid care work, with at least one duty bearer stating that women
may be prone to “misconduct” if their workload were reduced.
The baseline study found that most POWER communities have insufficient access to key public facilities,
such as hospitals/clinics, agricultural offices, childcare facilities and Violence Against Women centers.
Respondents indicated that increasing access to high-quality schools, especially for the poor and disabled, and
improving access to health centers were their top priorities. The survey also revealed limited access to public
utilities in POWER communities, with roughly half of respondents having to access water piped far from
home. Both men and women indicated that their greatest need is access to safe drinking water and reliable
electricity. When access to these government-managed services is difficult, women’s unpaid care work
becomes even more challenging; hence public facilities and utilities may present practical opportunities for
the government to make a substantive impact on women’s burden.

Priorities and Recommendations Summary
After reporting findings, the baseline study concludes with recommendations for prioritizing POWER’s
opportunities to reduce women’s unpaid care work burden and create new income streams from agricultural
activities. The recommendations are:

Reduce House Work
Housework, as a component of unpaid care work, is women’s most time-consuming activity. ActionAid
defines housework as domestic work, cooking, shopping, and obtaining services such as healthcare. Women
spend nearly four times as much time doing housework each day than men. More time is spent on housework
than on paid work, child care, elder care, leisure time, learning, and social activities combined.

Improve Access to Facilities and Utilities
Where facilities and utilities do not exist, advocating for their establishment is a potential POWER activity.

Increase Awareness of Unpaid Care Work Burden among Men and Women
Reducing women’s unpaid care work could start with changing men’s minds that care work is emasculating
and women’s minds that they are powerless to ask for help from men and the government.

Promote the Reduction and Redistribution of Agricultural and Unpaid Care Work
Empowering women requires reducing the amount of time they spend at subsistence agricultural work and
unpaid care work. Reducing agricultural work is possible through the introduction of new technologies,
discussed below, and a reallocation of the gender based division of labor within agricultural households. New

technologies will reduce the physical strength required to do heavy work, which may make it easier for
traditional communities to accept that women are capable of it.
ActionAid should promote greater men’s involvement in unpaid care work. Greater involvement could
include taking on the work themselves. It could also include involving men and women in advocacy for
services, utilities, and facilities that would reduce the overall household burden.

Farming and Agriculture Labor Saving Technologies
Societies often divide agricultural labor into women’s work and men’s work. In Rwanda, men take on heavier
work and women take on work that absorbs more time such as planting and growing crops2. Agricultural
tools and technologies are often focused on men’s agricultural tasks, such as clearing fields. Women in
Rwanda may not know about appropriate farm tools or labor saving technologies because of lack of
agricultural advice and infrequent participation in producer organizations. ActionAid could reduce women’s
workload by providing advice and access about these technologies.

Generate Income
The biggest obstacle to market access, and therefore income generation, for male and female farmers is
producing enough to sell. Approximately 83% of respondents said that they only produce enough for their
household’s consumption. The baseline survey revealed a few clear paths, further described in the full report,
to start this discussion about activities to increase incomes.

CRSA Training
There is great potential for CRSA training to boost agricultural yields in POWER’s target communities. 95%
of women and 96% of men rely on agriculture. POWER’s challenge is to deliver the training in a way that
does not add to women’s already heavy workload.

Access to Services
Extension services reach an insufficient number of farmers. The POWER program should bring extension
services to a larger number of farmers in its targeted communities, and set up programs to ensure that
extension service agents value providing services to women as much as men. These services should provide
advice on means of increasing agricultural productivity as well as reducing workload. They should also
address specific issues, such as irrigation and reducing soil salinity, cited by respondents as major problems.

Access to Input Markets
Targeted communities lack access to input markets. Fertilizer is the only input that respondents use. Most
farmers learned about fertilizer from other farmers. 62.9% of men and 70.2% of women make the fertilizer
themselves. 90.7% of men and 93% of women indicated that they did not use any inputs to increase
productivity.

Convert Positive Attitudes to Investment and Action
The Rwandan government actively promotes gender equality and investments that reduce women’s unpaid
care work burden. Men and women in POWER communities believe that men and women are responsible
for care work, and that women should have equal access to income earning opportunities. However, men
often underestimate the amount of work that women manage. Also, traditional views of the division between
men’s work and women’s work still prevails in much of Rwandan society. ActionAid’s challenge is to convert
these positive attitudes into action and investment that creates empowerment for POWER’s specific
communities.
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For example, in the mixed gender focus group in Murundi, participants stated that women plant and grow crops.

Improve Women’s Participation and Leadership in Economic and Community Organizations
The baseline survey recommendations all rely at least in part on women’s active participation in community
organizations. Currently, women do participate in some organizations and say that they feel confident
speaking about issues that are important to them. Still, the types of organizations that women currently
participate in do not sufficiently present opportunities for women to win greater control of community or
household resources, or to ensure that the local agriculture industry is organized with women’s life patterns in
mind. Focusing on organizing women into groups that address women’s issues is insufficient. ActionAid
should also work to ensure that women are better integrated into other, decision making community
organizations.

1.

Introduction

Many societies around the world persist in the traditional view that housework and care giving activities are
women’s work, while men should focus on income generating activities and the self-improvement that
facilitates those activities. Thus, women in these societies are frequently denied control of resources and face
obstacles to realizing their potential as income earners, citizens, and human beings.
ActionAid seeks to participate in transitioning these societies away from this perspective. It works to create
this transition through the economic and political empowerment of women leading to greater gender equality.
The first step in creating this transition is to address the unequal and burdensome workload that women bear.
Women’s unequal workload “imping(es) upon education, restrict(s) opportunities for paid work, put(s)
women at greater risk of gender-based violence and limit(s) women’s participation in decision-making spaces
that affect them.3”
ActionAid seeks to empower women in four countries through the five-year POWER project. The POWER
project’s purpose is to “increase the income of 21,000 women in Ghana, Rwanda, Bangladesh and Pakistan
and their ability to control their income, through practicing Climate Resilient Sustainable Agriculture, better
access to markets and reducing, recognizing and redistributing their Unpaid Care Work.” Specifically,
POWER focused on four integrated areas:
1. The empowerment of women at household and community level, raising awareness of and claiming
their rights;
2. The recognition, redistribution and reduction of Unpaid Care Work which keeps women in the
private sphere;
3. The increase of women’s access to productive resources, markets and knowledge of sustainable
practices, which will ensure women continue to have a livelihood in the longer term, and;
4. Effecting policy and institutional change to provide an enabling environment that supports women’s
economic empowerment.
As a first step in implementing the POWER program, ActionAid hired the International Solutions Group to
conduct a baseline study. The outputs of the baseline study include individual country reports and a summary
global report incorporating data for the four countries. This document is the baseline study for Rwanda.
The purpose of the baseline study was to “collect qualitative and quantitative data on attitudes, knowledge
and behaviours related to women’s empowerment, unpaid care work and sustainable agriculture in Ghana,
Rwanda, Bangladesh and Pakistan.” ActionAid will use the results of the baseline study to design POWER
activities under its four objective areas and to build a monitoring and evaluation system. The baseline study
results will also serve as a point of comparison so that ActionAid can measure POWER’s achievements when
the project is complete.
The following sections of this baseline study detail the methodology that ActionAid and ISG designed to
collect data, the findings produced through the analysis of that data, and ISG’s recommended areas of focus
for POWER’s initiatives.
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POWER baseline study terms of reference

2.

Methodology
2.1. Ethical Principles in Conducting the Baseline Study

ISG works to improve the lives and environment of the people we serve. Accordingly, the baseline study was
guided by the three core principles described below, which are in-line with ActionAid’s Ethical Standards in
Evaluation Activities.
1. Participatory evaluation design and implementation: The maximum number of people who have a stake in
the outcome of a study or evaluation should have a chance to identify risks in conducting the study
and opportunities to suggest ways to reduce those risks. Following this principal, we solicit
comments and input from our clients and their stakeholders on inception and design documents, as
well as data collection and research tools. When clients have created terms of reference, we review
the terms for input from stakeholders and ask for a representative stakeholder review when possible.
2. Respect the rights, privacy and dignity of evaluation stakeholders: ISG aims to minimize risk in evaluation
management and outcomes. The primary aim of our work is to benefit the people who are most
affected by its outcomes. We put the safety, dignity, and privacy of those that participate in our
projects above the rewards that we hope to achieve for ourselves or our firm. As such, we ensure
that survey, interview, and focus group participants are fully informed of the nature and purpose of
the research that we are conducting, obtain their consent before asking any questions or engaging
them in any other research, and allow them the opportunity to deny or remove consent at any point
in the process. We do not use names or identifying information in reports, except in specific
circumstances and then only if the participant is fully informed and in agreement. ISG utilizes secure
data protocols to ensure that respondents’ information is not used in any way beyond that which they
have provided permission. We minimize risk to participants including carefully designing questions
that may recreate traumatic or harmful feelings. Finally, ISG believes that participants in our work
have the right to benefit from it. We work with our clients to produce multiple versions of
documents and materials to facilitate the distribution of results.
3. Informed and reasonable judgements: The work that ISG conducts often influences the distribution of
resources and activities in vulnerable communities. We consult with our clients to ensure that
conclusions are drawn from rigorously vetted evidence, and that following actions are based in
reliable findings. ISG’s evaluators detail the strengths and weaknesses of our methodology and the
limitations of the study given available resources and contextual barriers.
Accordingly, at the inception meeting and subsequent training, ISG and ActionAid discussed particularly
sensitive aspects of the POWER data collection tools, such as questions about domestic violence, access to
economic resources, and other issues that require sensitivity in interviews and discussion groups. We also
worked with National Level Consultants to determine best procedures in each country should reports of
domestic violence or criminal activity be revealed during the data collection process.

2.2. Analytical Framework
The POWER baseline study was built on two analytical frameworks; the Women’s Empowerment in
Agriculture Index (WEAI)4, and the POWER program project indicator matrix. ISG and ActionAid worked
together to modify the WEAI framework to include POWER indicators. The framework matches POWER
outcomes and verifiable indicators with WEAI’s domains. POWER outcomes in the analytical framework
were translated into questions that the baseline was designed to answer to ensure that the study provided
meaningful information to compare against future assessments. Where POWER outcomes described an
4

The WEAI was developed by United States Agency for International Development (USAID), International Food
Policy Research Institute (IFPRI) and the Oxford Poverty and Human Development Initiative (Alkire, et.al., 2013).

activity output that required no baseline, such as “8 new or revised strategy or policy documents from
national, regional or international bodies or bi-lateral donors…” the baseline study sought to provide
information that would provide focus for the content of the output. Figure 1 summarizes the study’s
analytical framework.

FIGURE 1 POWER ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK
POWER Outcome

Baseline Study Indicator(s)
Degree to which women participate/contribute to group
activities

POWER Indicator

WEAI Dimension WEAI Indicator

21,000 women are organised in groups and actively
participating in group activities by the end of the
project

Degree to which women have control of their resources in their
households. Measure of household assets. Measure of
household assets that women own. Measure of household
access to credit. Degree to which women contribute to the 21,000 women in have increased income and ability
decision to take a loan.
to control their income, through practicing CRSA,
accessing markets and reducing,recognising and
Measure of how much input women have into the use of
redistributing unpaid care work.
income generated through agricultural activities. The extent to
To what degree do women which women feel they have control over non-farm economic
demand their rights as
activities, their wages and salary, household expenditures
caregivers and farmers?
Percent of women that have the skills and confidence to
70% of targeted women report increased skills and
demand their rights and report cases of violence by the end of confidence demanding their rights and reporting
the project
cases of violence by the end of the project

Leadership

Group Member

Resources

Ownership of
Assets

Income

Control over and
Use of Income

Leadership

Group Member

Degree to which women have a presence in community
structures

60% of target communities in each country in which
a majority of sampled women report greater
presence of women on community structures by the
end of the project

Leadership

Group Member

Percent of women that regularly participate in community
structures

25% of women regularly participating in community
structures by the end of the project

Leadership

Group Member

70% of duty-bearers, men and women sampled from
Scored attitudes of men and women about the value of unpaid target communities reporting positive attitudes
care work
towards addressing unpaid care work by the end of
the project

Time

Workload

70% of duty-bearers, men and women sampled from
Percentage of duty-bearers, men and women sampled from
target communities reporting positive attitudes
target communities reporting positive attitudes towards
towards addressing unpaid care work by the end of
addressing unpaid care work by the end of the project
the project

Leadership

Group Member

Time

Workload

Production

Input in
Productive
Decisions

Leadership

Group member

To what degree is unpaid
care work is valued by
households, communities, Women's description of the current distribution of time spent on 30% of sampled target households where women
report a positive redistribution of time spent on UCW
and government
unpaid care work
by the end of the project
Amount of time women spend on care giving and income
earning activities

Reduction of at least 15% in the amount of time
women spend on unpaid care work between 2016
and 2019.

30% of sampled women who report having more time
Women's description of the amount of time they spend on
to spend on social, economic or political activities by
social, economic or political activities by the end of the project
the end of the project

How secure and sustainabe
is women's access to markets
and income producing
resources?

What are the policies and
practices that affect women's
ability to earn a living in
agriculture?

Degree to which women report regular access to markets

60% of women report increased, more regular
access to markets by the end of the project

Resources

Ownership of
Assets

Amount of yields women produce from agricultural activities

60% of women report increased, more regular
access to markets by the end of the project

Production

Autonomy in
Production

Amount of women's income

30% of sampled women who report an increase in
their income by the end of the project

Resources

Ownership of
Assets

8 new or revised strategy or policy documents from
national, regional or international bodies or bi-lateral
Description of national policies related to women’s unpaid care donors that address gender inequality facing rural
work
women including disproportionate burden of unpaid
care work and its impact on sustainable farming
techniques and women’s economic empowerment

Leadership

Group Member

Duty bearer opinions about the need for investment to reduce
UCW

75% of local and national duty bearers surveyed who
agree that greater support and investment is needed
to reduce UCW by the end of the project

Leadership

Group Member

Degree to which women report having the confidence to
advocate for their own interests

Increase in national policy support for interventions
that reduces women’s unpaid care work as assessed
by key external experts in each country, by the end
of the project

Leadership

Group Member

2.3. Data Collection Tools
The Baseline Study used a combination of qualitative and quantitative data collection methods. These
methods collected information that will serve as a point of comparison as ActionAid seeks to
measure the project’s progress. Qualitative data collection methods add context and details to make
sure progress toward quantitative goals is also meaningful. The data collection tools that informed
the baseline study are:





A desk review of project documents and other secondary research.
A modified version of the Women’s Empowerment in Agriculture Index household survey.
Key Information Interviews
Focus Group Discussions

Desk Review
ISG conducted a desk review that included previous project reports, and documents, reviews of
academic papers, documents related to women’s empowerment and livelihood issues, and interviews
with ActionAid staff in preparation for the in country data collection. The evaluation team also
reviewed secondary research to gather background and context information for the country and
global reports.

