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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Purpose of the Impact Evaluation Baseline Study and Study Questions 

This report presents the baseline resilience analysis of the second phase of USAID-funded 
Partnership for Resilience and Economic Growth (PREG II) project in northern Kenya. The 
objective of this impact evaluation (IE) is to provide insight into how household resilience 
capacities affect income and food security outcomes and perceived recovery in the face of shocks 
that the households experience in the arid and semi-arid lands (ASALs) counties covered by 
PREG. This IE baseline study provides estimates against which to monitor and assess the progress 
and effectiveness of PREG II activities during implementation and after the activity is completed. 
The PREG II IE seeks to answer several research questions on household coping strategies and 
resilience capacities.1 This baseline study gathers data that answer some of the research 
questions now; other questions will be addressed in subsequent recurrent monitoring surveys and 
the endline survey. 

Project Background 

PREG II has three interrelated objectives: increasing household incomes, enhancing resilience, and 
bolstering adaptive capacity to climate change among vulnerable pastoral people in northern 
Kenya. PREG II is being implemented in targeted locations in Garissa, Isiolo, Marsabit, Turkana, 
and Wajir counties. The program seeks to generate the economic growth needed to reduce 
poverty and hunger and to achieve the Government of Kenya’s (GoK’s) vision of a commercial 
and modern agricultural sector by investing in agriculture and livestock production to improve the 
competitiveness of high-potential value chains and promote diversification into higher-return on- 
and off-farm activities.  

Evaluation Design / Methods 

The PREG II IE baseline study is a mixed-methods quasi-experimental design that has a qualitative 
component and two quantitative components—a household and a community survey. The quasi-
experimental nature of an IE requires a treatment group and a counterfactual. For this IE, the 
treatment group is comprised of households in sublocations in Garissa, Isiolo, Marsabit, Wajir, 
and Turkana counties that are stratified into three levels of resilience programming intensity 
defined as 1) low-intensity (PREG II OR at least two other USAID development activities, 2) 
medium-intensity (PREG II + one other USAID development activity, OR three other USAID 
development activities), and 3) high-intensity (PREG II + two or more USAID development 
activities, OR four other USAID development activities). Counterfactual households reside in 
sublocations in Baringo, Mandera, Samburu, and Tana River where resilience programming is 

                                             

1 The PREG II IE baseline study aims to answer the following research questions: (1) What coping strategies do households employ to deal 
with shocks? (2) How do resilience capacities and their components affect household well-being outcomes in the face of shocks? (3) Do 
households with higher resilience capacities adopt different types of coping strategies than those with lower capacities in the face of 
exposure to similar shocks? 
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limited, but humanitarian assistance is available. Information from the project will be included in 
analyses to account for any bias associated with exposure to resilience programming among the 
counterfactual group. The final sample of surveyed households was spread across 52 treatment 
sublocations in the five PREG II counties and 50 control sublocations in the four control counties. 

Findings 

Shock exposure: The study area is highly shock-prone; approximately three-quarters of all 
sampled households experienced at least one shock in the previous 12 months. Of those 
households experiencing shocks, most reported an average of two shocks that at least slightly 
impacted their food consumption and/or income. At the time of data collection, the most 
commonly reported shock was food price increases (likely a byproduct of previous drought 
conditions), followed by excessive rains/flooding, and variable rain/drought. Across the qualitative 
study sites, every FGD indicated drought as a primary shock or stress, and in most cases the 
most severe event experienced over the previous five years. Multiple FGs described the 
occurrence of floods as “new” or “unusual” events their communities were ill-equipped to deal 
with (e.g., Marsabit, Garissa). 

Coping strategies: Of the households experiencing shocks, the most common coping strategy 
was reducing household food consumption, followed by selling livestock, reducing non-essential 
household expenses, and buying food on credit from a local merchant. 

Poverty: Overall, households spend two-thirds of their household income on food. Just over half 
of all households live below the poverty line of 1.90 per person per day  

Food security: Household dietary diversity scores (HDDS) indicate that households’ access and 
consume an average of 6 out of 12 recommended food groups. This suggests that households 
may lack the resources to access a more diverse group of foods or that a wider diversity of foods 
is not readily available. Women of reproductive age (WRA) consumed about 3 out of 9 food 
groups, suggesting they are not eating as well as others in the household. The Food Insecurity 
Experience Scale (FIES) indicates that over two-thirds of households experienced moderate-to-
severe food insecurity in the past 12 months. Despite this prevalence of hunger, the nutritional 
status of children under five (i.e., stunting, wasting, underweight) is fairly average based on 
national figures.  

Resilience capacity: This IE baseline report presents findings from analysis of the absorptive, 
adaptive, and transformative resilience capacity index scores (on a 0–100 scale) along with the 
components that comprise each index. The absorptive capacity index value for the sample as a 
whole is 29.0. For adaptive capacity, the mean index score for the overall sample is 31.5, and the 
average transformative score is 26.5. Values of the capacity index scores are not significantly 
different between treatment and control households.  

Resilience capacity and well-being outcomes: Absorptive and adaptive resilience capacities 
are significantly positively associated per capita expenditures, dietary diversity, and recovery from 
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flooding and/or drought, and negatively associated with poverty and hunger. Households with 
more transformative capacity are also significantly more likely to have higher expenditures, less 
poverty and hunger, and greater food diversity. Overall, the data confirm that higher resilience 
capacity is associated with a greater expenditures and dietary diversity and lower probability of a 
household experiencing poverty or hunger and recovering from drought and/or flooding. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 
One of the main goals of the Partnership for Resilience and Economic Growth (PREG) initiative is 
to enhance the resilience of households in one of the most shock-prone areas of the world: 
northern Kenya. This impact evaluation (IE) provides a unique opportunity to measure household 
and community resilience and to determine what kinds of interventions will work to maintain and 
improve households’ livelihoods and food security, even in the face of shocks.  

1.1 OVERVIEW OF PARTNERSHIP FOR RESILIENCE 
AND ECONOMIC GROWTH 

Following prolonged and severe droughts in northern Kenya in 2008 and 2011, the United States 
Agency for International Development (USAID) Feed the Future (FTF) initiative began to address 
pastoralist vulnerability and resilience in the arid and semi-arid lands (ASAL) of northern Kenya 
through two five-year projects under the Resilience and Economic Growth in Arid Lands (REGAL) 
program. In partnership with World Food Programme (WFP) and the Government of Kenya 
(GoK), this effort introduced the “9-5-2” strategy2 of layering, sequencing, and integration to the 
ASAL, coordinating and harmonizing USAID-funded resilience-building activities of humanitarian 
and development stakeholders. In 2014, this 
partnership expanded to include over 15 partners 
from USAID, GoK, WFP and other implementing 
partners, forming the PREG initiative.  

Currently, the PREG umbrella brings together 
humanitarian and development partners, and the 
GoK at national and county levels in nine of the 23 
ASAL counties to strengthen resilience and address 
underlying vulnerabilities in the region. The PREG 
model of collaboration has enabled partners to 
minimize redundancies, promote synergies, and 
achieve multi-partner collaboration and 
coordination. 

1.2 THEORY OF CHANGE 
To generate the economic growth needed to reduce poverty and hunger and to achieve the 
GoK’s vision of a commercial and modern agricultural sector, PREG II is investing in transforming 
agriculture and livestock production by improving the competitiveness of high-potential value  

                                             

2 “9-5-2”: nine counties receiving humanitarian aid: five with resilience-building activities and two with additional market-oriented activities.  

“Through collaborative activities and 
approaches in the ASAL areas of Kenya, 

USAID PREG partners will more effectively 
support the Government of Kenya to develop 

individuals, communities, and systems 
resilience capacities resulting in sustainable 

reductions in humanitarian assistance needs, 
prevalence/depth of poverty, household 

hunger, and acute/chronic undernutrition.” 

– PREG Vision Statement 
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chains and promoting diversification into 
higher-return on- and off-farm activities. 
These investments are necessary to reduce 
poverty and hunger, but by themselves will 
be insufficient. Beyond investing in economic 
growth, poverty reduction requires 
targeted interventions that address the 
needs of pastoralists and more vulnerable 
populations, particularly women and youth.  

To address the needs of the large number 
of vulnerable households and “push” them 
toward market-oriented activities, PREG II 
interventions will take a pro-poor approach 
with two dimensions: one that improves 
nutritional status and another that 
improves access to knowledge tools, buys 
down risk, and enhances natural resource 
management. PREG II will also institute 
value chain programs that “pull” rural 
households into income-generating  
activities and economic growth by 
improving links to markets and input access, 

providing affordable business development and financial services, and promoting greater 
diversification, tailoring programs to the needs of pastoralists, women, and youth.  

This approach is represented in the original theory of change for REGAL, presented in Figure 2. 
With PREG II, the Kenya Mission’s strategy continues to recognize the importance of both pull and 
push interventions in order to achieve their larger goals of inclusive agricultural growth and 
reduced poverty, hunger, and malnutrition.3 The PREG II theory of change is based on collaboration 
and, in particular, the sequencing, layering, and integration of USAID and other donor investments 
that will contribute to GoK goals for development. The three prongs of PREG II—expanding 
economic opportunities, strengthening governance, and improving human capital4—are the 
foundation of building resilience to shocks. 

  

                                             

3 USAID/KEA. 2018. Kenya Global Food Security Strategy Country Plan. Final Draft. Not for distribution. 
4 Collins, G. 2017. Building Resilience to Recurrent Crises (and beyond). Presentation for Kenya IE. December.  

Figure 1: PREG II intervention areas 
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Figure 2: Original Theory of Change (REGAL) 

 
Source: USAID. 2015. Kenya REGAL IE Midterm Protocol. Draft: 17 July 2015. 

PREG II conceptualizes resilience according to the USAID definition: “For USAID, resilience is the 
ability of people, households, communities, countries, and systems to mitigate, adapt to, and recover from 
shocks and stresses in a manner that reduces chronic vulnerability and facilitates inclusive growth.”5  

While the definition of resilience encompasses various levels, the focus of the IE is primarily at the 
household and community levels. The IE investigates the impact of PREG II activities on household 
resilience capacities and well-being outcomes.  

Figure 3 illustrates the resilience theory of change that underlies the analysis. A central hypothesis 
of this model is that improved resilience capacities at the household and community levels allow 
households to maintain their well-being, even in the face of shocks and stresses, by supporting 
improved responses to, preparation for, and recovery from shocks. 

  
  

                                             

5 USAID. 2012. Building Resilience to Recurrent Crisis: USAID Policy and Program Guidance. 
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Figure 3: Resilience Theory of Change 

 
Source: TANGO International, developed in 2017. 

1.3 PURPOSE OF THE PREG II IMPACT EVALUATION 
BASELINE STUDY 

The PREG II IE baseline study provides an information base against which to monitor and assess 
the progress and contributions of PREG II activities toward planned outcomes and impacts. The IE 
baseline survey measures initial levels of household well-being indicators, shock responses, and 
resilience capacities. These indicators, along with changes in risk exposure and participation in 
PREG II programs, will be subsequently measured in an endline survey, as well as in survey rounds 
of the recurrent shock monitoring system (RMS). Information from the baseline will also support 
the creation of a learning and adaptation agenda, and a related research agenda.  

Unlike a standard baseline conducted as part of an IE, this baseline does not represent a true “pre-
treatment”. That is, the PREG II treatment area has received resilience programming support for 
six months prior to the timing of the baseline survey, and furthermore, PREG I/REGAL activities 
have been operating in these areas since 2012Thus, this will affect interpretation of results. 

The PREG II IE baseline study aims to answer the following research questions: 

1. What coping strategies do households employ to deal with shock?  

2. How do resilience capacities and their components affect household well-being 
outcomes in the face of shocks? 

3. Do households with higher resilience capacities adopt different types of coping 
strategies than those with lower capacities in the face of exposure to similar shocks? 
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2 METHODOLOGY 
This section outlines the methodologies used for collecting and analyzing the quantitative and 
qualitative PREG II IE baseline data. 

2.1 OBJECTIVES OF THE DATA COLLECTION 
The PREG II IE baseline study has two quantitative components—a household and a community 
survey—accompanied by a qualitative component. The data were collected with two main 
objectives in mind. The first was to collect appropriate data on three sets of variables of interest: 
household well-being outcomes (poverty, food security, child nutrition, and recovery), household 
shock exposure, and household and community capacities that promote resilience. The second 
objective was to collect data that will allow evaluators to determine project impact after the 
completion of the endline survey.  

Techniques planned to measure impact are propensity score matching (PSM) and difference-in-
difference analysis (DID). These methods of analysis require panel data for households in 
treatment (i.e., intervention) and control groups. Consultation with PREG II project staff led to the 
decision to define the two groups based on whether or not PREG II resilience programming 
activities are implemented in sublocations. The treatment group is comprised of households in 
sublocations with active PREG II resilience programming in addition to humanitarian assistance 
(HA). The control group comprises households in sublocations without PREG II activities directed 
towards enhancing household resilience capacities. Both the control and treatment areas receive 
HA. Thus, the control group represents households who, at least in principle, have not received 
any USAID resilience programming but can receive HA, and the treatment group represents 
households who have access to USAID resilience programming, in addition to HA.6 Thus, the 
difference in the relative changes over time between these two groups (DID) should represent the 
additional impact of resilience programming on top of HA. 

2.2 QUANTITATIVE SURVEY 

2.2.1 Quantitative Survey Instruments 

Two quantitative survey instruments were developed by TANGO International staff with input 
from USAID and Kimetrica (Annex 1).  

  

                                             

6 As described more fully in Section 2.4 (Limitations), WFP had initiated limited resilience programming in the control area, but PREG 
considered that the level of resilience programming in the control area was substantially lower than in the treatment area in 2018, 
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The household survey questionnaire contains modules organized into the following topics: 

• Demographics 

• Dwelling characteristics 

• Household consumption expenditures 

• Food security and nutrition 

• Children’s nutrition and anthropometrics 

• Shocks and stresses 

• Household, productive and livestock assets 

• Access to markets, infrastructure, financial and other services 

• Access to information 

• Group participation 

• Collective action 

• Livelihood activities 

• Social support 

• Gender norms 

• Women’s empowerment 

• Women’s dietary diversity 

• Women’s decision-making  

The community survey covers: 

• Community (village) characteristics 

• Community infrastructure and services 

• Community organizations 

• Government and NGO programs 

• Governance 

• Gender norms 

• Changes over the last five years 

The consumption expenditures module was based on the standard module used in the PBSs and 
modified to reflect the consumption items relevant to the current survey population. Some 
modules are based directly on data collection techniques indicated in measurement manuals for 
specific indicators such as the Food Insecurity Experience Scale (FIES) and the Household Dietary 
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Diversity Score (HDDS). A range of resources developed by TANGO and USAID Center for 
Resilience and FTF were drawn upon to develop the questionnaire modules for collecting data on 
resilience.7 The quantitative survey (household and community questionnaires) is provided in 
Annex 1. 

2.2.2 Survey Sampling Design 

The PREG II IE is a quasi-experimental mixed-methods design. The household and community 
surveys generate data that will allow us to examine the impacts at endline of exposure to and 
participation in PREG II interventions on resilience capacity and well-being outcomes in the face of 
shocks. They also allow us to determine whether the project’s impact on household outcomes can 
be attributed to the induced changes in resilience capacity. 

The sample is stratified based on the levels of PREG II resilience programming intensity outlined 
below. It should be noted that the sample is powered to detect statistical differences between 
Treatment and Control groups, and permits detection of differences between the Control group 
and each of the three subdivisions in the Treatment group. The sample is not powered to detect 
statistically significant differences among the three subdivisions in the treatment group.  

1. Control households were selected from sublocations in Baringo, Mandera, Samburu, 
and Tana River counties where humanitarian assistance (HA) and/or other non-PREG 
II USAID programming is implemented. USAID considers that their non-PREG 
programming in these counties is not directly focused on addressing multiple 
dimensions of resilience.  

2. Treatment households were selected from sublocations in Garissa, Isiolo, Marsabit, 
Wajir, and Turkana counties. Each county was further stratified into three categories 
of programming intensity using the following criteria:  

o Low-intensity (LI): PREG II OR at least two other non-PREG II USAID 
development activities 

o Medium-intensity (MI): PREG II + one other non-PREG II USAID development 
activity, OR three other non-PREG II USAID development activities 

o High-intensity (HI): PREG II + two or more non-PREG II USAID development 
activities, OR four other non-PREG II USAID development activities 

Table 1 shows the USAID program areas from which treatment and control households were 
sampled, and the PREG II activity intensity level of each area.  

                                             

7 TANGO International. 2018. Resilience and Resilience Capacities Measurement Options. Produced by TANGO International as part of the 
Resilience Evaluation, Analysis and Learning (REAL) Associate Award. 
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Table 1: Number of households, by intensity level 

County 
PREG II 

Intervention 
Group 

Resilience Programming Intensity 

All LI MI III 

Garissa Treatment 341 112 101 128 

Isiolo Treatment 188 29 57 102 

Marsabit Treatment 216 81 78 57 

Turkana Treatment 364 164 100 100 

Wajir Treatment 309 83 138 88 

Baringo Control 58 

Mandera Control 608 

Samburu Control 354 

Tana River Control 382 

This stratified design allows for the evaluation of the impacts of the PREG II interventions above 
and beyond the effects of humanitarian assistance. By further stratifying the Treatment counties 
into high, medium, and low levels of PREG II resilience programming, we can also compare the 
impacts across different combinations of PREG II interventions.  

Community surveys were conducted to examine the impacts of PREG II community-level 
programming (e.g., natural resource management interventions) and to collect data on important 
characteristics of communities that affect household resilience capacities.  

Sample Selection. Sample selection was based on a two-stage, stratified random sampling 
design. In stage one, sublocations were selected using probability proportional to size (PPS). 
Kenya National Bureau of Statistics provided TANGO with a list of the census enumeration areas 
(EAs) for each sublocation. From that, Kimetrica conducted a household listing from which 
households were randomly selected.  

Sample Size Calculation. A sample size of 880 households per stratum was the minimum 
number of households required to detect a reduction in global acute malnutrition (GAM) from 17 
percent to 10.5 percent (38 percent change) with 95 percent confidence and 80 percent power, 
assuming a design effect of 2.0 based on previous surveys. This was adjusted to account for 
households with no eligible children to 1273, and decreased to 1154 after accounting for 
households with two or more eligible children. The estimated non-response rate of three percent 
is based on response rates of 97.7 percent for the 2008–09 Demographic Health Survey and 98 
percent for the 2005–06 Kenya Integrated Household Budget Survey. Given that the PREG II IE is 
a panel design, an additional 15 percent upward adjustment was made to account for possible 
attrition between the baseline and endline survey, yielding a minimum total target sample size of 
1366 households per stratum, which was rounded to a final sample size of 1400 households per 
stratum.  
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This sample size is large enough to detect a change of 20 percent in household food insecurity 
measured by the FIES, given that the initial value for comparison is 50 percent. 

A community survey was administered in each sublocation in the sample. It was administered at 
the sublocation level because this level is where most existing services are provided and PREG II 
project interventions are implemented. 

Sample Weights. For each of the four strata, the household-level sample weights are calculated 
as the inverse of the selection probability of a household. It is a ratio of (1) the proportion of the 
entire population of households that is in the stratum to (2) the proportion of sample households 
that are in the stratum. The community-level sampling weights were calculated in the same 
manner. There is one survey module for which data were collected for children under five years 
old (on anthropometry). The weights applied to these data are the household-level weights for 
each stratum divided by the child-level non-response rate. 

2.2.3 Enumerator Training and Field Schedule 

A 15-day training of enumerators and supervisors took place in Nakuru, Kenya, led by Kimetrica 
with technical support from TANGO staff. Enumerators with experience in the correct use of 
scales and measuring boards conducted training for the anthropometric module. The 
questionnaire was translated into local languages. Enumerators and supervisors worked from 
paper-based local language versions of the questionnaire, which would eventually serve as a 
reference when administering the survey on tablets.  

The main objective of the training was to ensure that all members of the survey teams 
understood the objectives of the study, proper use of the survey tools, and the roles and 
responsibilities of each team member in data collection. Training covered detailed review of paper 
survey questionnaires in local languages, procedures for conducting research on human subjects, 
and instructions using the tablets. Two days of pretesting followed. During the training and 
pretest period, problems found in the translations and the tablet version of the questionnaire were 
corrected. All trainers and enumerators were fluent in local languages and English. Kimetrica 
worked closely with the Kenya National Bureau of Statistics for sample design and selection and 
the recruitment of enumerators. The actual data collection took place from September 2 to 
September 30, 2018. 

2.2.4 Quantitative Data Analysis 

The quantitative data analysis was conducted in Stata (version 15) using both descriptive and 
multivariate analysis techniques.  

Descriptive Analysis 

The baseline household and community survey data are used to conduct descriptive analysis of 
indicators relating to households’ livelihood environments, shock exposure, coping strategies, 
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well-being outcomes, and resilience capacities. Indicator values are mainly reported as 
percentages and means. 

Indicators are reported by key population sub-groups, as are the results of statistical significance 
across groups: control households are compared to households that have received any resilience 
programming, and also to each of the PREG II resilience programming activity intensity 
categories of low, medium, and high (although as noted above the categories within the 
treatment group are not powered to detect statistically significant differences). Differences are 
considered significant if statistically significant at the 0.05 level or higher. The population sub-
groups for which values of variables are reported differ when household-level data are reported 
than when community-level data are reported. Indicator values for sample sizes less than 30 are 
not reported, and indicated in tables by the ^ symbol. 

Multivariate Analysis 

Multivariate regression is used to investigate the structural relationships hypothesized to exist 
between key variables of interest: well-being outcomes, shock exposure, and resilience capacities. 
Specifically, the following questions are investigated: 

1. Do households with higher resilience capacities adopt different types of coping
strategies than those with lower capacities in the face of exposure to similar shocks?
(research question 3)

2. How do resilience capacities and their components affect household well-being
outcomes in the face of shocks? (research question 2)

The following equation is used to investigate Question (1): 

𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐 𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑐𝑐𝑠𝑠 = 𝑓𝑓(𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅, 𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆, ℎ𝑐𝑐𝑜𝑜𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠ℎ𝑐𝑐𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜 𝑐𝑐ℎ𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑐𝑐𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑐𝑐𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑠𝑠, 𝑐𝑐𝑠𝑠𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐 𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑐𝑐𝑠𝑠𝑐𝑐𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠) , 

where RC indicates the resilience capacity of interest, SE is a shock exposure index and the 
household characteristics controlled for are household demographic characteristics (adult 
equivalents, age-sex composition, and gendered household type). 

The regression equation used to investigate well-being outcomes in Question (2) is: 

ℎℎ 𝑐𝑐𝑜𝑜𝑠𝑠𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑟𝑟𝑠𝑠 = 𝑓𝑓(𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆,𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅, ℎ𝑐𝑐𝑜𝑜𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠ℎ𝑐𝑐𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜 𝑐𝑐ℎ𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑐𝑐𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑐𝑐𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑠𝑠,𝑐𝑐𝑠𝑠𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐 𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑐𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑐𝑐𝑠𝑠𝑐𝑐𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠) 

2.3 QUALITATIVE SURVEY 
Insights from the qualitative component of the baseline study have been integrated with findings 
from quantitative analysis in order to add richness and context to the interpretation of results 
presented in this report. The overall design of the qualitative research activity sought to capture 
local narratives and perceptions on the process of recent change occurring in people’s lives and 
livelihoods, to document local perceptions of the shocks and stresses and the decision-making 
processes of households and communities in addressing these pressures, and to assess the extent 
to which external actors—representing both government and development—have contributed to 
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the strengthening of resilience. Thus, the contribution of the qualitative component is to provide 
insights into how people perceived their changing physical, social, and economic landscapes; how 
they adjust to such changes, how they incorporate the range of development interventions into 
their livelihood choices, and the aspirations and ambitions that will chart the pathway to the 
future.  

In the second part of the report, the county sublocations included in the qualitative research are 
realigned to fit the four-part intensity classification of the PREG II initiative, and the analysis 
examines patterns of utilizing coping strategies, constraints to change, and the role of external 
actors. The report intends to lay out local ambitions and aspirations for transformative change 
and assess how project layering of interventions can best support these visions of the future. In 
concluding sections, the report recommends an integrated and participatory strategy for 
incorporating communities into project activities. 

2.3.1 Qualitative Sampling Strategy 

The qualitative team sampled 16 sublocation sites in six counties, and the data collection was 
conducted simultaneously with the quantitative fieldwork activity (September 13–22, 2018). The 
sampling strategy devised by TANGO International followed criteria consistent with the PREG II 
IE intensity level classifications (see above) as well as security and logistics limitations. The 
sublocation selection included a control representative (two sublocations in Tana River), three 
sublocations classified as low intensity (in Marsabit, Garissa, and Turkana), five sublocations 
classified as medium intensity (in Isiolo, Garissa, Turkana, and Wajir), and six sublocations 
classified as high intensity (in Isiolo, Garissa, Marsabit, Turkana, and Wajir). The sublocation sites, 
counties, intensity level, and selection criteria are summarized in Table 2. This sample also reflects 
security concerns, particularly in Garissa and Wajir counties, thus limiting the movement of the 
teams. Village selection was based on Kimetrica’s security ratings informed by their recent 
quantitative fieldwork activity. Any sublocations with a rating of “insecure” were automatically 
eliminated from the qualitative sample. Out of 107 sublocation sites, 55 were rated insecure. This 
did not negatively impact geographic representation, as all sublocations in each intensity strata 
were represented. 

Table 2: Sites sampled for the qualitative component, by intensity and location 

Intensity Strata County and Sub Location 

Control 1. Tana River (Maroni)
2. Tana River (Matangeni)

Low Intensity 
1. Garissa (Waberi)
2. Marsabit (Karare)
3. Turkana (Lokichar)

Medium Intensity 

1. Garissa (Bour-Algi)
2. Isiolo (Sericho)
3. Turkana (Lopur)
4. Turkana (Nadapal Kakuma)
5. Wajir (El Nur)
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Intensity Strata County and Sub Location 

High Intensity 

1. Garissa (Iftin)
2. Garissa (Nanighi)
3. Isiolo (Bula Pesa)
4. Marsabit (North Horr)
5. Turkana (Lodwar Township)
6. Wajir (Wagberi)

2.3.2 Qualitative Sampling Strategy 

The qualitative data set is comprised of 32 focus group discussions (FGDs) from the 16 
sublocation sites, 50 key informant interviews (KIIs) from the six counties, and four KIIs conducted 
with project partners in Nairobi. The FGDs were organized according to gender; one-half with 
men and one-half with women. The FGD consisted of 6–8 participants, recruited purposively to 
include a wide breadth of perspectives from engaged community members, including youth, with 
knowledge about their community. Qualitative researchers followed a topical outline to guide the 
FGD discussions (Topical Outlines can be found in Annex 1). Topics sought to uncover local 
perceptions of change in livelihoods, livestock activities and markets, shocks and stresses, 
household and community responses to change, the role of external agents (including government 
officials and development actors), and future aspirations considered to be viable. Each team 
conducted four FGDs, two in each sublocation.  

In each sublocation and at the county seat, KIIs were conducted with those residents who have a 
specialized role in development or retain specific knowledge on topics relevant to the research. 
This wide range of interviews captured the specific insights of community and clan leaders, school 
headmasters, private livestock traders, local merchants, implementing partner staff, 
representatives of local financial institutions, NDMA staff, agriculture and livestock extension 
workers, health and nutrition staff, youth leaders, and slaughterhouse officials, (see KII outline and 
selection criteria attached in Annex 1). The topical outlines for the KIIs sought to reveal 
perceptions of change related to their specific roles and responsibilities, their interpretations of 
the determinants of change, and their assessment of the impact of external actors, including those 
related to development projects and activities. 