Household Survey
ISG modified the WEAI survey to include POWER specific indicators. We also tailored the survey
for each country to ensure that questions asked for responses appropriate for each local context.
Examples of issues that were tailored include response options that list household assets, mention
specific agricultural activities, and community group categories.
Two main factors guided the creation of the survey. The first was the POWER indicators. The
survey captured information that set baseline values for those indicators. The second important
characteristic was the reality governing the implementation of the survey’s broad and sensitive
subject matter. ISG sought to make the survey as concise as possible to ensure that the data
collection team could comply with the required sample size, avoid respondent and interviewer fatigue
that comes with conducting a long survey, and complete data collection within a reasonable
timeframe and budget. One way we kept the survey concise was by limiting survey subject matter to
questions that were directly connected to indicators. Thus, for example, on issues such as domestic
violence, the topic of food security and hunger were not included. We also limited questions about
agricultural practices to those directly related to the POWER indicator framework.
Also, we conducted the survey electronically using Open Data Kit software installed on handheld
tablet computers. ODK was combined with software called ValiData, which cleaned data in real time
and ensured that enumerators asked questions correctly and entered data correctly. Using ODK in
combination with ValiData greatly reduced the amount of time required to complete each survey.

Key Informant Interviews and Focus Groups Discussions
The National Baseline Consultant oversaw Key Informant Interviews and Focus group Discussions
during and after the delivery of the household survey. The purpose of these activities was to provide
context and depth to the data collected in the survey. The results of the interviews and focus groups
provided context and explanation around quantitative data. The combination of survey, interview,
and focus group results will inform ActionAid’s assumptions designing interventions to address the
findings of the household survey.
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Key Informant Interviews focused on POWER indicators that are more difficult to measure through
surveys, such as the attitude of duty-bearers towards unpaid care work. Interviews allowed data
collectors to explore why people hold certain attitudes and what might be done to change them.
They also aimed to uncover reasons behind obstacles to resource control and what might be done to
overcome them. While the interviews did not provide statistically representative information, they
provided a basis for assumptions that project managers may monitor and check during project
implementation.

2.4. Data Collector Selection
ISG submitted a TOR for data collectors to assist ActionAid staff in recruiting a Rwandan national
consultant to manage data collection and provide analysis for the study. The national consultant
determined the number of enumerators that were needed to conduct the study, and managed the
logistics required for data collection. ISG provided training to the national consultant, who then
trained enumerators. The training focused on proper interview skills and fluency in coding responses.
ISG will provide training to data collectors. It also covered the asking of sensitive questions.
The WEAI portion of the survey required male and female enumerators to work in pairs. At each
household, the female enumerator interviewed the female household respondent, and the male
enumerator was matched with the male respondent. This matching helped to increase the accuracy
of respondents, especially around sensitive topics.

2.5. Data Collection Coordination
ISG provided the national consultant with a household survey implementation guide, key informant
interview guide, focus group discussion guide, training materials for data collectors, and other
information as requested. ISG and national consultants held weekly calls over Skype to track baseline
study progress and address any issues as they arose. The national consultant coordinated and collated
data as it was collected. He also provided secondary research required country report.

2.6. Household Survey Sample Selection
The population for the survey was dual adult (male and female) households and female headed
households in the ActionAid engaged communities of Rwanda. The National Level Consultant, in
consultation with data collectors and ActionAid staff, randomly selected 500 households to ensure
that a representative sample of households at the program and district levels completed surveys.
The POWER project’s targeted beneficiary population is 7,000 farmers located in Musanze, Karongi,
Nyanza, Gisagara and Nyaruguru districts. These 7000 farmers comprise 6000 female farmers and
1000 male farmers. The geographical distribution of the farms is found in the table 1:
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TABLE 1 GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF BENEFICIARIES
Districts

Women

Men

Nyaruguru

600

100

Gisagara

1,620

270

Nyanza

1,620

270

Karongi

1,080

180

Musanze

1,080

180

Total

6,000

1,000

The POWER baseline survey sought to interview 500 households. Respondents to the survey were
one man and one woman that live together in the same household5, equaling 1,000 total respondents.
To select the sample for the Rwanda study, the 500 households were allocated across the POWER
program’s five targeted districts. The 500 households were allocated proportional to the population
of each district. The largest number of surveys was conducted in Nyanza, because it is the most
populous district, and the least were conducted in Nyarunguru.
Within each district, we selected villages in which to conduct the survey. The strategy was to conduct
the survey in 20 households per village. To determine the number of villages we needed to visit in
each district, we divided each district’s interview target by 20. We then randomly selected each
district’s required number of villages. As we were conducting 500 household interviews, we visited 25
villages total.
The national consultant used an exhaustive list of households to select survey respondents. First,
households were selected randomly between the first households on the list and the household
corresponding to the total number of all households within the villages divided by 20. For example, if
there were 200 households, the first household was selected between the first house on the list, and
the tenth house on the list. Following the selection of the first household, sampling proceeded as
follows:
1) Divide the total number of households in the village by 20 to get a step.
2) Take the first household in the village and count out the step number to find the respondent
household.
3) From that respondent, count out the step to find the second and so on until the target
number of households is reached.
The final distribution of survey respondents is found in table 2. The survey sample goals were met
sufficiently to ensure statistical reliability of data collected.
5

The WEAI Instruction Guide provides definitions of households and directions for selecting household
respondents
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TABLE 2 DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENT HOUSEHOLDS BY DISTRICT
Province

District
name

Community

Number of
households

Number of
male
respondents

Number of
female
respondents

Southern province

Nyanza

Busamana

67

57

67

Mukingo

39

39

39

Rwabucuma

54

53

54

Kibirizi

40

39

40

Gushumbi

58

56

58

Muganza

40

40

40

Nyarunguru

Ruheru

40

40

40

Musanze

Muko

38

37

38

Shingiro

40

39

40

Murundi

40

40

40

Gitesi

40

39

40

496

479

496

Gisagara

Northern province

Western province

Karongi

Total

2.7. Women’s Empowerment in Agriculture Index Household Survey
The baseline study used a modified version of the Women’s Empowerment in Agriculture Index
(WEAI) household survey. The WEAI was developed jointly by United States Agency for
International Development (USAID), International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI) and the
Oxford Poverty and Human Development Initiative (Alkire, et.al., 2013). The WEAI measures the
extent of women’s empowerment, agency, and inclusion in agriculture. Its concept of empowerment
is defined as the characteristics of five domains known as the Five Domains of Empowerment in
Agriculture (5DE). The 5DE are:
1) Production: Exclusive or joint decision making about farming, livestock, and fisheries.
2) Resources: Ownership, access to, and decision making about land, livestock, agricultural
equipment, consumer durables, and credit.
3) Income: Exclusive or joint control over income.
4) Leadership: Membership in groups and ability to speak in public.
5) Time use: Time spent in productive and domestic tasks.
In this survey, we use eight indicators to measure women’s empowerment in five domains. Table 3
provides an overview of the eight indictors and the inadequacy cut-offs for each indicator. The five
domains are assigned an equal weight of 1/5 and within each domain, the indicators are assigned
equal weights. For example, three indicators measure the domain for Resources. So each of the three
indicators are assigned a weight of 1/15.
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We used the Abbreviated WEAI questionnaire as outlined in the Abbreviated WEAI Instructional
Guide (Malapit et al 2015), and included two additional questions from the original WEAI survey
(Alkire, et al, 2013). Additional questions include the indicators on the purchase, sale, or transfer of
assets, and speaking in public.

Individual Empowerment Score or Five Domains of Empowerment:
For each of the eight indicators, an individual is empowered if her achievement is adequate.
Adequacy is defined as exceeding the adequacy cut off for the particular indicator shown in table 3
(Malapit, et al., 2015). The individual empowerment score, or the Five Domains of Empowerment
(5DE) is the weighted average of the eight indictors using the weights given to each indicator.

Gender Parity Index:
The Gender Parity Index (GPI) represents the percentage of women who are equally empowered as
men in the household, and the extent of equality in the 5DE. The GPI can be increased by either
increasing the percentage of women who are as empowered as men in the household, or by
decreasing the extent of inequality in the 5DE (Alkire, et al, 2013). The total WEAI is then calculated
as the weighted sum of the country level 5DE and the GPI.
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TABLE 3 DOMAINS, INDICATORS, INADEQUACY CUT OFFS, AND WEIGHTS IN THE WOMEN’S EMPOWERMENT IN AGRICULTURE INDEX
Domain

Indicators

Inadequacy cut off

Weights assigned

Production

Input in agricultural productive
decisions

Inadequate if individual participates in agricultural
production BUT does not have at least some input in
decisions; or she does not make the decisions nor feels she
could.

1/5

Resources

Ownership of assets

Inadequate if household does not own any asset or if
household owns the type of asset BUT she/he does not
own most of it alone

1/15

Purchase, sale, or transfer of
assets

Inadequate if household does not own any asset or
household owns the type of asset BUT she does not
participate in the decisions about it

1/15

Access to and decisions on credit

Inadequate if household has no credit OR used a source of
credit BUT she/he did not participate in ANY decisions
about it

1/15

Income

Control over use of income

Inadequate if participates in activity BUT has no input or
little input in decisions about income generated, or does
not feels she/he can make decisions regarding wage
employment and major household expenditures

1/5

Leadership

Group membership

Inadequate if is not part of AT LEAST ONE group;
inadequate if no groups reported in community

1/10

Speaking in public

Inadequate if not comfortable speaking in public or have
not spoken up in public in last 3 months

1/10

Workload

Inadequate if works more than 10.5 hours a day

1/5

Time

Source: WEAI Instructional Guide (2013), A-WEAI Instructional Guide (2015)

2.8. Description of Survey Respondents
51 percent of all respondents are women. 6 percent of heads of household are women. Table 4
shows that the average ages of men and women are 44 and 40, respectively. Nine percent of men are
disabled compared to 5 percent of women.

TABLE 4 HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD BY GENDER
Men

Women

Total

Percentage
of women

451

29

480

6.0%

Second Household Member

28

467

495

94.3%

Total

479

496

975

50.9%

Head of Household

TABLE 5 RELATION TO THE HOUSEHOLD HEAD AMONG SECOND HOUSEHOLD MEMBER
RESPONDENTS

Relation To Head
Spouse (Wife/Husband)
Child (Son/Daughter)
Parent/Parent In-Law
Grandchild
Brother/Sister/In-Law
Number of observations

Men

Women

5.0
72.5
14.4
1.2
6.8
27

99.0
1.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
451

The following data provides a description of the average respondent.
TABLE 6 HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS AND CHARACTERISTICS OF PRIMARY
RESPONDENTS

Main Religion Of Household
No Religion
Catholic
Protestant
Other Christian
Islam/Muslim
Other

All
0.9
39.0
53.3
5.1
1.0
0.6
480
Men

Number of households
Literacy of primary respondent
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Women

Cannot Read Or Write
Can Sign Only
Can Read Only
Can Read And Write

Number of primary respondents
Highest Education Qualification of primary respondent
No School
Primary Level 1-3
Primary Level 4-6
Secondary Level 1-3
O Level
Secondary Level 4-6
University Or Above
Technical Or Vocational
Adult Literacy Only
Koranic Religious Only

Number of primary respondents
What Is Your Employment Status In The Last 7 Days?
Worked For Pay
Worked Without Pay
Did Not Work In Last 7 Days, But Has Job
Did Not Work In Last 7 Days But Is Looking For Job
Did Not Work For Other Reason (student, retired, house work,
disabled, don’t need to, other)

Number of primary respondents
Current Main Occupation
Agricultural Day Laborer
Other Wage Labor
Salaried Worker
Self-Employment
Farming
Livestock/Poultry

Number of primary respondents

19.0
9.2
4.5
67.4
451
Men
10.2
19.1
56.0
5.7
1.3
5.1
1.0
0.3
0.9
0.3
363
Men
66.8
27.2
0.6
1.3

24.1
15.2
2.2
58.5
29
Women
22.9
19.8
45.5
0.0
0.0
4.6
0.0
0.0
0.0
7.2
22
Women
43.9
24.6
0.0
11.0

4.2

20.5

451
Men
9.5
2.1
2.8
4.9
79.8
0.9
433

29
Women
33.3
0.0
0.0
4.4
62.3
0.0
23

Weights used.

2.9. Key Informant Interviews and Focus Group Discussion Sample

Selection
The national consultant conducted five Key Informant Interviews. The interviews focused on Power
indicators related to duty-bearers knowledge and opinions of unpaid care work. Interviews allowed
data collectors to explore why people hold certain attitudes and what might be done to change them.
They also aimed to uncover reasons behind obstacles to resource control and what might be done to
overcome them. While the interviews did not provide statistically representative information, they
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provided a basis for assumptions that project managers may monitor and check during project
implementation.
The national consultant and his team conducted twenty focus group discussions. The groups were
organized by gender; all male, all female, or mixed. Focus Group Discussions serve as a sounding
board for the findings that come out of secondary research, and the assumptions included in the
project’s logic model. Focus Group Discussions included 4-6 people in a semi-structured discussion.
They lasted approximately 90 minutes to ensure enough time for rich discussion while respecting the
busy lives of focus group participants. The Focus Groups provide a check on baseline assumptions
and provide a model for monitoring during project implementation.

2.10.

Data Synthesis, Coding, and Analysis

Following data collection, ISG cleaned the data to make sure that it was error free and consistent.
Particularly, we will make sure that there are no duplicate entries, that all reported values are within
expected ranges, the response codes match the correct questions, and that the distribution of missing
responses is within acceptable limits. We will also check time use information to make sure it
matches parameters.
Once the data was clean we coded the data for analysis. First, ISG tailored the WEAI Stata files to
accommodate the POWER information not included in the original WEAI survey. Next, the survey
data was converted into Stata compatible files and uploaded for analysis.
In addition to using the surveys to calculate WEAI scores for each country and region, ISG used the
data to set baseline scores for each POWER indicator. ISG built an excel workbook to do this
analysis. ActionAid will have the option of adapting the workbook to its monitoring and evaluation
system for mid-project and final evaluation impact measurement.
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3.

Findings

The findings section of the report details POWER’s outcomes and indicators as provided in the
program’s indicator framework. The section starts with an analysis of women’s empowerment in
POWER’s targeted communities. Following that analysis, the section describes each of POWER’s
four outcomes, the POWER program’s target indicators under each outcome, and the baseline
findings for each indicator’s.

3.1. Overall Women’s Empowerment in Agriculture Index Score
As described in the methodology section of this report, the WEAI measures individual
empowerment for men and women who work in the agriculture sector. It also measures the
difference in levels of empowerment between men and women. These measures are based on the
cumulative responses to questions asked about the WEAI’s five domains and eight indicators (table
3). In this section, we will discuss the individual empowerment score, gender parity score, and
overall WEAI score for ActionAid Rwanda’s POWER communities. The relevance of each score to
POWER’s specific components are discussed in the sections describe each POWER outcome.

3.1.1. Individual Empowerment in POWER Communities
The WEAI defines an individual as empowered if he or she has achieved adequacy in at least 80% of
the WEAI’s indicators. The indicators and definition of adequacy is described in table 3. The overall
score for POWER targeted communities in Rwanda is a calculation based on the weighted average of
empowered individuals, disempowered individuals, and the percentage of WEAI dimensions in
which individuals are disempowered. For a further description of the score, please see Annex 4.

5 Domains of Empowerment
The 5DE score indicates the severity of individual’s disempowerment. The closer a score is to 1, the
greater the level of individual empowerment in a population. A score close to 1 could indicate a
population in which a small proportion of the population has inadequate scores across the five
domains and eight indicators. For example, if only 10% of the population had inadequate scores,
even if the scores indicated that that 10% was severely disempowered, the 5DE score would be
approximately 0.90 5DE. A score close to 1 could also indicate that a large proportion of the
population has inadequate scores, but the degree of inadequacy is small. For instance in a population
that has 50 percent inadequacy, but the individual scores just miss the adequacy mark, would receive
about a 0.95 5DE score.
In POWER Rwanda communities, the average value for women’s Five Domains of Empowerment
score is 0.73 (Top portion of table 4). 66.1% of women are not empowered across all of the five
domains. The weighted score of achievement in the domains for disempowered women is 40
percent, indicating that they are highly disempowered.
Men’s Five Domains of Empowerment Score is 0.78. Furthermore, 60.4 percent of men are not
empowered across all of the five domains. The weighted score of achievement in the domains for
disempowered men is 37 percent. This indicates that a large portion of men are also severely
disempowered, although less so than women.
We will discuss what these scores mean for the POWER project in more detail in sections 5.2
through 5.5, which discuss POWER’s intended outcomes.
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Disempowerment Index
The disempowerment index (calculated by subtracting empowerment index from 1; (table 4) can be
deconstructed into the contribution of each indicator to overall disempowerment, as presented in
figure 2. The larger the contribution of the indicator, the larger the extent of disempowerment in that
particular domain.
FIGURE 2 CONTRIBUTION OF EACH INDICATOR TO DISEMPOWERMENT
0.30

Workload

Disempowerment Index

0.25

Speaking in public
Group member

0.20

Control over use of income
0.15

Access to and decisions on
credit
0.10

Purchase, sale, or transfer of
assets
Ownership of assets

0.05

Input in productive decisions
0.00
Women

Men

As the figure demonstrates, for women and men, workload is the largest contributor to
disempowerment. In other words, people’s ability to improve their standard of living and/or quality
of life is most constrained by their productive and reproductive workload6. The second contributor
to disempowerment is control over the use of income. These results are discussed in greater detail in
the following sections.

3.1.2. Gender Parity
The WEAI also measures gender equality. Whereas the 5DE score measures the overall adequacy of
empowerment that individuals need to prosper in their agricultural communities, the Gender Parity
score demonstrates the difference in empowerment between men and women. It is calculated using
the percentage of women that score the same or higher than men on the 5DE, the percentage of
women that score lower, and the average difference between men and the women who score lower.
The calculation is provided in Annex 4.
6

“Productive work” in WEAI terminology includes income-generating and agricultural activities, such as
employment, self-employment, farming, livestock, fishing, post-harvest, weaving, sewing, textile care, and
traveling and commuting. This term corresponds roughly to ActionAid’s Time Diary categories of “Paid
Work” and “Productive Work,” when taken together. “Reproductive work” includes cooking, fetching
wood, fetching water, domestic work, care of children, care of adults, and eldercare. Reproductive work
generally corresponds to the ActionAid Time Diary category of “Unpaid Care Work.”
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The Gender Parity Index for POWER Rwanda is 0.90. While men and women experience high
levels of disempowerment in POWER communities, women are less empowered then men. 44
percent of women do not have the same level of empowerment as the men in their households. The
average empowerment gap between women without gender parity and males in their households is
0.24, indicating that these women score significantly lower on key aspects of empowerment.

3.1.3. Overall WEAI Score
The overall WEAI score is a measurement of the extent of women’s empowerment, agency, and
inclusion in agriculture. It is used to measure the progress of a particular population in promoting
women’s empowerment, and is useful as a point of comparison across communities, regions, and
countries.
The WEAI score for the provinces in Rwanda where ActionAid will implement the POWER
program is 0.79 (table 7). The WEAI score for Rwanda nationwide was 0.91, suggesting that women
in POWER program communities are less empowered than women in Rwanda as a whole (USAID,
2014). The WEAI score is a weighted average of the 5DE score and GPI score. The 5DE score is
favored, receiving 90 percent of the weight, with the GPI score receiving 10 percent of the weight. In
other words, the score measures overall empowerment taking into consideration the difference
between men and women.
One goal of POWER is to move its targeted communities toward a WEAI score of 1. In the
remainder of this report, we discuss what ActionAid can do to promote that progress.

TABLE 7 POWER RWANDA BASELINE WEAI OVERALL AND COMPONENTS SCORE
Indicator

Women

Men

Five domains of empowerment (5DE)

0.73

0.78

Disempowerment Index (M0 = 1-5DE =
H*A)

0.27

0.22

Number of observations

416

432

Percentage of respondents not achieving
empowerment (H)

66.1

60.4

Mean disempowerment score for not yet
empowered (A)

0.40

0.37

Gender Parity Index (GPI)

0.90

Number of dual adult households

387

Percentage of women not achieving gender
parity

43.7%

Average Empowerment Gap

0.24

WEAI score

0.79

Authors’ calculations. Weights used.
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3.2. Outcome 1: Women’s Household and Community Empowerment
Outcome 1: By the end of 2020, 6000 rural women are organized and are able to demand their rights
as farmers and care-providers, and have greater influence in their households and communities.
Outcome 1 is disaggregated into four indicators:





6000 women are organized in groups and actively participating in group activities by the end
of the project.
70 percent of targeted women that report increased skills and confidence demanding their
rights and reporting cases of violence by the end of the project.
50 percent of women report having greater control over resources in their households by the
end of the project.
60 percent of targeted communities in each country in which a majority of sampled women
report greater presence of women on community structures by the end of the project.

To measure the baseline for these indicators, the baseline study survey researched women’s
membership and active participation in community groups, women’s confidence speaking in public,
and women’s control over household resources to inform.

3.2.1. Group Membership and Participation
Target: 6000 women are organized in groups and actively participating in group activities by the end
of the project
Baseline: Participation is low in the types of groups that work toward results under outcome 1.
Women seem less aware than men of the existence of agricultural producer’s groups in their
community, which could account for their lack of participation in those groups.

Group Membership and Participation Description
Men and women participate actively in community organizations in about equal proportion, however
they do not participate in the same types of groups. Men are slightly more active in agricultural
producer groups and mutual help/insurance groups. Women are more active in credit groups,
religious groups, and women’s rights advocacy groups (table 8).
TABLE 8 PERCENTAGE OF WOMEN THAT ACTIVELY PARTICIPATE IN VARIOUS GROUPS
Group

%

Agricultural producers' group

12.8%

Credit or microfinance group

44.8%

Mutual help or insurance group

25.8%

Religious group

26.7%

Women's rights/advocacy group

6.7%

Other group

6.8%

Number of respondents

496
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Our survey asked all respondents, men and women, which of the following types of organizations
were present in their community:












Agricultural / livestock/ fisheries producer’s group (including marketing groups)
Water users’ group
Forest users’ group
Credit or microfinance group (including SACCOs/merry-go-rounds/ VSLAs)
Mutual help or insurance group (including burial societies)
Trade and Business Association
Civic groups (improving community) or charitable group (helping others)
Religious group
Women’s Rights, Advocacy group
Other women’s or men’s group
Any other group

Survey respondents indicated that the most common groups in their communities were Credit or
Microfinance Groups (77%), Agricultural/livestock/fishery producer groups (62%), Mutual Help or
Insurance groups (52%), and Religious Groups (49%), and Women’s Rights/Advocacy groups (29%)
(table 9). Notably, 71 percent of men state that there are agricultural producers’ group in the
community compared to 54 percent of women. Since the survey was conducted in the same
communities, this result indicates a lack of awareness of female respondents about the existence of
producers’ groups.
TABLE 9: PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS THAT SAID EACH TYPE OF ASSOCIATION EXISTED
IN THEIR COMMUNITY
Men

Women

All

Agricultural producers' group

71.2%

53.6%

62.2%

Water users' group

5.1%

4.9%

5.0%

Forest users' group

5.8%

3.0%

4.4%

Credit or microfinance group

74.2%

79.8%

77.0%

Mutual help or insurance group

50.2%

52.8%

51.5%

Trade and business association
group
Civic group

12.3%

12.4%

12.3%

17.1%

11.4%

14.2%

Religious group

51.1%

47.1%

49.0%

Women's rights/advocacy group

32.8%

24.7%

28.7%

Other group

13.9%

16.3%

15.1%

479

496

975

Number of respondents

25

Focus group decisions described the community groups, called CARE or Intambwe groups, they
actively participated in. Local government authorities most often organized the community groups,
though some focus groups mentioned the Faith Victory Association as the organizer.
Women most often mentioned the following benefits of participating:










Sharing constructive ideas and
Receiving health insurance, sufficient
Food for the family because of cultivating vegetables
Reduction of family conflicts
Reduced isolation.
Access to needed money
Participation in savings schemes.
Group problem solving
Group discussions about nutrition and health

Some women’s groups received animals and seeds. Others participated in infrastructure and utilities
development. Women were also given training meant to improve their confidence in visiting health
centers and reporting gender based violence.
Though the groups were open to all community members, they were mostly composed of women.
Women frequently made of the leadership of the care groups. One focus group participant in
Rwabicuma explained that “the women are the ones who spoke up more because most of the
projects target women.” However, women did not dominate all of these groups. For example, in an
all-male focus group in Kibirizi, a participant mentioned that “In the meetings, everyone can speak
easily but in many cases, the men are the ones who spoke up mainly. The reason is the women still
fear and they are not confident with themselves.”

3.2.2. Skills and Confidence Demanding Rights and Reporting Cases of Violence
Target: 70 percent of targeted women that report increased skills and confidence demanding their
rights and reporting cases of violence by the end of the project.
Baseline Finding: The WEAI survey showed that speaking in public was not a significant
contributor to disempowerment. Women in targeted communities say that they feel comfortable
speaking publicly on issues that they find important. A higher percentage of men say that speak
publicly, although the percentage of women that feel comfortable (74%) is high.
Men speak publicly much more frequently than women do. 52 percent of men said that they have
spoken publicly in the last three months, compared to 30 percent of women. Women indicated in
focus groups that they feel comfortable in groups that have all or mostly female participation, but
may not in male-dominated groups. ActionAid’s activities under this target should focus on
providing more frequent opportunities for women to speak on important issues and providing
incentives for women to take advantage of those opportunities.

Skills and Confidence Description
Confidence in speaking publicly about important issues is a crucial component of one’s ability to
demand civil rights. Our survey asked respondents how comfortable they felt speaking in public
about issues that were important to them, their family or their community as shown in table 10.
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Overall, nearly 78 percent of respondents said they speak publicly on important issues, with 61
percent saying they do so comfortably. There was a disparity between men and women’s comfort
level. Still, over 74 percent of women said they speak publicly and 57 percent said they do so
comfortably. 52 percent of men have spoken in public in the last 3 months compared to 30 percent
of women. Focus group discussions revealed that women feel most confident when the topic of
discussion is woman’s betterment or another issue directly related to women, or when the majority of
the group is female. When women do not speak up, the most common reason identified in focus
groups was fear or lack of confidence. A female focus group participant in Muko stated, “women
don’t participate in decision making roles because mainly of lack of confidence in themselves and
ignorance. They need training from the local authorities on the advantages of being in groups for
men and women.”
TABLE 10 COMFORT LEVEL SPEAKING PUBLICALLY
Men

Women

Not at all comfortable

20.1

25.6

Yes but with difficulty

14.8

17.3

Yes comfortably

65.1

57.1

Number of respondents

479

496

TABLE 11 IN THE LAST 3 MONTHS, HAVE YOU SPOKEN IN PUBLIC ABOUT ANYTHING
IMPORTANT TO YOU, YOUR FAMILY, OR YOUR COMMUNITY?