2.3.3 Data Collection Procedures 

To prepare the field teams for this challenging task, TANGO and Kimetrica staff designed and 
carried out a five-day training for qualitative researchers held in Nakuru, Kenya. The length of 
training was unusual for most qualitative research activities, but it reflected the effort to maintain 
levels of data quality across counties, where eight teams operated independently (two teams in 
Garissa and Turkana, one team in each of the other four counties). Since, for logistical and 
security reasons, not every team would have in-person supervision from a TANGO or Kimetrica 
staff researcher, more time was dedicated to assuring an in-depth understanding of the research 
objectives, the topical outline tools, and the data recording strategy. During training, a 
supervisory structure and quality control system was developed, with the clear attribution of 
responsibilities. In order to instill a “researcher mentality,” training covered project background, 
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concepts of resilience and resilience measurement, qualitative research methods, review and 
refinement of all tools, translation of tools into local languages, data management and data entry 
protocols, and safety and security. One day of training was dedicated to a field test, which 
allowed the qualitative researchers to practice their qualitative skills and data entry, as well as 
further refinement of the tools. The full training workshop agenda can be found in Annex 1. 

Qualitative data collection occurred over a three-day period in each site, including one day each 
for 1) visiting the county seat and conducting KIIs, 2) conducting FGDs with men and women 
(separate groups), and 3) team discussions of findings and data entry into the data collection 
matrices before moving to the next site in order to ensure that qualitative information was as 
reliable and representative as possible. Qualitative researchers were in communication with 
TANGO International staff throughout the data collection process. Qualitative researchers were 
equipped with voice recording devices and had the option to record interviews after first gaining 
permission from participants. Supervisors of each team were responsible for team logistics 
(supported by Kimetrica), recruitment for FGDs, and identifying specific key informants who were 
representative of the primary livelihood and resilience aspects of each location. 

2.3.4 Data Processing and Management 

Qualitative data entry was completed using data matrices organized by the main topics of the 
topical outline tools. As noted above, one day was dedicated to debriefing and data entry at each 
site. After discussing their findings as a team, data entry was completed by the entire qualitative 
field team. Qualitative researchers were trained on how to enter the data into the matrix and 
practiced data entry during training. During the first round of site visits, the TANGO/Kimetrica 
field staff reviewed the sets of data reports and provided feedback to the team interviewers to 
assure uniformity of techniques and methods as well as to improve the level of detail needed to 
achieve quality standards.  

The final data files were stored using a primary, secondary and backup storage methods. The 
primary data storage method was through Dropbox cloud storage, secondary methods were 
through Gmail as interviewers emailed their completed matrix to the research team. Additionally, 
team supervisors were provided flash drives on which they saved all data matrices and submitted 
these to Kimetrica once data collection ended. Prior to release of data, any indirect identifiers, 
such as geographic information at lower administrative levels, which could be used to identify 
individuals was removed and/or modified to prevent disclosure of individual identities. 

The training and the research design yielded a rich data set, and the research team is satisfied 
with the quality of the information that was compiled. At the same time, limitations of this 
research are acknowledged. First and foremost, the unpredictable and precarious security in the 
region limited the reach of the research teams and effectively eliminated some sublocations from 
the sample. The security situation for foreigners is even more uncertain, and this fact inhibited the 
ability to have a TANGO/Kimetrica staff person continuously with each team. Also, some 
counties (e.g., Isiolo and Marsabit) have more than one language group, making it difficult to 
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match up, for example, a Borana-speaking key informant with a Borana interviewer. Some 
interviews were carried out in Ki-Swahili, a language of secondary proficiency.  

2.3.5 Qualitative Data Analysis 

The qualitative data set, consisting of FGDs and KII interviews as text were entered into a 
spreadsheet matrix organized according to intensity level. The matrices were then subjected to an 
initial process of content analysis used to identify patterns of response by intensity level and 
gender within and across counties. These patterns reflect local experiences with change in 
livelihood, livestock management, household and community adaptations to shocks and stresses, 
and reliance on external support. While each site has a set of unique characteristics (e.g., 
proximity to a refugee camp or river) that defines its special constraints and opportunities, there 
is a level of consistency across the sample with regards to strategies for building resilience in the 
face of multiple shocks. These insights from the qualitative analysis are incorporated into the 
report in the relevant sections. It is hoped that the depth of analysis from the qualitative 
component will inform the multiple strategies of intervention that constitute PREG II project. 

2.4 LIMITATIONS 

Timing: Although the baseline survey was conducted approximately six months after the PREG II 
programming began, it is important to keep in mind that the study was designed to capture 
change over time using a panel design which will allow us to control for initial baseline between-
group differences. The timing will actually allow us to measure not only program impact, but the 
sustainability of that change.  

Women’s decision making: Indicators related to women’s decision making were considered and 
explored; however, calculation of the Women's Empowerment in Agriculture requires responses 
from primary adult female respondents who reside in a household with at least one adult male. 
Inclusion would substantially reduce the sample size and result in the large loss of statistical 
power. Additionally, this may bias the estimates if the households responding to the relevant 
questions were structurally different from those that did not respond. 

Participation in interventions of projects other than PREG II: A possible limitation to the 
PREG II IE is the presence of interventions implemented by other projects (for instance, by other 
donors). Qualitative research (i.e., KIIs with county government officials and community leaders) 
was used to identify other programs operating in the project evaluation regions that could 
confound results; and, the household survey includes a participation module to record all 
interventions that households have participated in (as households will likely not be able to identify 
which activities are PREG II/non-PREG II). This was triangulated with PREG II project information.  

Note that at the time of the 2018 survey, WFP had incorporated some resilience programming 
(food for community asset-building) into their activities, even in the control counties. However, 
USAID considers that the populations in these counties do not benefit from the full range of 
resilience-enhancing investments as they do in the treatment counties. Thus, although there is 
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some level of resilience programming in the control counties, the level of intensity of such 
programming is considered by PREG to be quite distinct in the two sets of counties. It is also 
important to note that since 2018, WFP has increased the level of resilience programming; this 
change must be taken into account in the comparison of treatment and control groups in later 
survey rounds. 

Previous exposure to PREG interventions: Given that some households may have received 
REGAL/PREG interventions prior to this study, relevant sublocation-level program information 
will be collected from the Mission to control for prior exposure.  
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3 DESCRIPTIVE FINDINGS 

3.1 DEMOGRAPHIC AND HOUSEHOLD 
CHARACTERISTICS 

Table 3 presents household demographic information collected from the survey’s household 
roster module. Overall mean household size is 5.1, with little variation between intervention 
groups or by programming intensity, although HI households tend to have roughly one less 
member. Households tend to have more members between the ages of 0 and 16 regardless of 
sex, and fairly evenly split between members who are between 16 and 30 years of age and more 
than 30 years old. The majority of households have both male and female adults, and about one 
in four is female-headed.  

About half of all households have at least one adult with formal education and males tend to be 
more educated than females. Across the subgroups, LI households have significantly fewer 
educated adults compared to the control group. Although statistical tests were not conducted 
among the intensity strata, there is a gradual increase in education that corresponds with the 
increase in the level of resilience programming. 

Table 3: Household demographic characteristics 

Indicator 

PREG II 
Intervention Group 

Resilience Programming 
Intensity All 

C T LI MI HI 

Household size and age–sex composition 

Household size (mean) 5.3ad 4.8a 5.1 5.3 4.4d 5.1 

% females 0–16 41.0ad 37.4a 38.3 40.3 34.6d 39.1 

% females 16–30 31.4 c 29.2 13.4 26.0 c 31.6 30.3 

% females 30+ 27.5acd 33.4a 15.8 33.7c 33.8d 30.6 

% males 0–16 47.1ad 41.5a 47.5 44.9 36.3d 44.1 

% males 16–30 26.4 27.5 10.4 26.6 30.4 27.0 

% males 30+ 26.6a 31.0a 16.5 28.4 33.2d 28.9 

Gendered household type (%) 

Male and female adult households 75.1 70.6 71.6 74.1 67.1 72.7 

Female adult only households 18.8 18.2 21.0 17.1 17.8 18.5 

Male adult only households 6.1ad 11.2a 7.4 8.2 15.1d 8.8 

Education (%) 

Adult females: Formal education 30.1b 22.8 15.9b 20.9 27.1 26.3 

Adult males: Formal education 43.9b 38.9 26.5b 35.8 46.2 41.2 
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Indicator 

PREG II 
Intervention Group 

Resilience Programming 
Intensity All 

C T LI MI HI 

Any adult: Formal education 52.7b 48.1 33.2b 44.2 57.2 50.3 
abcd Subgroups with the same superscript are significantly different at the 0.05 level. Comparisons are in relation to control 
group.  

Table 4 shows that overall, households have small dwellings and few have electricity; households 
in the treatment group are more likely to have electricity than those in the control group, which 
may reflect their general proximity to urban areas. Most households tend to use natural or 
rudimentary8 materials for their roofs, floors, and walls. Overall, the control group is more likely 
than the treatment group to live in natural or rudimentary dwellings than finished housing. More 
than three-quarters of all households use wood as cooking fuel.  

According to WHO standards,9 sources of improved drinking water include piped water to the 
household, piped water to the yard, public taps or standpipes, boreholes, protected dug wells, 
protected springs and rainwater collection. Improved sanitation facilities include flush or pour-
flush toilets connected to a piped sewer system, septic tanks, pit latrines with slab, and 
composting toilets. As shown in Table 4, one-half of all households use an improved water source, 
while very few have improved sanitation. 

Table 4: Dwelling characteristics 

Indicator 

PREG II 
Intervention Group 

Resilience Programming 
Intensity All 

C T LI MI HI 

Mean number of rooms 1.7a 1.4a 1.3b 1.4c 1.4d 1.5 

HH with electricity (%) 17.4d 28.5 16.2 18.6 41.0d 23.3 

Housing construction materials (%) 

Wall 

Natural 52.5a 37.6a 43.4 38.0 34.8 44.6 

Rudimentary 42.8 47.2 40.0 39.0 56.3 45.1 

Finished 3.4a 8.4a 7.4 8.5 8.7 6.0 

Floor 

Natural 76.3 69.3 77.7 78.4 59.1 72.6 

Rudimentary 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 

Finished 23.3 30.5 22.1 21.6 40.8 27.1 

Wall 

8 Natural: Roof made of thatch/grass or dung/mud, or no roof; wall made of cane/palm/trunks or dirt, or no wall; floor made of earth/sand 
or dung. Rudimentary: Roof made of rustic mat, palm/bamboo, wood planks, corrugated iron, tin cans, or plastic sheets; wall made of 
bamboo with mud, stone with mud, uncovered adobe, plywood, cardboard, reused wood, or metal sheeting; floor made of wood planks or 
palm/bamboo. Finished: Roof made of metal, wood, calamine/cement fiber, tiles, concrete, roofing shingles, or asbestos sheet; floor made of 
parquet/polished wood, vinyl/asphalt strips, ceramic tiles, cement, or carpet.  
9 World Health Statistics 2013. Indicator compendium. 
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Indicator 

PREG II 
Intervention Group 

Resilience Programming 
Intensity All 

C T LI MI HI 

Natural 50.2ad 27.9a 32.0 35.8 20.4d 38.4 

Rudimentary 21.7 23.8 15.2 20.8 29.5 22.8 

Finished 26.3 36.0 35.4 30.3 40.5 31.4 

Main source of cooking fuel* (%) 

Wood 80.5 72.6 84.8 83.6 59.4 76.3 

Charcoal 16.5 19.6 12.3 12.3 28.1 18.2 

Water and sanitation (%) 

HHs with improved water source 46.5 57.0 44.8 47.5 69.2 52.1 

HHs with improved sanitation 14.0 14.3 15.2 16.6 12.2 14.2 

N 1,402 1,418 469 474 475 2,820 
abcd Subgroups with the same superscript are significantly different at the 0.05 level. Comparisons are in relation to control 
group. 
* Sources of cooking fuel reported by less than 5% of the sample not included in the table include: liquid propane gas;
natural gas; electricity; kerosene; biogas; straw/shrubs/grass; other.

3.2 ENGAGEMENT WITH RESILIENCE PROGRAMMING 
Table 5 reports household participation in trainings in the last year. Caution should be taken 
when interpreting these data, as the survey question did not distinguish between trainings 
supported by PREG II and other groups. Additionally, the unreliability of respondents’ attribution 
of trainings to PREG II in FGDs suggest that these findings cannot be associated with PREG II or 
any specific implementer of training, but rather represent participation in trainings generally. 
Nevertheless, the information is valuable as a profile of training experiences across the sample in 
the early stages of PREG II activities. 

At the time of the baseline survey, few households had received any training, which is perhaps not 
unexpected at this stage of implementation (Table 5). As expected, significantly more treatment 
households, particularly in the HI group where resilience programming is most intense, 
participated in at least one training in the past year. Among the most commonly attended 
trainings were those related to water, sanitation and hygiene (WASH) practices, life skills, and 
nutrition, with at least a quarter of all households having participated in a training in one of these 
categories. Again, more households in the treatment group attended nutrition training, as well as 
youth skills training, compared to the control group.  
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Table 5: Household participation in training activities 

Indicator 

PREG II 
Intervention Group 

Resilience Programming 
Intensity All 

C T LI MI HI 

HH participation in training (%) 

One or more training activities 4.5ad 8.4a 6.4 9.2 8.7d 6.6 

N 1,401 1,415 467 473 475 2,816 

Types of training received by participating HHs (%) 

WASH practices 34.7 30.1  17.4  43.4  23.4 31.6 

Life skills (hygiene/family planning, etc.) 31.9 25.5  32.8  20.0  27.7 27.6 

Nutrition training 14.5ac 29.2a  27.0  36.7c  24.0 24.5 

Alternative livelihoods/IGAs 5.4 16.3  14.9  12.9  19.3 12.8 

Conflict management 8.0 14.0  2.2  10.8  20.1 12.1 

Business/financial/accounting practices 13.2 9.4  13.0  9.8  7.9 10.6 

Livestock production, health, 
management 

8.5 7.6  13.1  12.7  2.0 7.9 

Youth skills training 1.8a 8.4a  10.6  5.6  10.0 6.3 

Savings/microfinance 3.8 5.2  5.0  6.4  4.2 4.7 

Rangeland management 1.8 5.3  6.5  2.1  7.4 4.2 

Crop production practices 5.3ab 3.4a  0.0b  4.4  3.7 4.0 

Crop or livestock marketing 2.5 3.7  0.0  9.8 0.0 3.3 

Other 15.9 19.0  15.8  16.7  21.8 18.0 

N 77 126 31 51 44 203 
abcd Subgroups with the same superscript are significantly different at the 0.05 level. Comparisons are in relation to control 
group.  

Qualitative findings support the quantitative results. Many FGs reported some, if minimal, training 
activities within their communities. The most common type of training discussed by qualitative 
study participants focused on agriculture (e.g., small-scale rainfed and irrigated farming, 
household gardens), as well as livestock and pasture management, and financial literacy/savings.  

In some communities, FGs noted positive benefits of activities that involved multiple agencies and 
that provided training together with material support. For example, FGs in some HI communities 
attributed improved livelihood diversification to local and national NGOs, which together 
provided training for women, men, and youth in farming, savings, and livestock diversification, 
along with external support (e.g., seeds). Others reported positive impacts of county government 
investments in training, together with inputs and infrastructure development and service provision 
(e.g., training in proper animal health care and drug treatments together with improved access to 
local agrovets).  
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Across sites, FGs expressed a desire for increased training and capacity strengthening. Sites 
situated closer to urban centers highlighted the importance of vocational training for youth. 
While there were few discussions that referenced previous training related to WASH, study 
participants expressed a desire for health-related training. While FGs report training in farming 
to be most common, accompanied in some areas by land clearing for small-scale agriculture, they 
also acknowledge critical production constraints—or even crop failure—due to lack of water 
resources. 

As was the case above for training, the survey question about participation in community groups 
does not distinguish between those supported by PREG II and other development actors in the 
area. Moreover, this is often a difficult indicator to measure accurately because respondents may 
not be aware of the source of support for specific activities, the source of support may have 
changed over time, and/or multiple groups may exist in the same category. Hence these findings 
can only be interpreted as a general picture of the extent and nature of households’ participation 
in groups; the information is not sufficiently reliable to identify specific groups associated with 
PREG II or any other development actor. Nevertheless, this information is useful as a profile of 
group participation in the sample, and feeds into further analysis of other aspects of resilience 
(i.e., social capital, education). 

Quantitative findings indicate participation in groups during the year prior to the survey was quite 
low across the sample (Table 6). Participation was highest in savings and loan groups, followed by 
women’s groups and self-help groups. Overall, fewer households in the treatment—and 
particularly the LI treatment—than the control group participated in savings and loans groups. In 
contrast, significantly more households in the treatment group—and particularly the HI 
treatment—than in the control group participated in women’s groups. The higher level of 
households in the control group who participate in Savings groups might be a reflection that 
many projects promote VSLAs, for example, the BOMA project which operates in the control 
counties. 

Table 6: Household participation in groups 

Indicator 

PREG II 
Intervention Group 

Resilience Programming 
Intensity All 

C T LI MI HI 

HH participation in groups (%) 

HHs participating in at least one group 10.0 7.3 10.0 10.0 10.0 8.5 

N 1,397 1,412 468 469 475 2,809 

Types of groups HH participated in (%) 

Savings and loan 46.2ab 29.0a 46.2b 46.2 46.2 38.4 

Women groups 15.1ad 35.2a 15.1 15.1 15.1d 24.2 

Self-help groups 20.2 26.6 20.2 20.2 20.2 23.1 

Mothers’ groups 10.5 12.4 10.5 10.5 10.5 11.4 
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Indicator 

PREG II 
Intervention Group 

Resilience Programming 
Intensity All 

C T LI MI HI 

Ward level committees 5.1 5.1 5.1 5.1 5.1 5.1 

Livestock management groups 1.1 7.0 1.1 1.1 1.1 3.8 

Livestock producer groups 2.6 2.9 2.6 2.6 2.6 2.7 

Village committees 1.1 2.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.6 

Other 16.5 21.2 16.5 16.5 16.5 18.6 

N 77 126 31 51 44 203 
abcd Subgroups with the same superscript are significantly different at the 0.05 level. Comparisons are in relation to control 
group.  

Insights from qualitative findings suggest that in general community members participate in local 
organizations, with a range of range of active groups reported across the sample. According to 
most FGs, the most common types of community groups are savings and women’s groups—often 
one-in-the same, a finding that aligns with insights from the quantitative study. In some 
communities, women’s savings groups are linked to collective income generating activities, such as 
the collection and sale of grasses for livestock feed, vegetable farming, handicrafts, and livestock 
management and trade. Participants also noted the presence of youth groups, which engage in 
savings, small business, community security, and disaster response, as well as poultry, farming and 
herder groups, which are both supported by external actors and self-organized. A number of sites 
described committee structures that provide representation with local government, as well as 
resource management and Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR) committees that liaise with NGOs and 
government ministries.  

3.3 LIVELIHOOD ACTIVITIES 
Table 7 reports on the livelihood activities households engage in as their main source of income 
and food. Just under one-half of all households engage in livestock production and sales, followed 
by salaried work, and farming/crop production and sales. However, significantly more households 
in the control group engage in farming/crop production and any other type of wage labor 
(agricultural or non-agricultural). In contrast, significantly more households in the treatment 
group, especially MI households, engage in sale of wild/bush products. 

Table 7: Percentage of households engaged in various livelihood activities 

Indicator 

PREG II 
Intervention Group 

Resilience Programming 
Intensity All 

C T LI MI HI 

Livestock production and sales 48.3 44.8 53.8 50.4 37.0 46.5 

Salaried work 18.5 23.9 16.9 20.6 29.2 21.3 

Farming/crop production and sales 25.7abcd 4.4a 3.4b 6.4c 3.2d 14.4 

Sale of wild/bush products 4.7ac 15.8a 14.5 23.7c 10.5 10.6 
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Indicator 

PREG II 
Intervention Group 

Resilience Programming 
Intensity All 

C T LI MI HI 

Non-agricultural wage labor (in village) 11.3abcd 4.1a 5.1b 2.5c 4.8d 7.5 

Petty trade 6.0 7.4 5.6 4.9 10.0 6.7 

Self-employment (non-ag) 8.1ab 3.9a 2.4b 4.1 4.4 5.9 

Self-employment (ag) 4.4c 6.7 4.6 7.1c 7.3 5.6 

Non-agricultural wage labor (outside 
village) 6.1ac 2.6a 3.1 1.6c 3.1 4.2 

Agricultural wage labor (in village) 6.0abcd 0.8a 1.1b 1.4c 0.1d 3.2 

Petty trade 0.9 1.9 2.0 2.7 1.2 1.4 

Agricultural wage labor (outside village) 2.3abcd 0.3a 0.3b 0.2c 0.3d 1.2 

Rental of land, house, rooms 0.2a 1.3a 0.7 1.0 1.8 0.8 

Honey production and sales 0.6ab 0.2 0.0b 0.0c 0.5 0.4 

Other 4.5 4.6 7.1 3.7 4.3 4.5 

N 1,402 1,418 469 474 475 2,820 
abcd Subgroups with the same superscript are significantly different at the 0.05 level. Comparisons are in relation to control 
group.

Traditionally, the primary livelihood system for most of northern Kenya has been based on 
livestock and rangeland management. Livestock herds moved between rainy season and dry 
season pastures, with entire families establishing temporary residence near the herds. In these 
male-dominated pastoral societies, the size of the herd carried great status, and animals played a 
fundamental role in marriage and in the reproduction of pastoral households. Competition for 
pasturelands among ethnic groups, and traditional raiding of animals from other rangelands was 
a common strategy for increasing herd size. Individual herder families were reluctant to sell their 
animals on any regular basis and did so only when family necessity dictated it or in times of crisis. 

However, years of drought and banditry have decimated herds in the ASALs, resulting in a major 
livelihood transformation. Many households are being “pushed out” of traditional livelihood 
systems, and forced into a semi-sedentary existence. Little (2016)10 describes the varying 
processes that livelihoods are experiencing as “stepping up” where households are intensifying 
their livestock activities; “stepping out” where households are complementing their livestock 
activities with other forms of income generation (agriculture, small business, etc.); and “moving 
out” where households are abandoning livestock altogether. While the data presented in Table 7 
suggest such a livelihood transformation may be occurring, additional evidence is documented in 
FGDs and KIIs. 

FGDs reveal that a combination of frequent drought, ever more violent raiding, modernization, 
and government policy has reduced the viability of traditional livestock activities and has ushered 

10 http://africaleadftf.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/Changing-livelihoods-in-the-dryands-of-East-Africa-A-Summary-Analysis-P.-Little.pdf 

http://africaleadftf.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/Changing-livelihoods-in-the-dryands-of-East-Africa-A-Summary-Analysis-P.-Little.pdf
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in an altered livelihood scenario. The predominant pathways of change are characterized by 
smaller herd sizes, herd compositions favoring more resistant breeds (e.g. goats, camels), reduced 
mobility and greater sedentarization, shifting of gender roles, and greater livelihood 
diversification, including small scale agricultural production, wage labor, natural resource 
harvesting, and small business investment.  

This livelihood transformation has affected all the groups and sublocations in this study, it has not 
occurred in a uniform manner, and has different resilience outcomes for different communities. In 
part, the specific context has influenced the nature of the transformation. For example, proximity 
to the massive Kakuma refugee camp provides women with the opportunity to exchange washing 
services for food, while others sell miraa (khat), firewood, and charcoal in camp markets. 
Elsewhere in Turkana, oil was discovered some years ago creating a “boom” economy with the 
inflow of outsiders searching for employment. The Tullow Oil company created opportunities for 
local men and women to service the growing population, but the company abandoned the region 
in 2017, resulting in a localized depression. In several sublocations, a nearby perennial river 
permits intensive fruit, vegetable, and fodder production as a complement to livestock activities. 
The riverbank ecology also produces plant raw material for handicrafts.  

Throughout the sampled sites, there has been a transformation from traditional livestock to a 
mixed farming-livestock livelihood, which percolates down into household changes in organization 
and division of labor. Women are the primary cultivators of small-scale vegetables, fruits, and 
fodder; young boys and men take the herds to distant pastures; men and women seek unskilled 
labor in towns or camps; young men near urban centers engage in the motorcycle taxi business 
(boda-boda). And in every sublocation, there is an emergent belief that education is the pathway of 
the future. Insights from FGDs across the sublocations indicated that these changes are 
exceedingly difficult for many households.  

3.4 SHOCK EXPOSURE AND COPING STRATEGIES 
Assessing the exposure of households to shocks is critical for understanding resilience, or the 
ability to prepare for, withstand, and recover from shocks and stresses. Shocks can be of two 
types: i) large covariate shocks that affect large numbers of people or broad geographic regions 
(e.g., catastrophic weather events, geologic events, crop pests, disease epidemics); and ii) 
idiosyncratic shocks that are more localized events affecting certain individuals or households. 
Detailed knowledge of these types of shocks and stresses, in addition to knowledge of how 
households, communities, and institutions perceive and respond to them, is required for effective 
resilience programming, and for understanding whether projects designed to enhance resilience, 
such as the PREG II project, are actually doing so.  
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3.4.1 Types of Shocks Experienced in the Past Year 

The data on shock exposure come from two sources: remote sensing data via the African Flood 
and Drought Monitoring system (AFDM)11 and the baseline household survey. Matching latitude 
and longitude from baseline household surveys to AFDM data provided monthly precipitation for 
the study area. The data presented in Figure 4 show the average monthly precipitation indicated 
by the Standardized Precipitation Index (SPI) across the study area in terms of deviation from the 
mean. The horizontal zero line in the middle of the graph represents average precipitation. 
Columns extending above the zero line represent months that were wetter than normal; those 
extending below the line represent months that were drier than normal. The figure covers a 14-
month period from July 2017 through August 2018, coinciding with survey respondent recall 
periods that begin 12 months prior to the baseline. The driest time period occurred from 
December 2017 to February 2018, while rains were more prevalent from March to May of 2018.  

Figure 4: Standardized precipitation index from July 2017 to August 2018 

Table 8 shows that, on average, households in the PREG II IE area experienced about two shocks 
in the year prior to the baseline survey. Approximately one-quarter of the sample did not 
experience any shocks. Of those who did, the most commonly reported shock in the year prior to 
the data collection was food price increases, followed by excessive rains/flooding, and variable 
rain/drought. Shocks resulting from conflict were infrequent; the most common conflict-related 
shock was insecurity/violence. While it may be surprising that drought was not the most 
commonly reported shock, the pattern seen in the data in Figure 4 suggest that flooding, which 
occurred within six months prior to the baseline survey, was the most salient shock. 

There were few statistically significant differences between the treatment and control groups. 
However, more than twice as many households in the control than treatment group (across all 
intensities of intervention) experienced crop pests as a shock. Additionally, more LI and MI 
households experienced excessive rains/flooding as a shock than did households in the control 

11 http://stream.princeton.edu:9090/dods/AFRICAN_WATER_CYCLE_MONITOR/SPI/MONTHLY.info 

http://stream.princeton.edu:9090/dods/AFRICAN_WATER_CYCLE_MONITOR/SPI/MONTHLY.info
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group. This may suggest generally that LI and MI households are especially vulnerable—at least 
to certain shocks—and are appropriately targeted. For example, the poor are often landless and 
occupy more marginal or vulnerable locations such as gullies, steep slopes, etc. By extension, the 
results could also suggest that more intensive resilience programming may help reduce 
vulnerability, at least to excessive rain/flooding. It should be noted, however, that statistical 
testing between the three levels of resilience interventions was not conducted. 