Yes
Number of respondents

Men

Women

51.8%

29.9%

479

496

Reporting Violence
Worldwide, researchers approach the study of violence against women with apprehension. The
POWER baseline study illustrates why that apprehension exists and why it may not be a good idea to
embark on a study of violence against a specific group of women without adequate preparation,
resources, and training. The difficulties with studying the issue are several.
First is the issue of definition. Does the indicator seek to measure all acts that threaten, endanger, or
subordinate a woman, or only acts that prevent the woman from participating in public and
economic life? In terms of reporting acts of violence, report to whom? Would the authorities receive
reports with the seriousness they deserve? What is the intended result of such reporting? Also, how
does this component relate to the activities of the program?
Secondly, studying violence against women carries with it many methodological difficulties. Acts of
violence often happen in intimate contexts or have a sexual motivation that may imbue the victim
with feelings of guilt and/or shame. Consequently, successful research in this area requires
developing specialized data collection tools and specialized training for enumerators. The data
collection tools developed for POWER use broad inquiries into access to public resources and
economic life. They were not appropriate for delving into the intimate details of respondents’ lives.
The baseline survey did include a question about violence against women. The results illustrate how
difficult it is to obtain accurate information on this topic. In an effort to determine if violence against
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women was an obstacle to market access for female farmers, we asked “In the last 12 months, how
often have you been physically threatened or felt physically threatened on your way to or from the
markets?” Respondents could answer that they were or felt threatened every time, most of the time,
about half of the time, rarely, or never. 96% of female respondents said they never felt or were
threatened.
One could interpret the high percentage of women who answered “never” to this question several
ways. One interpretation might be Rwanda is an unusually safe country for women. This is possible
given Rwanda’s relative gender equality. However, it is unlikely at such a high level. In two of the
baseline study’s all female focus group discussion in Gishubi, women reported that gender based
violence was observed on the farm. Other studies, including the Social Institutions and Gender
Equality Index (SIGI), report that 56% of women report experiencing physical violence at some
point in their lifetime7. Another interpretation is that very few women visit the market to sell
products. This reading may be correct as we found the biggest impediment to market access was
producing enough of a surplus for market, rather than any direct obstacle to accessing markets or
customers. However you interpret the result, it illustrates the difficulty of discovering the nature of
violence against women by including a few questions in a general household survey.
That said, other organizations have examined the issue of reporting gender based violence. US
Department of State’s Human Rights Report contains a section describing discrimination against
women, including the degree to which women are protected under the law from gender based
violence, and specifically rape and domestic abuse. In Rwanda, all forms of rape are a crime,
including spousal rape. Domestic violence is also a crime, though it remains common. The SIGI also
reports that “60.8% of women who experienced violence in their lifetime never sought help.”
Three of the four POWER program outcomes address very different and complex topics; Household
and Community Empowerment, Unpaid Care Work, and Agricultural Productivity. If ActionAid
wishes to also include violence against women in the program, it must define this indicator more
specifically, decide if it is an integral part of the POWER program, and determine if it has the
resources to address it properly.

3.2.3. Control Over Resources
Target: 50 percent of women report having greater control over resources in their households by the
end of the project.
Baseline Finding: Households in targeted communities lack economic resources. Women and men
have access to very few income generating activities. They spend most of their time producing food
for their household’s consumption. A small percentage produce cash crops or engage in non-farm
labor. Women participate in decision-making about household economic activities at a lower rate
than men, and have less decision-making power about the use of income. Women also lack
confidence in their ability to make decisions about economic activities.
It is difficult for men and women to access credit. Women and men in households most often make
decisions about when to take a loan jointly, however men are more likely to make the decision
themselves than women are. This holds true for decisions about what to do with the loan once it is
received. Women are more optimistic about the ability to borrow from friends or relatives than men.
However, they are more pessimistic about the ability to obtain credit from NGOs, formal and

7

http://www.genderindex.org/country/rwanda
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informal banks than men. This may indicate that women require basic financial literacy training and
greater access to formal financial institutions.
Households in targeted communities are asset poor. However, men are more likely to live in
households that own relatively more assets, such as agricultural land, livestock, consumer durables,
and means of transportation, than households in which female respondents live. The difference
illustrates the relative poverty of female-headed households. Women live in households with more
non-mechanized farm equipment.
Decision-making about the sale or rental of household assets is fairly equal between men and
women.

Control Over Resources Description
Activities under Outcome 1 aim to assist women in gaining more equal control over household
resources. To understand how women might gain more control over these resources, the baseline
survey inventoried important categories of household and business assets. We asked men and women
to what degree they owned those assets and how decisions were made in households about the use,
sale, rent, or disposal of those assets.
Access to productive assets also means access to banks and financial services. The baseline survey
asked respondents which types of lending institutions they had in their communities, which they
borrowed money from, who made the decision to borrow, and how their households made decisions
about use of credit.

Income Generating Activities
The baseline survey asked all respondents whether they had participated in specific economic
activities in the last 12 months as presented in Table 12. Most respondents (86% of men and 80% of
women) participated in food crop farming, but only few participated in cash crop farming (9% of
men and 6% of women). About half the respondents engaged in livestock rearing. Only a small
percentage of respondents are involved in non-farm, income-generating activities or wage
employment, suggesting the limited opportunities for paid work.
TABLE 12 PARTICIPATION IN ECONOMIC ACTIVITY
Men

Women

Food crop farming

85.8%

79.6%

Cash crop farming

8.8%

6.2%

Livestock or poultry raising

50.9%

51.9%

Non-farm economic activities (running a business, self-employment, selling
goods)
Wage and salary employment

11.6%

12.0%

6.4%

6.2%

Fishing or fishpond culture

0.3%

0.5%

Number Of Economic activities In Which Individual Participates

1.64

1.56

Number Of Agricultural Activities In Which Individual Participates

1.46

1.38

479

496

Did you participate in activity X in last 12 months?

Number of respondents

29

The survey demonstrated that men feel more empowered to take decisions about income-generating
activities than women. This result was reinforced in focus group discussions. Focus groups
frequently said that, “When there is an issue of money, they discuss together and find the common
solution.8” However, they also said that during a disagreement, men will claim that everything in the
house is theirs. They also stated, “Women seem to be without value and at any time they can be
forced to go away without anything. When the woman decides to stay because of force, it is a case of
gender based violence.”
Men had a variety of opinions. Some expressed that decision-making was equal in their household,
stating “The role is the same for men and women in decision making about money and also women
are allowed to start a business, which can bring money to the household9.” However, others had the
opinion that, “The man is one who decides on problems to spend money on and the woman is aware
the decision made by the man is good for her.”
As we describe in section 4.3.2, there is often a difference in perception of women’s control over
resources. Men in focus groups were more likely to say things like, “The proportion of families where
men and women don’t take decision together is around 2 percent10,” or, “On problems regarding
money, man and woman make the decision together in 80/100 of families11.” Women were more
like to make comments like, “When there is a problem regarding money, man and woman take
decision together at a proportion of 10 percent. When a woman gets money, the husband needs all
money, but when a man acquires money, he spends it without consulting the woman and this causes
family conflicts.” Those perceptions do not universally hold true, and were reversed in some focus
groups.
The survey data is summarized in the following tables. Table 13 shows who is involved in making
decisions about specific economic activities. Most respondents claim that decisions are made jointly.
Still, the proportion of women who say that they are involved in decision making is lower than men
for all activities. Further, the proportion of respondents who claim that they are the sole decisionmaker is higher for men than women for every activity.
Table 14 shows the extent to which respondents feel they are capable of making decisions about each
economic activity. Most men feel that they are competent to make decisions to a medium or high
extent across all activities. The percentage of women who state they cannot make decisions is much
higher than men for every activity. For example, approximately 45 percent of women feel that cannot
make decisions about food crop farming and livestock raising at all, compared to only about 15
percent of men.
Table 15 gives respondents’ perception of the degree of their input in the decision making for the
activities they participated in. Men are more likely to give input in most or all decisions across all
activities, compared to less than half of the women. About half of the female respondents state that
they have input into some decisions. We find similar results in table 16, which describes decisions
about the use of income generated from the activity.

8

Female Focus group discussion in Rwabicuma.
Male Focus group discussion in Rwabicuma.
10
Male Focus group discussion in Muko
11
Male Focus group discussion in Muganza
9
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TABLE 13 WHEN DECISIONS ARE MADE REGARDING FOOD CROP FARMING, WHO IS IT THAT NORMALLY TAKES DECISIONS?
Food crop farming

Cash crop farming

Livestock raising

Non-farm economic
activities
Men
Women

Wage and salary
employment
Men
Women

Men

Women

Men

Women

Men

Women

Self

10.7

7.9

15.0

5.7

10.7

5.8

21.1

16.6

33.6

9.0

Spouse/partner

5.0

12.2

4.6

26.2

3.0

12.6

4.3

11.9

0.0

10.2

Self with spouse jointly

77.2

77.6

80.5

68.0

76.8

78.6

66.1

67.4

66.4

72.9

Self with others

4.3

1.5

6.4

2.1

8.4

4.0

Spouse with others

0.8

0.0

0.8

0.0

Other people

1.9

0.8

2.3

0.8

0.0

7.9

Total

100

100

100

100

100

100

100

100

100

100

Self or self with others

92.3

87.0

95.4

73.8

93.9

86.6

95.7

88.1

100.0

81.9

Number of respondents

415

399

44

29

252

264

55

64

29
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TABLE 14 TO WHAT EXTENT DO YOU FEEL YOU CAN MAKE DECISIONS ABOUT ACTIVITY X?
Food crop farming

Cash crop
farming
Men
Women

Livestock raising
Men

Women

Non-farm
economic activities
Men
Women

Wage and salary
employment
Men
Women

Men

Women

Not at all

14.5

43.0

10.2

28.7

18.4

45.3

2.2

37.5

4.0

32.2

Small extent

11.1

13.0

22.7

10.7

11.0

13.5

10.6

21.3

18.1

5.4

Medium extent

46.3

36.8

53.7

54.9

36.4

36.0

46.3

30.4

66.3

56.6

To a high extent

28.1

7.3

13.5

5.7

34.2

5.3

40.9

10.8

11.6

5.8

Number of respondents

415

399

44

29

252

264

55

64

29

32
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TABLE 15 HOW MUCH INPUT DID YOU HAVE IN MAKING DECISIONS ABOUT ACTIVITY?
Food crop farming

Cash crop farming

Livestock raising

Non-farm
economic activities
Men
Women

Wage and salary
employment
Men
Women

Men

Women

Men

Women

Men

Women

No input

0.8

2.1

0.0

5.4

2.3

3.6

2.3

1.2

0.0

9.0

Input into some decisions

23.7

47.8

19.1

48.7

21.8

48.8

15.0

51.7

4.2

68.9

Input into most or all decisions

75.6

50.0

80.9

45.9

76.0

47.6

82.7

47.1

95.8

22.1

Number of respondents

405

388

44

22

250

258

54

62

28

28

* Respondents who stated no decisions taken are dropped.

TABLE 16 HOW MUCH INPUT DID YOU HAVE IN DECISIONS ON THE USE OF INCOME GENERATED FROM ACTIVITY?
Food crop farming

Cash crop farming

Livestock raising

Non-farm
economic activities
Men
Women

Wage and salary
employment
Men
Women

Men

Women

Men

Women

Men

Women

No input

2.4

3.2

0.0

5.1

3.3

2.9

0.0

1.2

0.0

8.6

Input into some decisions

20.0

43.3

8.8

48.0

23.6

52.0

24.2

50.0

12.3

62.8

Input into most or all decisions

77.6

53.5

91.2

46.9

73.0

45.0

75.8

48.8

87.7

28.6

Number of respondents

258

293

44

23

217

208

52

62

28

29

* Respondents who stated no decisions taken are dropped.
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Accessing Credit
Another important economic asset is household access to credit. Respondents to the baseline survey
indicated that it was difficult for men and women to access credit. In focus groups, lack of access to
cash and the impact of poverty were common themes. Lack of cash prevented women and men from
purchasing seeds, paying school fees, participating in community events, among other challenges.
Focus group participants stated that there was some corruption in social programs managed by local
authorities, such as the Girinka program12. The survey asked all respondents if anyone in their
household had access to loans from specific sources, presented in table 17. Women are more
pessimistic about the ability to obtain credit from NGOs, formal and informal banks than men. For
example, 90 percent of women state they would not be able to obtain credit from NGOs or informal
lenders compared to 72 percent of men for NGOs and 86 percent of men for informal banks which
suggest the difficulty of accessing credit especially for women. In contrast, they are more optimistic
about the ability to borrow from friends or relatives than men.
When asked from which sources of credit a household member had actually borrowed (table 18), the
most common answer indicated was friends or relatives (46% for women and 33% for men) and
informal credit groups (32-33%). Most respondent did not know of anyone in household who
borrowed from NGOs, informal or formal lenders.
For the majority of households, the decision to borrow money was taken jointly between men and
women (Table 19). However, 23 to 26 percent of men believed that the decision to borrow money
was primarily their decision. Between 9.5 and 14 percent of women believed that the decision was
primarily their decision. The results are consistent when the question changes to who makes the
decision about what to do with the money that is borrowed (Table 20).