Table 8: Percentage of households experiencing various shocks in the last year 

Indicator 

PREG II 
Intervention Group 

Resilience Programming 
Intensity All 

C T LI MI HI 

Climate shocks 

Excessive rains/flooding 32.7abc 46.1a 61.9b 52.8c 34.5 39.8 

Variable rain/drought 30.3c 32.5 34.8 43.9c 22.9 31.5 

Livestock disease 16.7 20.8 25.1 25.9 15.3 18.9 

Crop pests 10.6abcd 2.5a 2.7b 3.6c 1.6d 6.3 

Human disease outbreaks 3.2 5.5 8.8 7.0 2.9 4.4 

Crop disease 2.6 1.3 2.7 1.0 1.0 1.9 

Weeds 2.3c 0.7 0.7 0.2c 1.0 1.4 

Landslides/erosion 0.8 0.7 0.2 0.4 1.1 0.7 

Soil degradation/loss of soil fertility/ 
salination 1.0 0.4 0.2 0.5 0.5 0.7 

Hail/frost 0.3 0.5 0.9 0.0 0.7 0.4 

Conflict shocks 

Insecurity/violence 5.6 7.9 7.3 8.9 7.4 6.8 

Theft of livestock 1.8a 6.8a 10.7 4.4 7.0 4.5 

Theft or destruction of assets 0.9a 2.6a 2.3 2.4 2.9 1.8 

Conflict over natural resources/land 
encroachment 1.2 1.9 2.6 2.7 0.9 1.6 

Displacement 0.1 0.6 0.2 0.0 1.1 0.3 

Economic shocks 

Increased food prices 49.4 46.7 47.2 53.9 41.2 48.0 

Unemployment for youth 7.6 7.5 6.4 7.2 8.2 7.6 

Increased prices of ag/livestock inputs 4.3 3.2 2.8 3.8 3.0 3.7 

Interruptions in safety net or 
humanitarian assistance  

3.7 3.0 2.9 3.8 2.4 3.3 

Decreased prices for sale of ag/livestock 
products 2.9 3.0 3.3 1.5 4.0 3.0 

Illness or death of any household 
member 

1.9 2.8 1.9 4.2 2.1 2.4 
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Indicator 

PREG II 
Intervention Group 

Resilience Programming 
Intensity All 

C T LI MI HI 

Political strikes 0.7 1.9 2.4 3.1 0.9 1.4 

Loss of land/rental property 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Experienced at least one shock (%) 70.9bc 77.9 88.4b 86.8c 66.8 74.6 

Number of shocks (mean, 0–23) 1.8bc 2.0 2.3b 2.3c 1.6 1.9 

N 1402 1418 469 474 475 2820 
abcd Subgroups with the same superscript are significantly different at the 0.05 level. Comparisons are in relation to control 
group.

Respondents who reported that their household experienced a shock were subsequently asked, 
“How severe was the impact on your household’s food consumption over the last 12 months?” 
and “How severe was the impact on your household’s income over the last 12 months?” The four 
possible responses range from 1 (“None”) to 4 (“Worst ever happened”). From these answers an 
additive score ranging from 1 to 4 was calculated to measure severity for each shock. As such, 
possible scores could range from 0 to 184 [23 possible shocks x 8 [“worst”] for each shock). Table 
9 reports on the perceived severity of shocks.  

Table 9 (next page) shows that overall, the shock exposure index is low (mean: 9.7), suggesting 
households experienced few shocks and/or that they were of low perceived impact. Shocks that 
are considered to have the most severe impact on households’ income and food consumption are 
theft of livestock, crop pests, crop disease, drought, unemployment among youth, and political 
strikes. Theft of livestock and human disease outbreaks are perceived to have a more severe 
impact among treatment households than control households. 

Table 9: Perceived severity of shocks among households exposed to shock 

Indicator 

PREG II 
Intervention Group 

Resilience Programming 
Intensity All 

C T LI MI HI 

Climate shocks 

Excessive rains/flooding 4.8 4.7 4.7 5.0 4.4 4.7 

Variable rain/drought 5.3 5.6 5.8 5.6 5.6 5.5 

Livestock disease 4.8 5.0 5.3 5.0 4.9 4.9 

Crop pests 5.6 6.0 ^ ^ ^ 5.7 

Human disease outbreaks 4.4ab 5.2a 5.3b ^ ^ 4.9 

Crop disease 5.7 5.3 ^ ^ ^ 5.6 

Weeds 4.5a 6.0a ^ ^ ^ 4.8 

Landslides/erosion ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

Soil degradation/loss of soil fertility/ 
salination ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 
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Indicator 

PREG II 
Intervention Group 

Resilience Programming 
Intensity All 

C T LI MI HI 

Hail/frost ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

Conflict shocks 

Insecurity/violence 4.3 4.7 4.8 4.2 5.2 4.5 

Theft of livestock 5.1ab 6.3a 6.5b ^ 6.2 6.1 

Theft or destruction of assets 5.2 4.6 ^ ^ ^ 4.7 

Conflict over natural resources/land 
encroachment 5.2 4.2 ^ ^ ^ 4.6 

Displacement ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

Economic shocks 

Increased food prices 5.3 5.2 5.5 5.4 4.8 4.9 

Unemployment for youth 5.8 5.4 5.3 5.3 5.5 5.6 

Increased prices of ag/livestock inputs 5.1 4.8 ^ ^ ^ 5.0 

Interruptions in safety net or 
humanitarian assistance  

5.0 4.7 ^ ^ ^ 4.9 

Decreased prices for sale of ag/livestock 
products 

4.7 5.1 ^ ^ ^ 4.9 

Illness or death of any household 
member 5.7 5.1 ^ ^ ^ 5.3 

Political strikes 4.5 5.9 ^ ^ ^ 5.6 

Loss of land/rental property ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

Shock exposure index (mean, 
0–184) 

9.2 10.2 12.0 11.9 8.1 9.7 

abcd Subgroups with the same superscript are significantly different at the 0.05 level. Comparisons are in relation to control 
group. ^ Values not reported where n < 30.

FGDs and KIIs reveal community-level variability in the perception of exposure to shocks and 
stresses. While the list of shocks reported in qualitative interviews mirrors to some extent 
quantitative findings, discussants considered drought and flood as the key shocks they 
experienced, which resulted in an array of downstream and compounding effects, including an 
increase in conflict and insecurity exacerbated to some extent by climatic and economic shocks. 
Across the qualitative study sites, every FGD indicated drought 
as a primary shock or stress, and in most cases the most severe 
event experienced over the previous five years. The experience 
of drought varies by context, in terms of the nature of the 
drought, its impacts, and downstream or compounding effects. 
In most areas, drought was described as a recurrent stress, “a 
part of our lives” (women’s FGD, Marsabit). 

“While some households 
managed to save some of their 
livestock, “for some families, all 

livestock perished and there was 
nothing remaining for them.” 

– Wajir 
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For most communities, however, the droughts of 2011, 2014, and most significantly 2016, had 
devastating effects, described as a “crisis” (Wajir), which caused catastrophic loss of livestock and 
human suffering, as well as loss of human life. Participants in Turkana, for example, described 
drought as a regular event; in contrast, the severity of the recent “legendary” droughts resulted 
in a “stepping out” of pastoralism as a primary livelihood for many households. Multiple 
communities describe the drying up of boreholes and community reservoirs, which contributed to 
widespread water shortages for human consumption and livestock. In areas where small-scale 
agriculture has taken hold, production failed contributing to food insecurity, malnutrition, illness 
(e.g., diarrhea among children), a lack of pasture and fodder, and price shocks. For example, 
unpredictable market prices and increased cost of basic commodities and animal feed doubled in 
some areas. The inability of households to afford the high costs of animal feed or fees to rent 
pastureland in dry season reserves (e.g., Garissa) was compounded by the simultaneous “throw 
away prices” of livestock. 

With the exception of Wajir, discussants in all sampled counties considered heavy rainfall and 
flooding, notably in 2017 and 2018, as a second key shock. Although heavy rainfall relieved the 
pressure of the drought in some areas (e.g., Marsabit), it also resulted in severe flooding and 
destruction in a number of communities. The aftermath of the drought is similar to floods, with 
heavy losses of homes and other assets carried away in flood waters, as well as livestock and 
more rarely, loss of human life.  

Community assets lost to flood waters, such as generators and pumps used to irrigate fields, 
undermined small-scale farming. In some areas, floodwaters led to prolonged periods of isolation 
and disconnect from markets and commercial centers, which further contributed to food 
shortages and shortfalls in other basic commodities. Even when floodwaters recede, roads are 
often impassable and lead to increased time and cost for those who are able to travel. Following 
floods, for example, women traveled a full day on foot to carry milk to market, compromising the 
quality of the milk. Some areas reported wide scale displacement due to flooding. Following 
periods of heavy rainfall or flooding, families experienced outbreaks of illness, such as flu, 
respiratory illness, bilharzia, and cholera. FGD participants in Marsabit described an outbreak of 
malaria that affected almost all households and was particularly severe among children and the 
elderly. Multiple FGs described the occurrence of floods as “new” or “unusual” events their 
communities were ill-equipped to deal with (e.g., Marsabit, Garissa). 

Both drought and flood contributed to the frequently cited and severe shock of animal disease, 
primarily Rift Valley fever (RVF), which led to livestock deaths and, in Isiolo, human deaths. Other 
animal diseases reported across sublocations include contagious caprine pleuropneumonia 
(CCPP), anthrax, foot and mouth disease, and avian flu.  

FGDs also indicated invasive species and pests as a significant challenge for communities. In 
Turkana, for example, both men and women described the encroachment of the thorny Prosopis 
juliflora (an invasive species in the mesquite family) and its negative impact on water resources and 
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the quality of pastureland as a major problem for herders. For farmers, army worm and locusts 
have invaded the land and, together with drought, limited crop production. 

While the quantitative data suggest a relatively small incidence of conflict shocks, the majority of 
focus groups discussed the occurrence of violence and insecurity of various forms and the impacts 
on their lives and livelihoods. For at least one community, the terror attack at Garissa University 
was identified as the main shock experienced in the previous five years, above droughts and 
floods. Tribal clashes over land boundaries, as well as election violence that led to the closure of 
local businesses, preceded a wave of outmigration to Nairobi, and for some youth, migration to 
Europe. From rural areas of Turkana to peri-urban areas in Isiolo, the incessant threat of theft, 
banditry and raids, coupled with drought, has led to smaller herd sizes, with livestock kept closer 
to the homestead. In some areas, FGs report that environmental stress has exacerbated tribal 
conflict, causing economic activity to cease and women and children to flee violent attacks, while 
men provide security for households and community assets. Under drought conditions, FGs also 
report an increase in intra-community conflict over scarce water resources and pasture. 

In a number of areas, FGs describe a process of social decline or dysfunction characterized by an 
increase in alcoholism, domestic violence and divorce, drug abuse, and crime and prostitution, 
which one FGD referred to as a problem of “single mothers”. This process of social decline was 
particularly salient in interviews in more urban areas and communities located near refugee or 
mining encampments. Communities also reported the problem of school dropouts, largely due to 
climate-shock related migration or economic stress, as well as unemployment in general, and in 
particular among youth who have attended school. In Wajir, FGs discussed assault and rape of 
schoolgirls as a growing concern. A women’s FGD in Turkana reflected on the erosion of cultural 
traditions and intra-community support, noting; “no one arranges marriages for their children 
today…”. This social erosion is coupled in some areas to a lack of basic health care and social 
services (or high costs of access), also described as a persistent stress leading to a sense of 
marginalization, fear, and anxiety in both urban and rural areas. According to some FGD 
participants, government disarmament has resulted in a greater sense of insecurity for community 
members. 

FGD participants reflected upon those most affected by shocks and stresses. Across communities, 
children and the elderly were considered the most vulnerable, in part due to their limited mobility 
(i.e., inability to evacuate) and dependence on caretakers, as well as increasingly scarce milk as a 
primary food source. Both male and female FG participants recognized pregnant and lactating 
women as most affected, “as women are the breadwinners for the family” (Wajir). Across FGs, the 
poor were considered to have “lost everything” (Wajir), with poverty explicitly equated with having 
few or no livestock (e.g., Isiolo), and an immense loss of livelihood and identity: “Losing a livestock is 
like losing a child…As a pastoralist, life without livestock is not a life” (women’s FGD, Garissa). Two 
community groups noted that better-off households were also greatly affected by droughts and 
floods as the magnitude of losses were relatively great (Turkana), and the debt these household 
incurred to support other members of the community, particularly with provision of basic 
foodstuffs (Wajir). 
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3.4.2 Coping Strategies 

Coping strategies are actions households adopt to reduce the impact of shocks and stressors. 
Data in Table 10 address part of Research Question 1, “What coping strategies do households 
employ to deal with the salient shock(s)?” Regardless of which or how many shocks a household 
experienced in the last 12 months, the most common coping strategy was to reduce household 
food consumption. This strategy—considered one of the more harmful coping strategies in terms 
of its long-lasting impacts (especially on children)—was more common in the control group than 
the treatment group, and across all levels of resilience programming. The next most commonly 
reported coping strategy was selling livestock, followed by reducing non-essential household 
expenses and buying food on credit from a local merchant. With the exception of selling livestock, 
significantly fewer households in the treatment than control group reported using any of the 
other three most common negative coping strategies.  

Very few households reported relying on emergency humanitarian assistance, food-for-work 
programs (less than 3 percent), or family or friends for food or money, including remittances (less 
than or equal 1 percent), to deal with the shocks they experienced. Indeed, more households 
indicated they did nothing than reported relying on their social capital to help them deal with a 
shock or stress. 

Table 10: Coping strategies adopted for ANY shock 

Indicator 

PREG II 
Intervention Group 

Resilience Programming 
Intensity All 

C T LI MI HI 

Livestock and land holdings 

Sell livestock 21.4 28.8 28.9 29.7 27.8 25.4 

Send livestock in search of pasture 4.9 6.4 8.6 5.6 6.0 5.7 

Slaughter livestock 3.5 4.5 5.6 4.2 4.1 4.0 

Lease out land 0.1 0.5 0.9 0.4 0.5 0.3 

Migration 

Migration of the whole family 2.6 6.8 8.8 5.2 7.3 4.9 

Migration of some family members 4.3a 1.5a 0.8a 1.3a 2.2 2.8 

Send household member to stay with 
relatives 

1.1 1.4 2.1 0.5 1.9 1.3 

Coping strategies to reduce current expenses 

Reduce food consumption 44.2abcd 24.9a 22.3b 24.7c 26.7d 33.7 

Reduce non-essential household expenses 26.0abc 16.0a 13.4b 14.3c 19.3 20.6 

Get food on credit from local merchant 24.8abc 16.9a 12.6b 12.2c 24.0 20.5 

Move to less expensive housing 0.8 1.0 0.5 0.2 2.2 0.9 

Take children out of school 0.0ad 1.1a 0.5 0.6 1.8d 0.6 

Coping strategies to get more food or money 
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Indicator 

PREG II 
Intervention Group 

Resilience Programming 
Intensity All 

C T LI MI HI 

Take up new/additional work 7.7 7.4 4.1 9.7 7.0 7.6 

Used own savings 8.4b 5.2 2.4b 5.5 6.5 6.7 

Engaged in spiritual efforts 7.9ad 3.4a 3.6 3.8 2.8d 5.4 

Receive emergency food aid 4.3c 1.2 1.1 0.7c 1.8 2.6 

Relied on remittances 0.4 1.5 1.7 0.8 2.1 1.0 

Receive money/food from family/friends 
in community 0.8 1.2 0.6 0.6 2.1 1.0 

Receive emergency cash transfer 0.7 1.0 0.7 0.2 2.0 0.9 

Take out loan from family/friends in 
community 0.7c 0.6 0.2 0.0c 1.5 0.7 

Borrow money from MFI/RuSACCO 0.5 0.8 0.0 0.5 1.6 0.7 

Receive money/food from family/friends 
out community 0.4 0.8 1.0 0.6 0.9 0.6 

Borrow money from money lender 0.2 0.8 0.0 0.9 1.2 0.5 

Borrow money from bank 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.5 1.7 0.5 

Sell household assets 0.2 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.7 0.4 

Take out loan from family/friends out 
community 

0.5c 0.2 0.4 0.0c 0.3 0.3 

Participate in food-for-work/cash-for-
work 0.5 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.3 

Sell productive assets 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.1 

Send children to work for money 0.0 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.0 0.1 

Other 4.4d 2.9 3.6 3.6 1.9d 3.6 

Did nothing 6.0 9.3 9.9 12.6 5.6 7.8 

N (HHs who experienced at least one shock) 962 1,112 400 388 324 2,074 
abcd Subgroups with the same superscript are significantly different at the 0.05 level. Comparisons are in relation to control 
group. 

As previously noted, shocks and stresses are multi-dimensional and interactive (e.g., a flood on 
the Tana River in Garissa not only destroys crops and irrigation infrastructure, but also can result 
in severe incidences of malaria, gastro-intestinal disease, and cholera). Thus, households must rely 
on multiple coping strategies. Across sublocations, certain patterns emerged from FGDs and KIIs. 
In the case of drought, flooding, banditry, and price spikes, it appears that households engage in a 
strategy of triage, in that they address shocks by an order of priority; family members must be 
saved, and the herd must be saved (or at least losses mitigated). In most FGDs, participants 
mentioned that food consumption is curtailed in terms of quantity eaten per meal and frequency 
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of meals; others identified native fruits that were incorporated into the diet to stave hunger.12 The 
livestock herd is also managed to protect the household. Many communities reported selling a 
goat or cow to purchase foodstuffs, and drought-weakened animals are sold or slaughtered (and 
consumed). In one FGD (Marsabit), the group talked of the strategy to slaughter an adult male 
camel and dry the meat at the beginning of a drought in order to provide food to relatives and 
neighbors. A second strategy is to diversify household income sources by procuring wage labor, 
selling handicrafts or fodder gathered from the riverbank, or migrating in search of employment. 
Participants also mentioned using savings, as well as capital from the women’s savings groups and 
rotating credit groups (“merry-go-rounds”). 

FGDs suggested that adopting particular coping strategies is reflective of household poverty 
levels. Poorer households are more likely to reduce consumption, and many women report 
sending their children or other household members to live with patriline relatives in areas less 
affected or in urban areas. They also reported engaging in unskilled wage labor, borrowing 
money from friends and relatives, begging, and in several sublocations, relying on prostitution. 
Wealthier households can revert to their own savings or access savings and loan groups, open a 
small business, or receive remittances from migrated relatives.  

A related cluster of coping strategies seek to save the livestock herd, and these options also vary 
according to the resource situations of households. As a result of drought, disease, and raiding, 
herd sizes and compositions have changed, and a household with 30–50 head of varying species 
appears to be the mode. Households report shifting to goats and camels as a result of drought, 
and goats are commonly the key livestock asset of poorer households. With a large-scale shock, 
such as drought, households with larger herds acknowledge that they will suffer a reduction in 
animals. Many sell distressed animals for slaughter (thus bringing the price down) or sell animals 
to the government where its relief programs are active. However, they maintain the maximum 
number of reproducing animals that can be cared for, or they keep the sales proceeds in savings 
so that reproductive animals can be purchased once the drought has ended. For communities with 
access to a river (e.g., Tana River), grass is stored as feed. Some communities, for example, in 
Marsabit and Turkana, report moving their animals to distant rangelands where the drought is 
less intense and pasture more abundant. This strategy, however, requires crossing county and 
international boundaries where the risks of raiding and conflict are significantly higher.  

As far as shocks related to animal diseases, all the FGDs reported the prevalence of Rift Valley 
fever and foot and mouth as the highest sources of risk, and some communities cited 
pleuropneumonia as another common disease. Most communities take preventative action against 
a disease outbreak by purchasing vaccines recommended by shopkeepers and administering the 
vaccines themselves. In the case of a widespread epidemic, communities stated that government 
veterinary services will take action. In Wajir, Isiolo, and Turkana, communities specifically 
mentioned the availability of agro-vets and the paid services they offer to protect animal health.  

12 In a Turkana FGD, participants recalled the infamous 1981 drought in which residents boiled and ate their sleeping mats and clothes 
(made of animal skins) in order to survive. 



PREG II Impact Evaluation: Baseline Survey  | 33 

It is important to acknowledge that the impacts of specific shocks and stresses often surpass the 
ability of a household to survive. In the case where multiple households face a livelihood crisis, the 
need for collective action becomes paramount. The FGDs and KIIs with community leaders 
sought to document this collective response to shocks and stresses. Collective action can be seen 
as a mechanism for community problem-solving, and the FGDs and KIIs clearly show that 
communities do take action to mitigate such impacts. All the ethnic groups in the northern 
Kenyan counties—Turkana, Borana, Gabra, and Somali—have strong cultural traditions of 
mutual aid. These communities are patrilineal and organized in lineage and clans, and the 
strength of these social groups is based on the cultural value of membership. The survival of the 
group requires the survival of individual members and households. In practice, this cultural 
obligation is manifest in the sharing of food, milk, animals, water, labor, and even money. 

In the analysis of the qualitative output, two types of community response emerged. There are 
community mechanisms for assisting a member household overcome a crisis, such as a raid on its 
herd or animal disease, or to provide an informal social safety net for those households that 
require it. All the FGDs in all the sublocations averred the importance of intra-community 
assistance. A second response is collective action that will address a current crisis or mitigate the 
impending impacts of a shock. This community response requires effective leadership, a quality 
that appeared to vary among sublocations.  

Under current governance systems, traditional leaders coexist with elected leaders (chiefs). The 
responsibility of the latter is to communicate government initiatives to the community and to 
access the pool of external assistance (e.g., NGOs). Traditional elders are more effective in 
mobilizing collective projects, making important decisions (such as the transhumance routes), and 
dispute management both within the community and in relationship to other ethnic groups. 
Religious leaders in Muslim communities are also important mobilizers of community action. The 
types of collective action that were elicited from the FGDs and KIIs include local level policing in 
order to reduce theft and petty crime in the more urban communities; infrastructure projects, 
such as road-building to improve access to markets; water conservation and management 
projects, such as collection basins, dams, and borehole wells; construction of water point and 
pasture enclosures (for conservation); decisions on the pastures for migration destinations; 
storing of fodder, seeds, and meat; distribution of irrigated plots for agriculture; and pooling of 
funds to make collective purchases in larger urban centers. In addition, chiefs and traditional 
leaders were reported to organize collections to pay the school fees of children from needy 
families, and the chief is the principal decision-maker on the distribution of food aid and animal 
fodder that is provided by the government and development agencies.  

The severity and frequency of shocks experienced by communities affect the mitigating role of the 
community safety net and collective action. Several communities reported that their pools of 
social capital had been drained and that no households, even once wealthy households, were in a 
position to honor traditional values around sharing. Crime and petty theft were rampant in many 
communities because of drought distress, and these factors significantly diminished the bonds of 
mutual trust so important to effectiveness of the safety net. Similarly, this distrust has been 
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extended to the leadership, which in some communities is considered ineffective in solving 
community problems. 

3.5 HOUSEHOLD WELL-BEING OUTCOMES 
In addition to recovery from shock, this study uses income-based and food-security-based 
measures of well-being, including per capita daily expenditures, poverty, dietary diversity, food 
security, and child nutrition. 

3.5.1 Expenditures and Poverty 

Indicators of poverty capture a household’s ability to meet the basic survival needs of its 
members, such as food, shelter, and clothing. Computing expenditure and poverty indicators 
follows USAID methods13 where households with less than USD $1.90 per day in per capita 
expenditures are defined as poor. The 1.90 threshold was determined by the World Bank using 
2011 purchasing power parity (PPP). Household expenditures are estimated based on reported 
consumption of food and non-food items. For food, which typically makes up the largest 
proportion of household expenditures in developing countries, data were collected on cash 
purchases, food consumed from a household’s own production, and food received in-kind.  

Table 11 shows the findings on expenditures and poverty. In the overall sample, mean per capita 
daily expenditures equals USD $2.27. Overall, households spend two-thirds of their household 
income on food. Just over half of all households live below the poverty line.  

Table 11: Per capita daily expenditures (2010 USD using 2011 PPP) and poverty indicators 

Indicator 

PREG II 
Intervention Group 

Resilience Programming 
Intensity All 

C T LI MI HI 

Per capita daily expenditures (mean, 
USD 2010, 2011 PPP) 

2.22 2.32 1.90 2.45 2.40 2.27 

Percentage of expenditures on food 64.3b 66.2 71.5b 64.8 64.8 65.2 

% living below poverty line of USD $1.90 
(2011 PPP) 

51.3b 57.5 68.2b 56.5 52.9 54.4 

Depth of poverty of the poor based on 
USD $1.90 poverty line 

33.6a 41.9 40.5a 45.7 38.7 37.9 

N 7,150 7,232 2,391 2,417 2,423 14,382 
abcd Subgroups with the same superscript are significantly different at the 0.05 level. Comparisons are in relation to control 
group. 

13 USAID. 2019. Feed the Future Indicator Handbook. https://www.agrilinks.org/post/feed-future-indicator-handbook 
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3.5.2 Food Security 

This study collected data for two food security measures: the Household Dietary Diversity Score 
(HDDS)14 and the Food Insecurity Experience Scale (FIES)15 .The HDDS is a count of the number 
of different food categories (out of 12) the household consumed in the seven days prior to the 
survey. It serves as a proxy measure of household food access, defined as the ability to acquire a 
sufficient quality and quantity of food to meet all household members’ nutritional requirements for 
productive lives. The FIES is based on household access to food and responses to shortage in 
access to food over a 12-month recall period. This indicator measures the percentage of 
households that experienced food insecurity at moderate or severe levels during the reference 
period. 

Baseline values indicate that on average, households lack dietary diversity in their daily meals and 
that there is a fairly high rate of moderate-to-severe food insecurity in both the control and 
treatment groups (Table 12).  

Table 12: Food security indicators 

Indicator 

PREG II 
Intervention Group 

Resilience Programming 
Intensity All 

C T LI MI HI 

Dietary diversity (HDDS) (mean, 0–12) 5.3 5.7 5.4 5.5 6.1 5.6 

N 1,325 1,366 458 452 456 2,691 

Moderate-to-severe food insecurity (FIES) 
(%) 68.9 68.1 79.3 73.8 59.2 68.5 

N 1,345 1,394 463 468 463 2,739 
abcd Subgroups with the same superscript are significantly different at the 0.05 level. Comparisons are in relation to control 
group. 

3.5.3 Women’s and Children’s Nutrition 

Data on anthropometry in children under five, and Women’s Dietary Diversity Score (WDDS) 
and exclusive breastfeeding for women of reproductive age (WRA) (15–49 years) are based on 
standard indicators and questions. Calculations include: the prevalence of stunting, wasting, and 
underweight among children under five years of age; the prevalence of exclusive breastfeeding 
among infants under 6 months; the mean number of food groups consumed by WRA; and the 
percentage of WRA consuming each of the nine food groups.  

Children’s Nutrition 

Measures of Nutritional Status (Stunting, Wasting, Underweight) 

14 Swindale, Anne, and Paula Bilinsky. Household Dietary Diversity Score for Measurement of Household Food Access: Indicator Guide (v.2). 
Washington, D.C.: Food and Nutrition Technical Assistance Project, Academy for Educational Development, 2006. 
15 FIES was formulated by FAO and adopted by FFP in 2017. FAO-prescribed methodology was used to compute the FIES indicator. Details 
about FIES calculation can be found at: The Food Insecurity Experience Scale-Development of a Global Standard for Monitoring Hunger 
Worldwide. 

http://www.fao.org/3/a-as583e.pdf
http://www.fao.org/3/a-as583e.pdf
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This section reviews three anthropometric measures of undernutrition in children under age five in 
the study area: stunting (height-for-age), wasting (weight-for-height), and underweight (weight-
for-age). Child undernourishment can have serious short-term and long-term consequences, 
including impaired cognitive development and a higher mortality risk. 

Stunting is an indicator of linear growth retardation, most often due to a prolonged inadequate 
diet and poor health. Reducing the prevalence of stunting among children, particularly age 0–23 
months, is important because linear growth deficits accrued early in life are associated with 
cognitive impairments, poor educational performance, and decreased work productivity as adults. 
Stunting is a height-for-age measurement that reflects chronic undernutrition. Wasting is an 
indicator of acute malnutrition; children who are wasted (i.e., weight-for-height measurement) are 
too thin for their height and have a much greater risk of dying than children who are not wasted. 
Underweight is a weight-for-age measurement and is a reflection of acute and/or chronic 
undernutrition.  

All three indicators measure the percentage of children 0–59 months who have Z-scores less than 
two standard deviations (SD) below the median of the relevant 2006 WHO Child Growth 
Standard.16 Data are presented for moderate (below -2SD and above or equal to -3SD) and 
severe (below -3SD) stunting, wasting, and underweight. While stunting can be difficult to 
accurately measure among children 0–6 months and most stunting occurs between 9 and 23 
months of age, data for this indicator will be reported for all children under five years of age to 
capture the impact of interventions over time.  