12

The Girinka program is a social program that distributes cows to poor families.
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TABLE 17 ACCESS TO CREDIT: WOULD YOU OR ANYONE IN YOUR HOUSEHOLD BE ABLE TO TAKE A LOAN OR BORROW FROM SOURCE IF
THEY WANTED TO?
Non-Governmental
Organization (Ngo)

Formal Lender
(Bank/Financial
Institution)

Informal Lender

Friends Or
Relatives

Group Based
Micro- Finance Or
Lending Including
VSLAs / Saccos
Men
Women

Men

Women

Men

Women

Men

Women

Men

Women

Yes

4.3

8.3

10.0

10.7

2.1

6.8

42.8

35.0

15.9

No

72.5

89.8

69.5

77.1

86.0

91.4

38.9

28.7

Maybe

23.2

1.8

20.4

12.2

11.9

1.8

18.2

36.2

Number of
respondents

479

496

479

496

479

496

479

496

Informal
Credit/Savings Groups

Men

Women

18.1

35.8

29.7

64.6

66.4

46.7

50.8

19.5

15.6

17.6

19.4

479

496

479

496

TABLE 18 HAS ANYONE IN YOUR HOUSEHOLD TAKEN ANY LOANS OR BORROWED CASH OR IN-KIND FROM SOURCE IN THE PAST 12 MONTHS?
Men

Women

NGOs

1.3%

1.5%

Formal lender

2.5%

5.1%

Informal lender

0.0%

1.4%

Friends or relatives

32.5%

46.0%

Group based microfinance or
lending
Informal credit/savings groups

6.8%

10.0%

32.2%

32.9%

479

496

Number of respondents
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TABLE 19 WHO MADE THE DECISION TO BORROW?
Friends Or Relatives

Group Based MicroFinance Or Lending

Informal
Credit/Savings
Groups

Men

Women

Men

Women

Men

Women

Self

26.1

13.8

27.0

9.5

22.6

11.8

Spouse

3.6

8.5

9.7

11.5

8.8

9.7

Self with spouse

64.4

73.9

59.7

76.8

63.9

76.1

Self with others

2.1

3.5

0.0

1.6

1.2

0.0

Spouse with others
Other people

3.9

0.4

3.6

2.2

3.5

0.7

Number of
respondents

159

233

31

50

156

163

TABLE 20 WHO MAKES THE DECISION ABOUT WHAT TO DO WITH THE MONEY?
Friends Or Relatives

Group Based MicroFinance Or Lending

Informal Credit/Savings
Groups

Men

Women

Men

Women

Men

Women

Self

23.2

12.7

27.0

7.3

17.5

11.6

Spouse

0.8

8.0

0.0

11.5

7.0

9.6

Self with spouse

72.1

76.5

69.4

79.0

70.5

77.0

Self with others

1.6

2.4

2.3

1.1

0.8

0.0

Spouse with others
Other people

2.3

0.4

3.6

2.2

1.9

0.7

Number of
respondents

159

233

31

50

156

163
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Control of Household Resources
The baseline survey asked, “Does anyone in your household currently have any of the following
items?” The results (table 21) reveal that most households own few assets. Even with the low asset
ownership, there are gender differences in ownership. Male respondents live in households that own
more assets, such as agricultural land, livestock, consumer durables, and means of transportation,
than households in which female respondents live. Women live in households with more nonmechanized farm equipment.
TABLE 21 HOUSEHOLD OWNERSHIP OF ASSETS
Men

Women

Agricultural Land

17.7%

11.2%

Large Livestock

28.6%

22.8%

Small Livestock

34.4%

25.8%

Chickens, Ducks, Turkeys, Pigeons

28.3%

19.3%

Agricultural Fish Pond Or Fishing Equipment

0.0%

0.0%

Farm Equipment (Non-Mechanized)

25.9%

37.9%

Farm Equipment (Mechanized)

0.3%

0.2%

Owns Non-Farm Business Equipment

1.6%

2.4%

House (Or Other Structures)

4.5%

2.7%

Large Consumer Durables (Fridge, TV)

3.3%

1.1%

Small Consumer Durables (Radio, Cookware)

10.4%

3.2%

Cell Phone

4.0%

4.7%

Non-Agricultural Land

1.6%

0.3%

Means Of Transportation

7.3%

2.3%

Number of respondents

479

496

We next asked respondents if they owned assets solely, or if they owned it jointly (conditional on
household ownership) as presented in table 22. Of the top four household items, men and women
most commonly answered that they owned the asset jointly. Women are more likely to exclusively
own non-mechanized farm equipment than men. Interestingly, men are less likely to own agricultural
land and poultry (chicken, duck) than women.
When it comes to the use of sale, rental, or disposal of household assets, a majority of men and
women indicated that the decision was most often a joint decision as seen in table 23. However, in
households where one spouse made a decision, women more often indicated that their husband
would make the decision than men responded that their wife would make the decision. Men were
also more likely to answer that they solely decided about the sale, rental, or disposal of assets.
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TABLE 22 OWNERSHIP OF ASSETS BY SEX (CONDITIONAL ON HOUSEHOLD OWNERSHIP)
Agricultural Land

Men

Large Livestock
(Oxen, Cattle)

Women

Men

Small Livestock
(Goats, Pigs, Sheep)

Women

Men

Chickens, Ducks,
Turkeys, Pigeons

Women

Men

Women

Farm Equipment
(Non- Mechanized)
Men

Women

Solely

7.6

7.6

1.0

5.0

5.1

4.2

9.1

6.3

3.8

12.1

Jointly

80.1

87.5

87.7

80.9

82.3

83.8

75.0

85.9

93.8

87.3

No

12.3

4.9

11.3

14.0

12.6

12.0

16.0

7.8

2.4

0.6

84

57

141

119

168

133

132

97

121

188

Number of
respondents

TABLE 23 WHO WOULD YOU SAY CAN DECIDE WHETHER TO SELL, GIVE AWAY, MORTGAGE OR RENT MOST OF THE TIME? (CONDITIONAL
ON HOUSEHOLD OWNERSHIP)
Agricultural Land

Large Livestock
(Oxen, Cattle)

Small Livestock
(Goats, Pigs, Sheep)

Chickens, Ducks,
Turkeys, Pigeons

Farm Equipment
(Non- Mechanized)

Men

Women

Men

Women

Men

Women

Men

Women

Men

Women

Self

8.6

3.2

2.8

5.0

6.5

4.1

6.4

4.6

5.3

11.9

Partner/spouse

5.6

20.6

0.9

9.9

1.5

7.6

2.6

6.4

1.0

7.1

Self/spouse jointly

75.2

71.8

67.0

63.4

70.8

69.3

63.0

67.6

87.9

79.4

Other hh member

8.4

2.3

8.8

4.1

9.3

6.6

20.9

20.3

5.8

1.6

Other non-hh
member
Total

2.3

2.2

20.5

17.6

12.0

12.3

7.1

1.2

100

100

100

100

100

100

100

100

100

100

83.7

75.0

69.7

68.4

77.3

73.5

69.4

72.1

93.2

91.3

84

57

141

119

168

133

132

97

121

188

Self or self with
spouse
Number of
respondents
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3.3. Outcome 2: Value of Unpaid Care Work
Outcome 2: By the end of 2020 Women's unpaid care work (UCW) is more highly valued within
households, communities and government, more evenly distributed within households and hours
spent by women on UCW is reduced, resulting in more free time for women to engage in social,
economic and political activities.
Outcome 2 is disaggregated into four indicators


30% of sampled target households where women report a positive redistribution of time
spent on UCW by the end of the project.



Reduction of at least 15% in the amount of time women spend on unpaid care work
between 2016 and 2019.



30% of sampled women who report having more time to spend on social, economic or
political activities by the end of the project.



70% of duty-bearers, men and women sampled from target communities reporting positive
attitudes towards addressing unpaid care work by the end of the project

3.3.1. Women's Unpaid Care Work Burden
Targets:


30% of sampled target households where women report a positive redistribution of time
spent on UCW by the end of the project.



At least 15% reduction in the amount of time women spend on unpaid care work between
2016 and 2019.



30% of sampled women who report having more time to spend on social, economic or
political activities by the end of the project

Baseline Findings: In ActionAid targeted communities, women are time poor both absolutely and
relative to men.
UCW Relative to Other Work: During a typical day, women do approximately 3.33 times the amount of
unpaid care work that men do. All respondents spend a significant amount of time in unpaid GDP
work (defined below), but limited time on paid work (excluding agriculture). Men do about 50
percent more paid work than women, and about 15 percent more unpaid GDP work. Women also
spend a significant amount of time, 5.5 hours, in productive work (defined below). Men spend about
7 hours in productive work. There are gender differences in the perceptions of who contributes to
domestic chores. Men tend to underestimate women’s labor contributions. These findings were
verified in focus group discussions.
UCW in Absolute Terms: Women do 5 hours per day of reproductive work (which generally
encompasses everything considered unpaid care work). The most time-consuming UCW activities are
housework, collection of fuelwood and water, and childcare.
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Social, Economic, Political Activities: Men spend about 90 minutes a day on social, cultural, and religious
activities compared to about 40 minutes for women.. Men spend 17.1 minutes a day on mass media
use and women spend 6.7 minutes on mass media.

Description of Unpaid Care Work
The baseline survey sought to record how men and women allocate their time among productive
work, reproductive work, leisure time, and personal activities. Productive work, in WEAI
terminology, includes agricultural and income-generating activities, such as employment, selfemployment, farming, livestock, fishing, post-harvest, weaving, sewing, textile care, and traveling and
commuting. As used by WEAI, productive work is akin to a combination of ActionAid’s “Paid
Work” and “Productive Work” (the latter being sometimes also referred to as “Unpaid GDP work”)
categories. Reproductive work is the WEAI term that most closely relates to ActionAid’s definition
of Unpaid Care Work and includes cooking, fetching wood, fetching water, domestic work, care of
children, care of adults, and eldercare. It also includes shopping and obtaining services such as
healthcare.
Survey respondents were asked to describe how they had allocated their time during the 24 hours
prior to taking the survey. Respondents were then asked if the description was a typical of how they
spent the day. The purpose of collecting this data was to inform POWER activities on redistributing,
reducing, and changing attitudes about unpaid care work.
Figure 3 demonstrates how men and women spent their time in the 24 hours prior to taking the
survey. Total work is the sum of productive work and reproductive work.
FIGURE 3 TIME ALLOCATION IN MINUTES/DAY
Men

Women

629.5
518.9
421.5
344.3
285.2

97.4

Total Work

Productive Work (including
agriculture)

Reproductive Work

It is clear that in ActionAid Rwanda communities, women are more time-poor than men. Women
spend, on average, more than 10 hours in productive and reproductive work, while men spend close
to 9 hours. Women bear most of the reproductive work, spending close to 5 hours in reproductive
work compared to only 1.5 hours for men. Women also spend a significant amount of time in
productive work (5.5 hours). Men spend about 7 hours in productive work.
These results were verified in focus group discussions. Men and women agreed that women work
longer hours than men do. For example, in a male focus group in Kibirizi, one participant stated that
“About the distribution of hours among paid and unpaid works between man and woman, women
work many hours because they wake up at 5:30 AM and they work until 8:00 PM with a rest of two
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hours. Even those two hours, they don’t rest because they still do the house work.” The women’s
focus group in Kibirizi agreed, stating, “If she is not working in field, she is doing house work.
Meanwhile, the man has time to go see neighbors or go to the center to see other men.” A female
focus group participant in Busasamana gave an even more detailed accounting of a typical day for a
men and women, “A man wakes up at 6:00 AM does field cultivation until 12:00 AM. He rests up to
2:00 PM and takes time from 2:00 PM to 8:00 PM to drink beer at the center or talk with other men.
This is done by 60% of the men. After 8:00 PM, it is time to sleep. The woman works without rest
from 5:30 AM to 8:30 PM. After the field cultivation, the women take care of children and do other
house chores like cooking, cleaning. They are satisfied with this distribution because it is based on
the culture. It would be good if women had less hours for unpaid work.”

Time Accounting
Analysis of the time allocation portion of the baseline survey also illustrates the way men and women
in targeted communities divide care work, economic work, leisure time, and personal activities.
Table 24 presents the data categorized according to ActionAid’s activity definitions. Using ActionAid
definitions, paid work includes income-generating activities, such as employment, self-employment,
weaving, sewing, textile care, and traveling and commuting. Unpaid Gross Domestic Product (GDP)
work includes farming, livestock, fishing, and post-harvest activities. Housework, as a subset of
Unpaid Care Work, entails domestic work, cooking, shopping, and obtaining services. The results
show that women bear the largest burden of house work, collection of fuelwood and water, and
childcare. Respondents spend a significant amount of time in unpaid GDP work (mostly related to
agriculture), but limited time on paid work (excluding agriculture). Men spend about an hour and a
half on social, cultural, and religious activities compared to about 40 minutes for women.
TABLE 24 TIME ALLOCATION USING ACTIONAID TIME DIARY DEFINITIONS
Men

Paid work, excluding
agriculture
Unpaid GDP work (agriculture)
House work

Women

Test of
equality
of means

Men

Women

121.5

82.8

***

2

1.4

300
67.1

261.5
226.9

***
***

5
1.1

4.4
3.8

15

24.2

***

0.2

0.4

15.2

29

***

0.3

0.5

0.2
5.5

1.8
0.9

**

0
0.1

0
0

89.9

41.4

***

1.5

0.7

17.1

6.7

***

0.3

0.1

Sleeping
Other personal care

674.1
75.8

661.5
90

***

11.2
1.3

11
1.5

Exercise
Other

8.4
50.21

2.48
10.92

0.1
0.8

0
0.2

479

496

24

24

Collection of fuelwood and
water
Childcare
Care of adults
Learning
Social, cultural and religious
activities
Mass media use

Number of respondents
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TABLE 25 IN THE LAST 24 HOURS, DID YOU WORK MORE, LESS, OR ABOUT THE SAME AS
USUAL?
Men

Women

More than usual

10.3

18.6

About the same as usual

65.0

58.2

Less than usual

24.7

23.2

Number of respondents

479

496

Household Work Distribution
Table 26 shows household member responsibility for childcare, meal preparation, housekeeping,
cleaning, and laundry; fetching firewood, fetching water, care of elderly, and care of handicapped.
The results below reveal that women in the households are responsible for most tasks. Interestingly,
female respondents are more likely to state that women take care of tasks, while male respondents
are more likely to say that boys and girls carry out the task. This pattern is consistent for every task
listed. For example, 58 percent of female respondents state that women are responsible for childcare,
while 59 percent of male respondents state that boys and girls are responsible for this task. This
result suggests that there are gender differences in the perceptions of who contributes to domestic
chores. The perception mirrors perception differences in who makes decisions about resources
(section 4.2.3). Given that women shoulder the bulk of unpaid work as shown in the time use data in
the previous section, this result implies that men tend to underestimate women’s labor contributions.
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TABLE 26 INTRA-HOUSEHOLD DIVISION OF LABOR13
Who takes care of [TASK] in your household?
Childcare

Meal preparation

Housekeeping,
cleaning, laundry
Men
Women

Men

Women

Men

Women

Women

36.8

57.6

72.6

83.4

60.6

Girls

0.7

0.8

3.9

6.2

Men

0.7

1.2

0.7

Boys

0.2

0.0

Women And Men Jointly

1.4

0.6

Girls And Boys Jointly

59.4

Paid Work

Fetching firewood

Fetching water (if
outside house)
Men
Women

Men

Women

82.7

13.3

30.4

21.5

4.1

7.6

2.8

3.9

0.0

2.5

0.4

32.9

21.5

1.1

1.1

2.7

1.2

8.0

7.5

6.9

2.2

1.3

8.7

1.6

12.8

16.6

32.8

39.5

18.4

7.2

20.0

5.6

28.7

18.5

26.3

0.3

0.0

0.8

0.9

1.0

0.7

0.3

1.1

Other

0.5

0.3

0.3

0.0

0.3

0.2

1.2

Number of observations

368

431

432

493

449

492

458

Care of elderly

Care of
handicapped
Men
Women

Men

Women

35.5

6.8

61.4

41.4

57.5

5.6

5.0

10.2

0.0

0.0

5.2

3.6

0.9

0.0

3.0

7.0

0.0

8.1

0.0

4.0

51.6

37.3

29.9

19.4

2.5

0.0

0.0

17.8

63.6

29.2

0.0

0.0

0.8

1.3

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.5

2.5

1.5

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

434

430

475

11

29

16
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Is this usual practice in your village/community?
Childcare