As shown in Table 13, rates of moderate-to-severe stunting in children under five are slightly less 
than the national average of 26 percent,17 while less than 10 percent are severely stunted. There 
is, however, a clear difference in stunting rate between the control group and the HI group; 
nearly twice as many children under five in the control group are severely stunted compared to 
children under five in the HI group. There are no other significant differences between control and 
treatment groups for either wasting or underweight.  

Table 13: Nutritional status of children under five years 

PREG II 
Intervention 

group 

Height-for-
age (stunting) Mean 

Z-
score 

Weight-for-
height 

(wasting) Mean 
Z-

score 

Weight-for-age 
(underweight) Mean 

Z-
score 

N 
% 

below 
-2 SD

% 
below 
-3 SD

% 
below 
-2 SD

% 
below 
-3 SD

% 
below 
-2 SD

% 
below 
-3 SD

All 22.2 7.9 -0.9 11.9 3.0 -0.7 18.1 3.6 -1.0 1,964 

Control 22.5 9.0d -0.9 10.3 3.2 -0.6 17.4 3.6 -1.0 1,029 

Treatment 21.8 6.7 -0.8 13.7 2.7 -0.8 18.8 3.6 -1.0 935 

16 World Health Organization (2006) WHO Child Growth Standards: Length/Height-for-Age, Weight-for-Age, Weight-for-Length, Weight-
for-Height and Body Mass Index-for-Age: Methods and Development. Geneva: WHO. 
17 https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5989189/  

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5989189/
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PREG II 
Intervention 

group 

Height-for-
age (stunting) Mean 

Z-
score 

Weight-for-
height 

(wasting) Mean 
Z-

score 

Weight-for-age 
(underweight) Mean 

Z-
score 

N 
% 

below 
-2 SD

% 
below 
-3 SD

% 
below 
-2 SD

% 
below 
-3 SD

% 
below 
-2 SD

% 
below 
-3 SD

LI 19.9 8.2 -0.8 14.9 5.0 -0.8 19.6 5.8 -1.0 349 

MI 22.2 7.7 -0.8 15.0 2.3 -1.0 19.9 3.6 -1.0 336 

HI 22.7 4.7d -0.9 11.4 1.7 -0.7 17.0 2.3 -1.0 250 
abcd Subgroups with the same superscript are significantly different at the 0.05 level. Comparisons are in relation to control 
group. 

Infant and Young Child Feeding  

Exclusive breastfeeding provides children with significant health and nutrition benefits, including 
protection from gastrointestinal infections and reduced risk of mortality due to infectious disease. 
Exclusive breastfeeding means that the infant received breast milk (including expressed milk or 
breast milk from a wet nurse) and may have received oral rehydration solution, vitamins, minerals 
and/or medicines, but no other food or liquid. The indicator calculates the percentage of children 
under six months of age who were exclusively breastfed in the 24 hours prior to the survey. 
According to data presented in Table 14, nearly all children under six months of age are 
exclusively breastfed, with no significant difference between the control and treatment groups. 

Table 14: Exclusive breastfeeding among children < 6 months 

Indicator 

PREG II 
Intervention Group 

Resilience Programming 
Intensity All 

C T LI MI HI 

Prevalence of exclusive breastfeeding (%) 96.9 98.5 ^ ^ ^ 97.7 

N 81 82 30 26 26 163 
abcd Subgroups with the same superscript are significantly different at the 0.05 level. Comparisons are in relation to control 
group. 
^ Values not reported for n < 30. 

Women’s Nutrition 

Women’s Dietary Diversity Score 

Women of reproductive age (WRA) are at risk of multiple micronutrient deficiencies, which can 
jeopardize their health and ability to care for their children and to participate in income-
generating activities. The Women's Dietary Diversity Score (WDDS) is a validated proxy 
measure of the micronutrient adequacy of a woman’s diet and reports the mean number of food 
groups consumed by WRA the day prior to the survey.  

To calculate this indicator, nine food groups are used: (1) grains, roots, and tubers; (2) legumes 
and nuts; (3) dairy products; (4) organ meat; (5) eggs; (6) flesh food and small animal protein; (7) 
vitamin A-rich dark green leafy vegetables; (8) other vitamin A-rich vegetables and fruits; and (9) 
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other fruits and vegetables. The indicator is tabulated by averaging the number of food groups 
consumed across all WRA for whom dietary diversity data were collected.  

At baseline, WDDS is low for all WRA, with a diet rich in carbohydrates and starches, but low in 
protein-rich foods (including legumes and nuts), dairy products, eggs and Vitamin A-rich dark 
green leafy vegetables (Table 15). Over one-half of all women eat vitamin A-rich vegetables (non-
dark green leafy) and fruits. 

Table 15: Women's dietary diversity and food groups consumed 

Indicator 

PREG II 
Intervention Group 

Resilience Programming 
Intensity All 

C T LI MI HI 

Women's Dietary Diversity (WDDS) 
(mean, 0–12) 

3.1a 3.5a 3.4 3.5 3.6 3.3 

Percentage of women consuming each food group daily 

Grains, roots, and tubers 93.0 91.2 86.3 91.3 93.5 92.1 

Flesh foods/small animal protein 33.6 41.4 43.3 43.2 39.1 37.7 

Legumes and nuts 25.3 20.5 19.8 16.6 24.1 22.8 

Vitamin A-rich dark green leafy 
vegetables 

11.5ad 24.9a 20.3 23.3 28.3d 18.6 

Dairy products 12.7 18.5 18.4 17.5 19.3 15.7 

Eggs 7.8abcd 18.6a 18.1b 18.4c 19.0d 13.5 

Organ meat 9.0 13.2 11.4 15.8 11.9 11.2 

Other fruits and vegetables 64.9 66.9 66.6 64.1 69.3 66.0 

Other vitamin A-rich vegetables and 
fruits 48.7 55.1 56.1 57.1 53.1 52.1 

N 1,095 1,070 369 367 334 2,121 
abcd Subgroups with the same superscript are significantly different at the 0.05 level. Comparisons are in relation to control 
group. 

3.5.4 Recovery 

Recovery as an outcome variable is based on household perceptions of the degree to which they 
feel they recovered from each of the top four shocks they experienced in the 12 months prior to 
the baseline survey (i.e., increased food prices, excessive rains/flooding, drought, livestock 
disease). 

Response options are: 

1. Did not recover

2. Fully recovered, same as before the shock

3. Fully recovered and better than before the shock



PREG II Impact Evaluation: Baseline Survey  | 39 

4. Partially recovered

5. Not affected by the event

Households were considered “recovered” if they reported (2) Fully recovered, same as before the 
shock or (3) Fully recovered and better than before the shock AND indicated at least a slight impact 
on their food consumption and income. Table 16 shows the percentage of households reporting 
that they recovered from one or more of the four most commonly reported shocks.  

Table 16: Recovery from top four shocks 

Indicator 

PREG II Intervention 
Group 

Resilience Programming 
Intensity All 

C T LI MI HI 

Excessive rains/flooding 19.9 28.7 27.4 30.4 27.5 25.2 

N 415 685 272 242 171 1,100 

Variable rain/drought 17.3 15.4 12.6 20.0 10.7 16.2 

N 422 508 175 204 129 930 

Livestock disease 29.6abc 16.0a 15.0b 17.8 14.6c 21.7 

N 259 369 134 133 102 628 

Increased food prices 8.9ab 22.5a 24.2 24.6b 19.8 15.9 

N 659 732 235 264 233 1,391 
abcd Subgroups with the same superscript are significantly different at the 0.05 level. Comparisons are in relation to control 
group. 

Figure 5 (next page) shows the percentage of households reporting recovery (as defined above) 
from the four salient shocks. Overall, less than one-third of households felt they had recovered 
from any of the four shocks they experienced. Households in the control group appear to have 
been especially hard hit by increases in food prices, from which few recovered. In contrast, nearly 
three times as many households in the treatment group felt they had recovered from increased 
food prices. Figure 5 also shows that households in the control group appear to have recovered 
better from livestock disease than those in the treatment group.  

Figure 5: Households reporting recovery after shocks over the previous 12 months 
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In the qualitative data, there is little discussion of recovery from shocks; rather, the frequent, 
persistent and compounding nature of the shock context has, in many cases, undermined efforts of 
households and communities to effectively “recover.” While there appears to be a great deal of 
variability in the experience of shocks, a number of communities reported experiencing intense 
flooding, drought and livestock disease during 2017, among others, compounded by the erosion of 
assets and resources (e.g., homes, livestock, productive technologies, grazing land) that have 
collectively reduced the capacity to recover. Across the qualitative sample, for example, livestock 
disease was widely reported and indicated as a driver, along with climatic shocks, to reduction in 
herd sizes or a shift out of pastoralism. Most communities indicated lack of veterinarian services 
as a major challenge, with services described as “inconsistent” and typically provided only in 
response to disease outbreaks (e.g., rift valley fever, foot and mouth disease)—a response often 
described as inadequate or too late to prevent livestock death or support timely “recovery.” 

3.6 RESILIENCE CAPACITIES 
This section presents analyses of the absorptive, adaptive, and transformative resilience capacities 
and discusses the components that comprise each index, including household and community-level 
indicators. See Annex 2 for details about how each component is computed, including cross-
references to survey questions used to gather data. Note that some components are part of more 
than one index (e.g., the asset index is a component of both the absorptive and adaptive capacity 
indices). All resilience capacity components in this section are presented on their original scales to 
facilitate understanding of the disparate factors—and their differing measurement—contributing 
to resilience capacities. 

3.6.1 Absorptive Capacity 

Absorptive capacity is the ability to minimize exposure to shocks and stresses when possible (ex 
ante) and to recover quickly after a shock or stress (ex post).18 Activities that help protect people 
and assets from the negative impacts of shocks and stressors strengthen absorptive capacity—at 
both a household and community level. For example, improved disaster risk management 
strengthens absorptive capacity by anticipating, planning for, and reducing the effect of a shock 
without causing permanent, negative impacts on longer-term livelihood security. Cash savings or 
borrowing food from a family member or friend can help smooth household food consumption. 

As Table 17 shows, the absorptive capacity index is relatively low (i.e., a score of 29 out of a 
possible 100). In large part, this is likely accounted for by the lack of household access to savings, 
remittances, insurance and informal safety nets,19 as well as the low asset index; on average, 
households only own 12 out of a total of 65 possible types of assets (i.e., household, productive, 
livestock). The treatment group has fewer assets than the control group, which is primarily due to 
low asset ownership in the LI treatment group. The low asset ownership also helps explain results 

18 Frankenberger T., Swallow K., Mueller M., Spangler T., Downen J., and Alexander S. July 2013. Feed the Future Learning Agenda 
Literature Review: Improving Resilience of Vulnerable Populations. Rockville, MD: Westat. 
19 Informal safety nets include six types of groups from which individuals can seek help: credit or microfinance, savings, mutual help, religious, 
mothers’, and women’s groups.  
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regarding the coping strategies employed by people in response to the shocks they experienced in 
the year prior to the baseline survey; very few households (< 5 percent) reported selling 
household or productive assets in order to help deal with a shock (data not shown). Households 
simply do not own sufficient assets to sell—other than possibly livestock.  

The breakdown of households that have access to humanitarian assistance presented in Table 17 
is also consistent with findings previously discussed; approximately one-half of households in the LI 
and MI groups have access to humanitarian assistance, which could help explain the better 
perceived recovery from increased food prices reported for the treatment group compared to the 
control group (see Figure 5).  

Table 17: Absorptive capacity index and components 

Indicator 

PREG II 
Intervention Group 

Resilience Programming 
Intensity All 

C T LI MI HI 

Absorptive capacity index (mean, 
range 0–100) 

29.9 28.5 29.4 29.3 27.5 29.1 

Informal safety nets (mean, range 0–6) 2.0 1.8 2.0 2.0 1.7 1.9 

Bonding social capital (mean, range 0–6) 2.9 2.9 3.2 3.0 2.8 2.9 

Cash savings (%) 28.6 27.1 19.5 22.6 33.7 27.8 

Access to remittances (%)* 4.0 7.6 5.0 3.4 11.9 5.9 

Asset Index (mean, 0–65) 12.7ab 11.8a 11.0b 11.7 12.3 12.2 

Shock preparedness & mitigation 
(mean, range 0–4) 

0.7 0.7 0.8 0.7 0.6 0.7 

Availability of/access to insurance (%) 7.4 15.5 20.5 19.3 10.6 11.7 

Access to humanitarian assistance (%) 29.6 36.3 54.8 45.2 22.1 33.2 

N 1,401 1,418 469 474 475 2,819 
abcd Subgroups with the same superscript are significantly different at the 0.05 level. Comparisons are in relation to control 
group. 
* Resilience component is dropped from the index due to negative loadings on the factor, but included for purposes of
discussion.

The qualitative information from FGDs portrays an absorptive capacity picture that, according to 
participants, has eroded through time. In the face of frequent drought, flooding (in particular, for 
those communities near a river), and raiding, the level of shock exposure has diminished the 
resources that contribute to absorptive capacity. To be sure, many participants mentioned the 
existence of savings and loan groups and they confirmed that households with cash savings were 
better able to buffer the impacts of drought or flood. These resources, however, are limited in 
their ability to absorb community-wide impacts. The critical bonding social capital20 that 

20 Bonding social capital is comprised of the horizontal links between people within a proximate area (e.g., a village or community) and 
contributes to absorptive capacity. The bonding social capital score is based on responses to two questions about whether the household 
would be able to give or receive help from people in their community if needed. The categories of people to give or receive help from are 
relatives; non-relatives within one’s ethnic group/clan; non-relatives in another ethnic group/clan; or no one. 
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represents a first line of defense in time of crisis has deteriorated through time, and participants in 
some communities reported increasing levels of “mistrust,” “crime”, “prostitution,” and “single 
mothers” as warning signs of social dysfunction. With regard to disaster preparedness, only three 
communities (Turkana and Wajir) stated that they conduct annual disaster risk reduction 
meetings and develop planning and response plans. Livestock insurance is not widely used in the 
communities studied and there is limited understanding of how insurance works, distrust, or a 
belief that it is haram, or forbidden.  