Meal preparation

Housekeeping,
cleaning, laundry

Fetching firewood

Fetching water (if
outside house)

Care of elderly

Care of
handicapped

Men

Women

Men

Women

Men

Women

Men

Women

Men

Women

Men

Women

Men

Women

Percentage who said yes

81.0%

86.4%

76.5%

84.4%

77.8%

80.7%

73.7%

60.7%

72.3%

65.4%

44.4%

83.7%

64.9%

87.4%

Number of observations

368

431

432

493

449

492

458

434

430

475

11

29

16

44

Childcare
Men

Women

Meal preparation
Men

Women

Housekeeping,
cleaning, laundry
Men
Women

Fetching firewood
Men

Women

29.2

8.8

Fetching water (if
outside house)
Men
Women

Care of elderly
Men

Women

17.1

15.0

Care of
handicapped
Men
Women

If not, what is the usual practice in your village/ community?
Women

13

35.2

38.4

33.3

27.6

22.7

11.5

Care of elderly and handicapped have small sample sizes
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31.0

11.0

0.0

20.7

Girls

0.0

5.6

3.1

29.7

7.2

49.9

0.0

1.3

2.8

0.7

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

Men

0.8

0.0

0.8

0.0

1.2

1.2

5.6

2.9

1.6

2.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

Boys

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

2.6

0.7

4.6

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

5.8

2.1

25.2

32.9

31.2

22.1

20.3

77.6

35.9

83.3

16.4

0.0

40.1

15.4

54.9

48.2

33.1

5.8

34.3

11.8

40.0

4.6

21.1

1.5

48.5

85.0

40.1

63.9

Paid Work

3.2

3.8

3.3

4.0

1.2

3.5

1.8

4.1

0.9

1.4

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

Other

0.0

1.9

1.1

0.0

2.2

0.0

0.5

0.0

2.0

0.0

17.9

0.0

19.9

0.0

71

57

97

75

99

99

121

172

118

169

6

5

5

5

Women And Men
Jointly
Girls And Boys Jointly

Number of observations

Weights used
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3.3.2. Attitudes Toward UCW
Target: 70% of duty-bearers, men and women sampled from target communities reporting positive
attitudes towards addressing unpaid care work by the end of the project
Baseline:
63 percent of Men and 64 percent of women agree that men and women should share domestic
duties and care work. Men and women generally do not believe that men should be bread winners
while women should be care givers. However, given the Rwandan government’s public campaigns
for gender equality, there may be confirmation bias in these results.

Description of Attitudes Toward UCW
The majority of respondents (63% of men and 64% of women) generally agree that women and men
should carry out an equal amount of domestic and care work. They disagree that men should be
responsible for paid work and women should be responsible for unpaid work. Interestingly, there
was little difference in the responses of women and men on this topic. The data reflect similarity of
attitudes, and also may signify the confirmation bias that often appears when attempting to gauge
people’s attitudes towards care work in these kinds of surveys.
FIGURE 4 GENDER ATTITUDES TOWARD UNPAID CARE WORK
Men

Women
66.7

26.4

69.4

29.7

8.4

7.7

5.6

8.3

11.1

2.5

It is the responsibility Men should not be Women should stay in
Men are bread
Men and women
of only women to take involved in care work the home and not
winners and women should do an equal
care of children
or domestic work
engage in economic should be care givers amount of domestic
work
and care work

The confirmation bias was hinted at in focus groups and interviews, during which men seem to
express a willingness to participate in unpaid care work, however they neglect to participate when the
time comes to do chores. In one interview, a man expressed that he would be willing to do
household chores, but “some household chores are designed for women like washing clothes,
cooking, preparing the bed.” In another interview, a Rwandan man expressed that, “Women perform
more unpaid household chores because men like respect, so there are some activities men can’t do
when women are there.” The difference in rhetoric versus action also presented itself in focus group
discussions. In a male focus group in Rwabicuma, a participant demonstrated the cognitive
dissonance some men struggle with, stating, “There is no big problem because sometimes men help
women in their unpaid work, but there is some unpaid work that the men cannot do. Among them
are planting beans, house cleaning, bed preparation, etc. Solving this inequality of unpaid hours for
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men and women requires having enough money and paying a domestic employee.” The hiring of a
domestic employee was a commonly presented solution to reducing unpaid care work.

3.4. Outcome 3: Market Access and Productive Resources
Outcome 3: By the end of 2020, 6000 rural women have more secure and sustainable access to
markets and productive resources leading to increased income.
Outcome 3 is disaggregated into four indicators:




60% of women report increased, more regular access to markets by the end of the project
50% of women surveyed who report improved yields as a result of using CRSA techniques
and agricultural inputs by the end of the project
30% of sampled women who report an increase in their income by the end of the project

3.4.1. Women's Agricultural Yields
Target: 50% of women surveyed report improved yields as a result of using CRSA techniques and
agricultural inputs by the end of the project.
Baseline:
More than 95 percent of survey respondents engaged in agricultural production in the last 12
months, showing wide potential for the population to benefit from CRSA activities. Almost 70% of
agricultural plots are owned jointly between spouses. Men and women produce approximately equally
in terms of kilograms of production per cultivated area. Baseline yields for men and women are
provided in annex 2.
The most significant problems respondents face in cultivating land is drought (42.8% men, 31.6%
women) and salinity (11.7% men, 16.8% women). Respondents have great difficulty addressing these
issues, with over 80% saying that they took no steps to address the difficulties they face in cultivating
their land. Solutions are difficult to find and implement because the population is cash poor, lacks
access to input markets and extension services are insufficient. Men are more likely than women to
receive the benefits of extension services from the government and other sources. The biggest
obstacle to market access for female and male farmers is producing enough to sell. Approximately
83% of respondents said that they only produce enough for their household’s consumption.
The income in POWER communities is about 25% of the GDP per Capita of Rwanda as a whole.
Women earn approximately 92% of men’s earnings. Women who sell agricultural products in the
market earn about 87% of what men earn from market sales of agricultural products.

Description of Agricultural Assets and Production
The baseline survey took an inventory of respondents’ agricultural assets, production details, and
access to extension services. The purpose of this information is to assist ActionAid in the design of
Outcome 3 activities and to set a baseline against which ActionAid may measure Outcome 3
achievement.
Our survey found that 95% of women and 96% of men reported that they owned, rented, or
cultivated plots of land or other natural resources during the previous 12 months.
The survey asked the respondents to list plots or other natural resources they own, rent, or cultivate.
Table 27 provides the description of the plots and natural resources. Over 60 percent of plots are
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cultivable land, and a third of plots are homestead land (i.e. plot of land at the dwelling used for
agriculture).
TABLE 27 PLOT SIZE AND DESCRIPTION BY GENDER
Men

Women

Homestead

35.7

38.0

Cultivable Land

62.5

59.6

Pasture

0.0

0.6

Bush/Forest

1.6

1.3

Waste/Non Arable Land

0.0

0.2

Land In Riverbed

0.0

0.1

Other Residential/Commercial Land

0.1

0.2

Derelict Pond

0.1

0.0

Total (%)

100

100

Plot Size

0.12

0.11

1,264

1,235

Plot description (percentage of total)

Number of plots

Annex 1 presents the distribution of crops produced by respondents. The most common crop
produced is beans (37 percent), followed by maize (about 13.8 percent) and sorghum (about 12
percent). By category, almost half the crops produced are vegetables. Approximately a quarter of
crops grown are major cereals, and close to 20 percent produced are roots and tubers. The gender
difference in the types of crops grown is small.
Annex 2 presents the average yield produced for major crops by sex. Men’s yields are generally
higher than women’s, except for plantains.

Agricultural Management Issues
The baseline survey sought to understand the agricultural management issues respondents faced and
if there was a difference in the agricultural management challenges women and men faced.
Specifically, the baseline survey asked respondents about soil quality, cultivation issues, use of
fertilizers, and use of other farm inputs.
Men and women described their soil quality as adequate as demonstrated in table 28 below. When
asked how they knew the quality of their soil, the great majority of farmers relied on their personal
assessment rather than on scientific tests or extension services.
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TABLE 28 SOIL QUALITY
Men

Women

Good

14.1

9.0

Average

64.3

70.7

Soil quality of the plot

21.7

20.3

Number of plots

Bad

1,249

1,216

How do you know the soil quality of plot?

Men

Women

Scientific Test

0.2

0.4

Own Experience

98.5

92.5

Ag Extension Services

1.0

4.2

Other

Number of plots

0.3

2.9

1,254

1,221

The baseline survey also asked respondents about other problems they faced in cultivating their
agricultural plot. 36.4 percent of men and 40 percent of women answered that they faced no major
problems. The most common problem faced by the remainder of respondents was drought (42.8%
men, 31.6% women) and salinity (11.7% men, 16.8% women).
When the survey asked what caused farming problems, the most common answer was “too little
rain” for both women and men, followed by poor farming techniques as shown in table 29. Focus
group participants identified other agricultural challenges. In Mukingo, the focus group agreed lack
of manure, climate change, small plots for cultivation, the lack of domestic animals and seeds were
obstacles to increasing productivity. Lack of fertilizer and difficulty in finding seeds was a common
theme across many focus group discussions.

TABLE 29 AGRICULTURAL ISSUES
ITEM

Men

Women

Wind

0.8

1.1

Too Little Rain

69.0

54.9

Too Much Rain

13.6

11.5

Animals

0.1

0.2

Poor Farming Techniques

10.9

22.1

Other

5.7

10.1

898

786

Number of responses

Respondents could identify some of the issues that they faced in farming land, but solutions were
more difficult to discover. When asked what steps they had taken to control problems in the past 12
months, the large majority of respondents replied that no steps had been taken.
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TABLE 30 RESPONDENT SOLUTIONS TO AGRICULTURAL PROBLEMS
SOLUTION

Men

Women

Terraces

2.5

2.3

Other corrosion control methods

0.4

0.2

Tree belts/wind breaks

0.6

0.4

Water Harvesting

1.6

0.6

Dam/Irrigation

1.0

0.6

Drainage Ditches

4.2

3.3

Tried to get fertilizers

2.7

5.1

Other

3.6

7.1

No Steps Taken

Number of responses

83.3

80.5

1,315

1,320

Almost half of respondents’ plots had received fertilizer. Information about type of fertilizer, how
farmers learn about fertilizer, and sources of fertilizer are found in Annex 3.
The baseline survey also captured information on other inputs that farmers in ActionAid
communities used to improve agricultural outcomes. The survey covered pesticides, improved seeds,
veterinarian access, and other inputs. However, 90.7 percent of men and 93 percent of women
indicated that they did not use any of the inputs listed.

3.4.2. Women's Access to Markets and Income
Targets:



60% of women report increased, more regular access to markets by the end of the project.
30% of sampled women who report an increase in their income by the end of the project.

The majority of women and men (over 60 percent) did not sell products in the last year. The reasons
for not selling their products were that respondents only produced enough for their own
consumption (over 82%) and they did not produce enough to sell (about 13%). The results suggest
that their lack of access to markets was not due to the distance to the markets, but rather because of
their inability to produce a surplus for sales.
Another possible explanation for low levels of production and sales in the marketplace is the lack of
cash in the community. A female focus group in Muganza said that they tried to “overcome the
poverty by cultivating for cooking and the market, but the atmosphere was not favorable.” The male
focus group discussion in Muganza agreed that more projects like the Vision 2020 Umurenge
Program, a Rwandan government-implemented cash transfer program, would catalyze production
and make marketing products possible. Other focus groups said that receiving funds to start a
business, or accessing off-farm, income-generating activities would provide the resources necessary
to invest in creating businesses and longer-term income streams.
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TABLE 31 FREQUENCY OF MARKET ATTENDANCE
Men

Women

Every (Market) Day

0.2

1.6

Once A Week

3.0

4.0

Once Or Twice A Month

2.2

5.2

Rarely

29.2

25.4

Other

0.8

1.9

Did Not Sell

63.9

61.4

Sold At Field

0.7

0.5

479

496

Produced For Household Consumption

82.4

83.9

Too Busy With Housework

2.2

0.6

Other

1.8

0.9

Not Enough Harvest

12.5

14.0

Busy With Work

1.1

0.6

302

303

Number of respondents
If Did Not Sell, Explain

Number of respondents
Weights used

The survey asks about the value of income from market sales and income from other sources in the
last 12 months. The total income from all sources is the sum of the income from market sales and
income from other sources. According to our survey, respondents’ annual income is about 25% of
the GDP per capita of Rwanda as a whole. Considering income from all sources, women earn
approximately 92% of men’s earnings. Women earn about 87% of what men earn from market sales
of agricultural products. Women appear to travel farther to market. However, as mentioned
previously, lack of production for market is a greater barrier to generating income than distance to
market.

TABLE 32 INCOME OVER LAST 12 MONTHS AND DISTANCE TO MARKETS

Number of observations
Distance From Sales Point To Production
Point, Km
Income from market sales (Rwandan francs)

Number of observations
Income from other sources (Rwandan francs)
Total income all sources (Rwandan francs)
Weights used
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Men

Women

174

186

5.0

41.3

77,266.0

67,129.7

479

496

115,117.0

106,560.4

192,383

173,690.1

Test of equality
of means

3.5. Outcome 4: Changes in Policy and Practice
Outcome 4: Greater visibility of intersections of CRSA, women’s UCW and women’s economic
participation leads to changes in policy and practice by sub-national, national, regional and
international stakeholders by 2020.
Outcome 4 is disaggregated into three indicators:





75% of local and national duty bearers surveyed who agree that greater support and
investment is needed to reduce UCW by the end of the project.
8 new or revised strategy or policy documents from national, regional or international bodies
or bi-lateral donors that address gender inequality facing rural women including
disproportionate burden of unpaid care work and its impact on sustainable farming
techniques and women’s economic empowerment.
Increase in national policy support for interventions that reduces women’s unpaid care work
as assessed by key external experts in each country, by the end of the project.

3.5.1. Promoting Support and Investment to Reduce Unpaid Care Work
Targets: 75% of local and national duty bearers surveyed who agree that greater support and
investment is needed to reduce UCW by the end of the project.
Increase in national policy support for interventions that reduces women’s unpaid care work as
assessed by key external experts in each country, by the end of the project.
Findings: ActionAid should not have difficulty achieving its target under this objective. The
challenge will be to focus duty bearers attention on the specific population that POWER services,
and to translate agreement into action.

Promoting Support and Investment Description
Rwanda’s duty bearers publically recognize the importance of
gender equality. The national government provides infrastructure
for promoting gender equality and principles of gender equality are
articulated in Rwanda’s constitution.

“Women and men are equal in terms of
ability and dignity, and they should also
be equal in terms of opportunity. As
Rwandans, as a global community, we
need every member of our society to
use his or her talents to the fullest.”

In this study’s key informant interviews, all of the duty bearers we
interviewed said that support for gender equality programs was a
“high priority.” A pastor in Gisagara summed up the opinions of
- Paul Kigame, President of Rwanda in
most duty bearers that we interviewed, stating “There is a benefit
support of UN Women’s HeforShe project.
to reducing women’s care work because the promotion of woman
is the promotion of the nation.” They also generally agreed that the
distribution of unpaid care work was unfair and that society had a moral and religious duty to work
toward a fairer balance of work.
However, not all duty bearers agreed that reducing unpaid care work was on its face a good idea. For
example, a governmental leader in Musanze said, “The distribution of care giving activities is
satisfactory and there is no benefit in reducing care work. There is a disadvantage in reducing
women’s care work because most of them have no jobs and (reducing care work) could lead to
misconduct on their part.”
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The national government includes a Ministry of Gender and Family Promotion, which “is the central
government institution mandated to ensure strategic coordination of policy implementation in the
area of gender, family, women's empowerment and children's issues. It plays a leading role in the
implementation of gender agenda.” The ministry recently published a report called “The Gender
Dividend.” The document documents the investment the government of Rwanda is making in
gender equality across a number of policy issues with chapter titles such as Education and Training
for Women, Women and the Environment, and Violence against women.
Also, the national government houses the Gender Monitoring Office, which has achieving gender
equality in Rwanda as its mission. While the phrase “Unpaid Care Work” does not currently appear
in its activities, the office is focused on providing adequate health care for women and ensuring that
women have paid time within specific activities to engage in activities such as breastfeeding. This
focus indicates that the office may serve as a resource for advocating at the national level in
particular.
The president of Rwanda is a participant in the UN Women’s HeforShe project. As part of his
involvement, he has set three goals for Rwanda, bridge the gender digital divide, triple the number of
girls in technical and vocational training to provide more employment opportunities for women, and
eradicate gender based violence in all its forms.
Given the government of Rwanda’s public support for gender equality and current investment in
unpaid care work reduction, ActionAid will not find it difficult to achieve its target of “75 percent of
local and national duty bearers surveyed who agree that greater support and investment is needed to
reduce UCW.”
There is a basic level of awareness regarding the burden of unpaid care work in Rwanda. At the
community, men and women hold similar attitudes toward the distribution of unpaid care work. The
national government has conducted studies, such as the Rwanda Household Living Conditions
Survey EICV4, 2013/2014 (NISR), which demonstrate the burden of women’s unpaid care work in
Rwanda. That data collected through that survey revealed household chores such as shopping and
household maintenance were primarily women’s responsibility, adding several work hours to their
day. Evidence from focus groups and interviews indicates that, while men generally believe that men
and women should share household chores, they are unaware of the number of hours women spend
on unpaid care work. Men often believe that children are handling household work when in fact
women do them.

3.5.2. New or revised strategy or policy documents
Target: 8 new or revised strategy or policy documents from national, regional or international bodies
or bi-lateral donors that address gender inequality facing rural women including disproportionate
burden of unpaid care work and its impact on sustainable farming techniques and women’s economic
empowerment.
Findings: Rwanda’s Vision 2020 strategy document mandates gender issues as a cross cutting theme.
ActionAid will find government ministries eager for relevant ways to include gender in their strategy
and policy documents.
ActionAid’s participatory process in the implementation of POWER will reveal high priority areas
that these strategy or policy documents could address. It would be difficult in this report to mandate
what those policy documents should address as the burden of unpaid care work is important to such
a wide range of activities in women’s social, family, economic, and political lives. As ActionAid’s
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Making Change Visible report states “care is so pivotal to our lives that it is reflected in a multitude of
policies, including– but not restricted to – basic infrastructure, early childhood education, healthcare,
and social protection.”
That said, the baseline study did identify four areas that POWER project managers might consider
when designing these eight documents. These areas are: Improved access to facilities and utilities,
increased access to agricultural services, improved access to credit, and reduced workload.

Facilities and Utilities Findings
POWER could promote the establishment of facilities that reduce unpaid care work in its targeted
communities. The baseline survey found that most communities targeted by the POWER project do
not have sufficient access to key facilities, such as hospitals/clinics, child care facilities, eldercare
facilities, agriculture offices, community centers, or violence against women centers. Focus group
participants said that improved schools, especially those focusing on poor or handicapped students
and health centers were their highest priorities.
POWER might also promote the review and maintenance of those facilities that do exist. In the
communities that had facilities, between 35% and 61% of families regularly used them. The majority
of respondents whose families that did not use the facilities said that they didn’t use them because
the facility was not functioning.
When it is difficult to obtain utilities, care work creates a burden very often borne by women. The
baseline study did not identify access to utilities as a major source of women’s disempowerment or a
major contributor to unpaid care work. This may reflect an ignorance among women of the possible
relief reliable utilities might bring. In focus groups, men and women said that electricity and safe
water would reduce care work. Utilities could be improved and may serve as an appropriate source
for POWER’s public strategy and policy activities.

Facilities Description
The communities that POWER will work with have limited public facilities. Improving access to
these facilities would reduce women’s unpaid care work burden. Of the types of facilities that the
baselines survey asked about, the most commonly available facility, childcare centers, were available
in only 15% of the communities we surveyed. Health centers, eldercare facilities, and agricultural
offices, as well as violence against women centers, were almost non-existent. In focus group
discussions, participants mentioned that better access to schools would benefit communities and
women. Particularly, focus group participants mentioned a desire for schools that poor people could
afford and schools that provided access for the handicapped.
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FIGURE 5 AVAILABILITY OF SPECIFIC FACILITIES
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Community
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Weights used

Though few communities had access to facilities, in the following three tables we provide
information on respondents’ experience using listed facilities. Of Respondents who lived in
communities that had specific facilities, most indicated that family members did regularly use the
facility. The most commonly used facility was the health center.
TABLE 33 PERCENTAGE OF FEMALE RESPONDENTS WHO SAY FAMILY MEMBERS VISIT
FACILITIES REGULARLY
Percentage

Number of
observations

Health Center/Hospital

60.9%

48

Childcare Center

44.4%

75

Elderly Care Facility

0.0%

3

Community Center

36.4%

45

Agricultural Office

45.2%

10

Violence Against Women Center

0.0%

13

Weights used

For respondents that had access to communities but did not use them, the most common reason for
not using the facility was that, though it technically existed, it was not functioning. This was
overwhelmingly true across all facility types.
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FIGURE 6 WHY HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS DO NOT REGULARLY VISIT FACILITIES (% OF THOSE
WHO STATE FAMILY MEMBERS DO NOT VISIT EXISTING FACILITIES)
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0.3
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9.7
1.9

5.0
0.2

Agricultural Office Violence Against
Women Center
Not functioning

Weights used
Facilities were a reasonable distance from respondents, and required a short travel time. The shortest
required distance was needed for community centers and agricultural offices, which were .01 kilometers on
average. The longest distance was for women’s centers, which were 2.2 kilometers away on average.

Utilities Description
The baseline survey asked respondents how they obtained drinking water and cooking fuel. We also
asked about sanitary facilities. 48% of households have a natural source of drinking water that is not
piped near their home. 29% use a public tap or tubewell. In focus group discussions, male and female
emphasized that their greatest need was for safe drinking water and access to electricity.
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FIGURE 7 MAIN SOURCE OF DRINKING WATER (%)
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Firewood was the dominant source of cooking fuel. Other cooking fuel sources are rarely used. The
use of firewood is likely to create a burden on women who are often responsible for collecting
sufficient wood for daily cooking duties.
FIGURE 8 MAIN SOURCE OF COOKING FUEL (%)
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0.4
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Pit latrines are the most common toilet facility in POWER Communities.
FIGURE 9 MAIN TYPE OF SANITARY FACILITIES (%)
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Access to Agricultural Services Findings
Agriculture extension services from the national and regional government, as well as international
institutions and NGOs, are crucial for improving women’s empowerment in the agriculture sector.
Women receive inadequate services in absolute terms and relative to the services that men receive. As
the FAO points out, one result of insufficient agricultural services is “(w)omen are much less likely to
use purchased inputs such as fertilizers and improved seeds or to make use of mechanical tools and
equipment.” Men are more likely than women to receive advice about agricultural production from
government extension services, and they receive that advice more frequently. Men are also more
likely to receive assistance from Action Aid, coop/farmer association, and large-scale farmers as
presented. Men are also more likely to obtain information from informal sources, such as from
radio/TV or neighbors. Women are more likely than men to obtain information about livestock.

Description
The baseline study asked respondents if they had received extension services, and who in their
household specifically received those services. Men in the households are more likely than women to
receive advice about agricultural production from government extension services, Action Aid,
coop/farmer association, and large-scale farmers as presented in table 34. Men are also more likely to
obtain information from informal sources, such as from radio/TV or neighbors. Table 35 displays
the services and the gender of the person receiving the services in the last 12 months. This question
applied to household members 16 years old and older.
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TABLE 34 EXTENSION SERVICES OR AGRICULTURAL INFORMATION
Age 16+

Test of equality
of means

Men

Women

Government Extension

53.5%

46.1%

***

Action Aid

5.0%

2.2%

***

Other Ngos

4.2%

3.6%

Coop/Farmer Association

18.1%

13.5%

**

Large Scale Farmers

2.3%

1.7%

*

Radio/Tv

20.4%

13.7%

***

Publication

0.9%

0.5%

Neighbors

26.5%

17.5%

***

Others

6.1%

2.5%

***

Number of household members

653

619

Weights used. *** Significant at 1 percent, ** significant at 5 percent, * significant at 10 percent.

Men are more likely than women to receive information about improving farming techniques across
different sources. Women are more likely than men to obtain information about livestock. Men (9
percent) obtain agricultural price information from neighbors.

TABLE 35 WHAT KIND OF EXTENSION INFORMATION DID YOU OR HOUSEHOLD MEMBER
RECEIVE FROM SOURCE, BY SEX OF HOUSEHOLD MEMBER
Government
extension services

Coop/farmer
association

Neighbors

Men

Women

Men

Women

Men

Women

Improved Farming
Techniques

87.0

81.7

83.0

64.2

79.7

62.4

Fishing Activities

0.0

1.3

0.0

0.9

Livestock

9.0

14.0

11.0

33.9

9.1

33.6

Agriculture Prices

2.0

2.7

5.1

1.9

10.5

1.5

Other

2.1

0.4

0.9

0.0

0.7

1.7

428

177

125

58

152

70

Number of household members
*Some observations dropped.
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The majority of respondents who received extension services are satisfied with the service. Table 36
demonstrates the percentage of respondents who were satisfied or very satisfied with the service of
extension workers from various agencies.
TABLE 36 SATISFACTION WITH EXTENSION SERVICES

Government Extension
Number of respondents
Action Aid14

Men

Women

73.5%

81.0%

153

49

89.2%

100.0%

7

15

80.8%

60.3%

39

29

82.5%

91.7%

37

33

Number of respondents
Coop Farmer Association
Number of respondents
Neighbor
Number of respondents
Weights used

Men are more likely than women to get advice from extension services, and they receive more
frequent visits from extension service workers. Table 37 shows the average number of times a
worker from the government extension service, a coop or farmers’ association, or a neighbor had
visited to provide service in the last 12 months. Among respondents who received advice from
extension services from government, coops/farmer associations, or advice from neighbors, men get
more frequent visits than women in a 12-month period.

TABLE 37 AVERAGE NUMBER OF EXTENSION SERVICE VISITS

Number of respondents
Government Extension
Number of respondents
Coop/Farmer Association
Number of respondents
Neighbor

Men

Women

153

49

6.2

2.7

39

29

6.0

2.8

37

33

3.8

2.6

Weights used.

14

The sample size of respondents who had received services from ActionAid was low.
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Test of means

***

***

4.

Priorities for the POWER program

In this section, we recommend priority areas of action for the POWER program based on the results
of the baseline study.

4.1. Reduce Women’s Heavy Workload
The top contributor to women’s disempowerment in the target population is the heavy workload that
burdens Rwandan women. POWER could reduce women’s workload by addressing women’s unpaid
care work and their labor in subsistence agriculture.

Review House Work as a Component of Unpaid Care Work
Housework, such as cooking, shopping, laundry, cleaning, obtaining services and performing other
domestic chores, is women’s most time-consuming activity. Women spend nearly 4 times as much
time doing housework each day than men. More time is spent on housework than on paid work,
child care, elder care, leisure time, learning, and social activities combined. More study may be needed
to discover how or if more mechanized equipment and/or community-based approaches (such as a
community kitchen or laundry facility, with responsibilities rotating between families) could reduce
house work by creating efficiencies or economies of scale, or if it is purely a matter of redistributing
the work more equally among women, men and children.

Improve Access to Facilities and Utilities
Women that have stable access to public service facilities and public utilities may have a lower burden
of unpaid care work. Where facilities and utilities do not exist, advocating for their establishment is a
potential POWER activity. The baseline survey measured the existence of facilities and utilities and
the ease with which women could access these services.

Increase Awareness of Unpaid Care Work Burden among Men and Women
Men have positive attitudes about sharing household and care duties. However, they lack knowledge
about the management of many household activities. Men often believe that children do household
work that is often women do along with their farming and income-earning work. Women believe
that it is their fate to bear the burden of unpaid care work. Reducing women’s unpaid care work may
start with changing men’s minds that care work is emasculating and women’s minds that they are
powerless to ask for help from men and the government.

Promote the Reduction and Redistribution of Agricultural and Unpaid Care Work
Empowering women requires reducing the amount of time they spend at subsistence agricultural
work and unpaid care work. Given the lack of assets and technology in POWER communities, both
of these objectives are achievable.
Reducing subsistence agricultural work is possible through the introduction of new technologies,
discussed below, and a reallocation of the gender based division of labor within agricultural
households. Interviews and focus groups in targeted communities revealed that men do heavier work
than women, while women work longer hours than men. New technologies will reduce the physical
strength required to do heavy work, which may make it easier for traditional communities to accept
that women are capable of it. As women are more able to bear heavy work, men will have more time
to take part in women’s duties. This redistribution will make the total overall time spent on
agricultural activities more equal in households, reducing the amount of time women spend on
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subsistence agricultural activities and potentially freeing time to produce cash crops and agricultural
surpluses to sell at market.
ActionAid should promote greater men’s involvement in unpaid care work. Greater involvement
could include taking on the work themselves. It could also include involving men and women in
advocacy for services, utilities, and facilities that would reduce the overall household burden.

Use Policy to Introduce Farming and Agriculture Labor Saving Technologies
The greatest constraint to empowerment for women in Rwanda’s agriculture sector is the
tremendous workload they bear in both productive and reproductive work. The division of labor in
the agriculture sector is a potential entry point for creating policy and strategy improvements to
women’s workload. As the FAO indicates in the paper Running out of Time: The Reduction of Women’s
Work Burden in Agricultural Production “as part of farming men are commonly responsible for chores
such as land clearing, ploughing, and harvesting, while women are in charge of seed selection and
management, weeding, planting, and postharvest processing. Often men have easier access to animal
draught power and mechanization for ploughing and clearing of land, while women’s work tends to
be more manual, tedious and labor-intensive (FAO, 2015).”
Through interviews and focus groups, we found that this description applied accurately to POWER
communities in Rwanda, with men taking on heavier work and women taking on work that absorbs
more time such as planting and growing crops15. The study also found that women are more often
involved in agricultural work focused on feeding the household rather than earning money, though
very few men or women have access to paid work opportunities.
Agricultural tools and technologies are often focused on men’s agricultural tasks, such as clearing
fields. Also, men more commonly have access to beasts of burden to help with agricultural work
(ibid). Women in Rwanda may not know about appropriate farm tools or labor saving technologies
because of lack of agricultural advice and infrequent participation in producer organizations. As part
of its policy series, POWER should explore techniques, technologies, and practices that reduce or
ease women’s workload in the agriculture sector. A starting point for potential technologies is the
FAO’s TECA website, found here: http://teca.fao.org/.

4.2. Generate Income by Enhancing Agricultural Productivity
The biggest obstacle to market access, and therefore income generation, for male and female farmers
is producing enough to sell. Approximately 83% of respondents said that they only produce enough
for their household’s consumption. A thorough analysis of POWER communities’ agricultural
practices will reveal means of increasing agricultural productivity. The baseline survey revealed a few
clear paths to start this discussion.

CRSA Training
There is great potential for CRSA training to boost agricultural yields in POWER’s target
communities. 95% of women and 96% of men rely on agriculture. POWER’s challenge is to deliver
the training in a way that does not add to women’s already heavy workload. This could mean
providing trainings that co-occur with other activities that women already do and/or could do
together in groups, for example while doing laundry, sewing/weaving or weeding fields. It could
15

For example, in the mixed gender focus group in Murundi, participants stated that women plant and grow
crops.
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mean organizing training on a market day and providing transportation to/from the market in order
that women can use the time they save in order to attend the training.

Access to Services
Extension services reach an insufficient number of farmers. The lack of services leaves farmers with
no means of increasing farm productivity or addressing agricultural issues as they arise. 80 percent of
respondents say that they take no steps to address the difficulties they face in cultivating their land.
Still, men are more likely to receive the benefits of extension service. The POWER program should
bring extension services to a larger number of farmers in its targeted communities, and set up
programs to ensure that extension service agents value providing services to women as much as men.
These services should provide advice on means of increasing agricultural productivity as well as
reducing workload. They should also address the following specific issues that the baseline survey
identified
Irrigation: The most significant problems respondents face in cultivating land is drought (42.8% men,
31.6% women).
Reduce salinity: The second most significant issue that respondents face is salinity (11.7% men, 16.8%
women).

Access to Input Markets
Targeted communities appear to lack access to input markets. Our survey asked whether respondents
used fertilizers, pesticides, improved seeds, improved fish fingerlings, animal feed, or veterinary
medicines. Fertilizer is only input that respondents use. Most farmers learned about fertilizer from
other farmers. 62.9% of men and 70.2% of women make the fertilizer themselves. 90.7% of men
and 93% of women indicated that they did not use any inputs about which our survey asked other
than fertilizer. Providing access to appropriate CRSA inputs could improve agricultural activity. In
designing a program that would bring access to inputs, ActionAid should ensure that they especially
enhance women’s access to inputs.

4.3. Improve Access to Credit
As discussed in section 3.2.3, women in communities targeted by the POWER project, or POWER
communities, have a hard time accessing credit despite the investment the Rwandan government has
made in its financial sector. Credit is the lifeblood of the agriculture sector. Farmers across the world
rely on credit to purchase inputs, pay on-farm labor, and prepare agricultural products for market.
People in POWER communities in general have inadequate access to credit, however women have a
significantly harder time accessing credit than men.
In the last several years, Rwanda has ranked at or near the top of the World Bank’s Doing Business
report’s “access to credit” indicator. However, the World Bank ranking is based on the efficiency of
laws and regulations. They also capture the experience of people living in urban areas. Doing Business
does not measure the experience of people as they take loans, and certainly not the experience of
rural women working in the agriculture sector. Mapping the difficulties women working in the
agriculture sector face as they try to access credit and presenting strategies and solutions to address
this issue is a rich source of public policy and strategy material for the POWER program.
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4.4. Convert Positive Attitudes to Investment and Action
The Rwandan government actively promotes gender equality and investments that reduce women’s
unpaid care work burden. Men and women in POWER communities believe that men and women
are responsible for care work, and that women should have equal access to income earning
opportunities. However, men often underestimate the amount of total work and unpaid care work
that women manage. Also, traditional views of the division between men’s work and women’s work
still prevails in much of Rwandan society.
ActionAid’s challenge is to convert these positive attitudes into action and investment that creates
empowerment for POWER’s specific communities. ActionAid should tailor its clear methodologies,
detailed in documents like “Making Care Visible (Budlender & Moussié , 2013)” and “Redistributing
care work for gender equality and justice (Sempere, 2015),” to the Rwanda context. In tailoring those
methodologies, ActionAid should make sure that they do not create new advocacy or organizing
work without first reducing women’s already heavy workload. They should also seek partnerships and
guard against duplicating the work of the organizations, including the Rwandan government, which
have made strides in improving gender equality.

4.5. Improve Women’s Participation and Leadership in Economic and

Community Organizations
The previous recommendations all rely at least in part on women’s active participation in community
organizations. Currently, women do participate in some organizations and say that they feel confident
speaking about issues that are important to them. Still, the types of organizations that women
currently participate in do not sufficiently present opportunities for women to win greater control of
community or household resources, or to ensure that the local agriculture industry is organized with
women’s life patterns in mind.
The POWER program has defined “organizing women” as a key outcome. Organizing women is
indeed an important activity on the path to reducing unpaid care work and promoting women’s
ability to achieve their full potential. However, focusing on organizing women into groups that
address women’s issues is insufficient. ActionAid should also work to ensure that women are better
integrated into other community organizations. Better integration starts with making sure women are
knowledgeable of the types of organizations exist. As the baseline survey found, women were less
likely to know of producers’ organizations. Only about half of the women that had access to mutual
assistance/insurance groups participated in them. Promoting access to these types of organizations
and leadership roles for women in them is a crucial component of implementing the other baseline
study recommendations and achieving POWER program outcomes.

Conclusion
In conclusion, although there are undeniable challenges to gender equality and women’s
empowerment in Rwanda, the study has uncovered several areas of opportunity. Chief among these
are reducing women’s workload by urging the government to increase access to utilities and services,
transitioning positive attitudes towards redistribution of UCW into behavioral changes on a
household and community level, and introducing labor-saving techniques and equipment along with
CRSA training. By reducing time spent on UCW and subsistence agriculture, women will be able to
invest more time in income-generating activities, including growing surplus food and cash crops to
sell, thereby leading to expanded economic empowerment.
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The other key opportunity is to develop women’s leadership at the community level by building
awareness of, and meaningful participation in, community organizations such as producers’ groups
that can help women address the both the mundane and higher-level problems they face. Reducing
women’s workload overall will free women to more actively participate in civic life, but they may also
require education on the benefits and encouragement to do so.
Baseline data included herein will serve to inform ActionAid strategy in pursuing POWER project
goals and in evaluating progress as the program evolves. We look forward to seeing women in
Rwanda fulfill more of their potential as citizens, earners, and humans as they achieve greater equality
and empowerment through the efforts of this project. ISG and the evaluation team were honored to
work with ActionAid and especially with the communities and duty bearers that graciously hosted us,
shared their candid input on issues relating to women’s empowerment, and exposed the real and
pressing needs that will drive this project forward.
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Annex 1: Types of Crops Produced and Crop Categories by
Gender
Wheat

Men
1.3

Women
1.1

Maize

13.8

13.8

Barley

0.1

0.1

Millet

0.0

0.1

Sorghum

12.4

11.6

Rice

0.6

0.6

Sweet Yams

1.4

1.8

Cassava

5.4

6.5

Potato

5.4

5.0

Sweet Potato

6.6

6.3

Field Pea

0.6

0.8

Soybean

2.3

2.5

Other Pulses

0.1

0.1

Ground Nut/Peanut

0.1

0.5

Soybean

1.0

0.6

Others Oilseeds

0.1

0.0

Chili

0.2

0.1

Onion

0.1

0.1

Pumpkin

0.1

0.1

Egg Plant

0.0

0.2

Carrots

0.2

0.3

Cow Peas

0.1

0.3

Green Banana/Plantain

5.3

5.2

Water Gourd

1.5

1.4

Sweet Gourd

0.0

0.1

Crop

Kakrol

0.1

0.1

Beans

36.8

37.2

Coriander Leaf

0.0

0.1

Cabbage

2.0

1.3

Chinese Cabbage

0.2

0.3

Bananas

0.5

0.1

Pineapples

0.1

0.1

Oranges

0.0

0.1

Lemons

0.1

0.0

Other Fruits

0.0

0.2

Coconut/Green Coconut

0.4

0.2

Tea

0.3

0.4
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*excludes livestock

Coffee

0.5

0.4

Pyrethrum

0.1

0.1

0.3

0.2

962

945

Other Crops
Number of crops
produced

MAJOR CROP CATEGORIES (PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL)
Crop_Type
Major Cereals

Men
28.2

Women
27.3

Roots And Tubers

18.7

19.6

Pulses

3.0

3.4

Oil Seeds

1.2

1.1

Spices

0.2

0.2

Vegetables

44.1

45.0

Leafy Vegetables

2.2

1.6

Fruits

1.1

0.7

1.1

1.0

962

945

Other Crops
Number of crops
produced

65

Annex 2: Average Yield for Major Crops
Maize

Harvest

Sorghum

Cassava

Potato

Sweet Potato

Green Banana/Plantain

Bean

Men

Women

Men

Women

Men

Women

Men

Women

Men

Women

Men

Women

Men

Women

135.7

109.0

77.4

61.9

79.1

96.5

369.2

362.3

165.9

299.0

233.6

322.6

80.2

75.2

Area

0.2

0.16

0.2

0.2

0.1

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.1

0.1

0.2

0.1

0.2

0.2

Yield

6,795.6

1,774.1

1,229.0

1,670.5

4,650.4

2,395.2

5,543.1

5,685.1

12,560.6

9,175.3

3,979.5

8,828.8

1,692.0

1,306.1

150

144

101

92

50

57

71

65

68

64

47

45

332

329

Number of
observations

*Top 0.5 percent of harvest was dropped.
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Annex 3: Fertilizer Use and Source
Men

Women

Percentage of plots that had fertilizers applied

47.2%

45.5%

Number of plots

1,264

1,235

Inorganic fertilizer

6.6

2.9

Organic fertilizer

77.1

80.3

Both

16.3

16.8

606

574

Ag Extension Services

17.7

26.4

Other Farmers

48.3

33.1

Agro-Suppliers

33.5

39.7

Other

0.6

0.8

606

574

Cost

10.8

8.2

Availability

65.0

74.4

Info From Ag Extension

13.9

9.0

Whichever Is Better For Conservation

10.3

8.4

Type of fertilizer used on plot

Number of plots
How did you learn about the fertilizers used?

Number of plots
How did you choose the fertilizer? (Multiple responses possible)
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Number of responses

700

612

I Bought The Fertilizer

17.7

15.8

I Made The Organic Fertilizer

62.9

70.2

I Used A Voucher

1.3

1.6

I Bought Some And Made Some

17.4

11.7

Other

0.8

0.7

606

574

12,035.8

11,821.4

175

141

7,430.3

6,177.6

579

561

How did you obtain your fertilizer?

Number of plots
Total cost of inorganic fertilizer used (Rwandan francs)

Number of plots
Total cost of organic fertilizer used (Rwandan francs)

Number of plots
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Annex 4: WEAI Calculations
5 Dimensions of Empowerment Score
The 5 dimensions of empowerment in the WEAI are calculated using a weighted average of
individual empowerment scores, disempowerment scores, and dimensions in which individuals are
disempowered. The equation is

5DE = He + Hn (Aa)
He = The percent of women who are empowered
Hn = The percent of women who are disempowered
Aa= The percent of dimensions in which disempowered women have adequate achievement.
Gender Parity Index Score
The Gender Parity Index is calculated according to the following equation

GPI = 1 – HW (RP)
HW = % of women without gender parity

RP = Average empowerment gap between men and women in the same household.
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