While most communities visited received some form of humanitarian assistance (e.g., food aid, 
cash, fodder, seedlings, vaccines, security, malaria nets) during times of crisis over the previous 
years, the experience is mixed. In some cases, FGDs attributed school feeding with minimizing 
“starvation” or government and NGO disaster response of “great help”; other communities 
across treatment/control groups report that there is little to no humanitarian assistance, and 
where provided, that it was too slow, too limited in duration, and insufficient relative to the need. 
In six of the sixteen sites, participants could not name an external agency active in their 
community. 

Index-based livestock insurance has been seen by the government and by development actors as a 
viable coping strategy against drought in northern Kenya. The qualitative research included five 
KIIs with county insurance agents working for the private insurer Takaful. Their strategy to 
expand insurance coverage is through a network of company representatives located at larger 
urban centers in each county that provides an orientation to the program and training on how to 
use it. KIIs suggest that the client base understands the value of insurance and the rate of uptake 
of the product is increasing. This perspective is not completely consistent with that of FGDs at the 
sublocation level, where about one-half of FGD participants know about Takaful but state that it 
is not widely used. This inconsistency could suggest that the insurance client base represents the 
larger, better-resourced herders. The annual premium for a goat is 120 Kenyan shillings (Ksh) 
(about USD $1.20), while the premium for a cow or a camel is around 1,000 Ksh (USD $10). The 
payout is about ten times the cost of the premium if satellite imagery of the rangeland reveals 0–
20 percent fodder production. The cash outlay for many of the resource-scarce small herders is 
likely to pose a binding constraint on participation. 

Qualitative insights suggest that, while in general absorptive capacity is diminishing in the face of 
routine shocks, the ability to reduce exposure to shocks or cope with their negative impacts is 
extremely variable between and within communities. As noted in the discussion of shock exposure, 
the poorest and most vulnerable members within communities are least able to absorb the range 
of shocks. Across communities, those with consistent and comprehensive support over multiple 
years, including well-timed and targeted humanitarian assistance, are most able to strengthen 
absorptive capacity.  

3.6.2 Adaptive Capacity 

Adaptive capacity involves making proactive and informed choices about alternative livelihood 
strategies based on changing conditions. Table 18 shows that the adaptive capacity index for the 
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overall sample is low (i.e., a mean score of 31.5 out of 100). Activities that promote livelihood 
diversification and social and human capital aim to improve households’ flexibility, resources, and 
skills, which contribute to their adaptive capacity. Across the sample, education/training, exposure 
to information, access to financial institutions that provide savings and/or credit support, and 
livelihood diversification are all quite low, severely limiting households’ ability to adapt to 
changing conditions—even if they were highly motivated or confident to do so. 

The aspirations/confidence to adapt indicator is based on three index components: absence of 
fatalism, belief in individual power to enact change, and exposure to alternatives to the status 
quo. These concepts are believed to be positively associated with having aspirations and 
confidence to adapt to change (see Annex 2 for details on calculation). The overall mean score 
suggests a moderate degree of exposure and openness to a variety of experiences, and in 
particular for households in the HI treatment group.  

Although the differences tend to be quite small, significant differences between control and 
treatment groups exist for some of the individual resilience indicators: aspirations/confidence to 
adapt, bridging and linking social capital, education/training, and livelihood diversification.  

Table 18: Adaptive capacity index and components 

Indicator 

PREG II 
Intervention Group 

Resilience Programming 
Intensity All 

C T LI MI HI 

Adaptive capacity index (mean, 
range 0–100) 

29.9 28.5 29.4 29.3 27.5 29.1 

Aspirations/confidence to adapt (mean, 
range 0–16) 

8.4ad 8.7a 2.0 2.0 1.7 1.9 

Bridging social capital (mean, range 0–6) 2.7abc 3.0a 3.2 3.0 2.8 2.9 

Linking social capital (mean, range 0–4) 0.3ad 0.4a 19.5 22.6 33.7 27.8 

Education/training (mean, range 0–3) 1.2b 1.1 5.0 3.4 11.9 5.9 

Livelihood diversification (mean, range 
0–18) 

1.6abd 1.4a 11.0b 11.7 12.3 12.2 

Exposure to information (mean, range 
0–19) 

2.8 2.9 0.8 0.7 0.6 0.7 

Social network index (mean, 0–6) 1.6 1.6 20.5 19.3 10.6 11.7 

Access to financial institutions (mean, 
range 0–2) 

0.2 0.4 54.8 45.2 22.1 33.2 

N 1,401 1,418 469 474 475 2,819 
abcd Subgroups with the same superscript are significantly different at the 0.05 level. Comparisons are in relation to control 
group. 
* Resilience component is dropped from the index due to negative loadings on the factor, but included for purposes of
discussion.
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Bridging social capital contributes to community resilience in that those with social ties outside 
their immediate community can draw on these connections when local resources are lacking or 
unavailable (Wetterberg 2004, cited in Frankenberger et al., 2013). Bridging social capital often 
crosses ethnic and racial lines, geographic boundaries, and language groups and can facilitate 
links to assets and broader social and economic identities. The bridging social capital score is 
based on responses to two questions about whether the respondent can give or receive help from 
people outside their community. Results suggest an overall moderate level of social connection 
with outside communities or groups (i.e., a mean score of 3 out of 6), and more so for households 
in the LI and MI treatment groups than the control group.  

In contrast, linking social capital represents the vertical links between households/communities 
and some form of higher authority or power such as a government official and/or an NGO 
leader. Survey questions ascertain whether respondents believe officials/leaders they know 
personally would help the respondent’s family or community if needed. The mean score for linking 
social capital is quite low across the sample (i.e., 0.4 out of 4 possible), suggesting there is little 
connection between community members and persons of authority. 

Qualitative insights from FGDs and KIIs suggest a process of adaptation to shocks and stresses in 
full bloom, with livelihood diversification a key factor in the dynamic. Most households and 
communities are seeking alternatives to the livestock economy. For some households, this process 
appears to be driven by exposure to information or education, or linkages with external actors. 
For most, however, the qualitative data indicate a low level of adaptive capacities, despite a 
general desire to diversify livelihoods and seek greater access to education, training, and financial 
services. The poorest households are moving out, abandoning herding altogether and switching to 
low paying labor markets, such as working in refugee camps or selling charcoal. The relatively 
better off—those with more animals and access to markets in infrastructure, are complementing 
their livestock activity with small-scale farming oriented toward the market. While communities 
often described experience with or intentions to diversify into farming, in some areas this effort at 
both the household and community levels has been compromised by insufficient access to water 
(e.g., Marsabit), and in others to pests, flooding or conflict over crop land (e.g., Turkana; Garissa, 
Tana River). Others are diversifying into small business enterprise, including some handicraft 
production. Some herders, considered wealthier, are choosing to sell most of their herd to invest 
in an urban-based dwelling and open a shop of one sort or another. 

FGD discussants tended to closely link the ability of a household to diversify their livelihood 
strategies with other components of adaptive capacity, namely education and training and access 
to financial capital. While the quantitative data indicate relative low levels of adaptive capacity, 
qualitative findings suggest a great deal of investment in education, increased enrollment, and a 
widespread desire for greater educational and training opportunities, particularly for youth in 
general, and girls in particular. In one Garissa community, for example, women FGD participants 
emphasized the importance of education, adding that they “don’t want [our] girls to have the 
same fate [we] had.” Education is viewed as the pathway to livelihood diversification and 
adaptation to “modern life, moving away from pastoralism and toward education”. Skills training 
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is also often attributed to diversification into farming, small business, and the establishment of 
VSLAs. However, shocks and stresses that result in migration or dislocation disrupt educational 
enrollment, as well as the more persistent lack of access to schools and teachers in the most 
rural, isolated, or insecure areas. Sexual assault and violence inflicted on girls and young women 
is another critical factor affecting educational attainment. 

3.6.3 Transformative Capacity 

Table 19 shows there is little transformative capacity across control and treatment groups within 
the PREG II implementation area (overall mean score of 26.5 out of 100). Transformative capacity 
relates to governance mechanisms, policies/regulations, infrastructure, community networks, and 
formal safety nets that are part of the wider system in which households and communities are 
embedded—and which facilitate or constrain how they are able to respond to shocks and 
stresses. Overall, households lack basic services, infrastructure, agricultural extension and 
livestock services, and formal safety nets (Table 19). They do, however, have fairly good access to 
markets (i.e., two within 5 km of the village), and are moderately gender-neutral in terms of 
certain public and private gender roles.21 Although few households overall report access to 
agricultural extension or livestock services, both appear completely lacking in LI treatment areas.  

Transformative capacity captures certain elements of how communities work together for the 
common good and to protect themselves against future shocks. Results presented in Table 19 
suggest they do not. Community collective action22 is low, as is local government responsiveness 
and household participation in local decision-making, both of which likely contribute to the low 
value for collective action. A lack of leadership, ineffective leadership, or distrust of leaders by 
community members makes attempts at collective action challenging, as does low participation of 
community members in decision-making processes. Local government responsiveness is a 
community-level variable based on whether—and how—the local government responded to 
community requests for improving community assets or services (e.g., roads, schools, health 
center/post, security) over the five years prior to the survey. Social cohesion is moderately strong 
(i.e., mean score of 3.5 out of 5), suggesting community members repeatedly came together in the 
year prior to the survey to provide food, labor, or other types of help or to gather for social 
events with members of their village or other villages.23 

Table 19: Transformative capacity index and components 

Indicator 

PREG II 
Intervention Group 

Resilience Programming 
Intensity All 

C T LI MI HI 

Transformative capacity index 
(mean, 0–100) 

26.2 26.7 24.2 29.1 26.0 26.5 

21 Measures the extent to which men and women regularly sit and eat together within their households and/or in public and men help with 
tasks generally considered “women’s work” (i.e., childcare and fetching firewood or water). 
22 Types of collective action include: (1) soil conservation, (2) flood diversion activities, (3) repaired/built schools, (4) repaired/built health 
posts or centers, (5) road maintenance/construction, (6) planted trees on communal land, (7) area enclosure, (8) improving access to 
drinking water, (9) repaired/built communal irrigation system, and (10) other. 
23 While social cohesion is a community-level variable, it was measured at the household level. 
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Indicator 

PREG II 
Intervention Group 

Resilience Programming 
Intensity All 

C T LI MI HI 

Availability of formal safety nets (mean, 
0–6) 

1.1 1.1 0.9 1.4 1.0 1.1 

Availability of markets (mean, 0–3) 2.1 1.7 1.5 1.6 1.9 1.9 

Access to basic services (mean, 0–5) 1.6 1.9 2.0 2.1 1.7 1.8 

Access to infrastructure (mean, 0–4) 1.6 1.6 1.4 1.5 1.8 1.6 

Access to ag extension services (%) 10.4b 5.6 0.0b 11.1 3.8 7.9 

Access to livestock services (%) 10.5b 3.8 0.0b 5.9 3.8 7.0 

Gender-neutral practices at the 
community level (mean, 0–4) 

2.4 2.7 3.0 2.8 2.6 2.6 

Participation in local decision making (%) 28.5 24.6 20.6 25.4 25.7 26.4 

Local government responsiveness 
(mean, 0–6)* 

1.7b 2.1 2.6b 1.8 2.0 1.9 

Access to communal natural resources 
(mean, 0–4)* 

1.6 1.6 2.1 2.0 1.1 1.6 

Collective action (mean, 0–10)* 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 

Social cohesion (mean, 0–5)* 3.3c 3.7 3.6 4.3c 3.4 3.5 

Gender equitable decision-making 
(mean, 0–20) 

12.0 12.1 12.6 12.6 11.5 12.1 

N 1,401 1,418 469 474 475 2,819 
abcd Subgroups with the same superscript are significantly different at the 0.05 level. Comparisons are in relation to control 
group. 
* Resilience component is dropped from the index due to negative loadings on the factor, but included for purposes of
discussion.
NOTE: Bridging and linking social capital are not shown under transformative capacity as they are previously listed under
adaptive capacity. Gender equitable decision-making index is not included in the capacity index due to substantial
reduction in sample size. It is presented here for purposes of discussion.

In a few communities, FGDs reported a strong role of country government and a range of 
external actors providing support over the previous five to ten years, layered with emergency 
assistance (e.g., Wajir, Marsabit). In one site in Wajir, for example, study participants described 
the role of county government to improve community infrastructure and technical assistance, 
including training, along with consistent support from NGOs, coupled with support from 
government and NGOs during droughts over the previous five years as resulting in a positive 
change in their response capacity. This external support leverages community-based pasture and 
natural resource management, annual disaster risk reduction planning meetings, and intra-
community support systems (e.g., contributions for home construction), and informal safety nets 
such as local-level cash-for-work initiatives to support the neediest members of the community.  

The qualitative interviews provide an important context to the quantitative findings on 
transformative capacity, particularly with regard to gender and age. As part of change perceived 
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in FGDs, it was repeatedly cited that gender roles had shifted in ways that would suggest an 
improvement in women’s status and an expansion of economic roles in the household economy. 
Women not only engage more fully in livestock activities (and own and market livestock); they 
are the key leaders in diversification of the household economy. In Garissa and Tana River, for 
example, where agriculture has become increasingly important, women make decisions on crop 
choice, provide labor, and market products in urban areas. In times of crisis, women gather 
fodder for animals and sell their milk to urban clients. In Turkana, women harvest palm fronds to 
make and sell handicraft items, such as hats. Women also sell their labor and a variety of 
products (including miraa and fuelwood) in refugee camps. In some more rural communities that 
retain high dependence on livestock and pastoral livelihoods, women have become less involved 
with livestock, shifting into care for children at the homestead, in “new appreciation for education 
and a shift away from pastoralism”, characterized by the seasonal migration of family groups and 
herds (e.g., Garissa, Marsabit). In most communities, both male and female FGDs described 
women as adapting to the “modern lifestyle”. In an eroded livestock-based livelihood, women 
have accepted more of the household income-generating burden, thus increasing their control, 
their mobility, and their status. In Isiolo, one women’s FGD reflected on these shifting gender 
relations, noting that women have more of a voice, with greater engagement in the market and 
more opportunities for education. These findings are consistent with quantitative data that 
suggest a moderate degree of gender equitable decision-making24 occurs—and fairly uniformly—
within sampled households (Table 19).  

As discussed in the previous section, young people now rely on education as a pathway to a non-
herding career. In light of a recent past when less than one-third of school-aged girls finished 
primary school (8 grades), it is of note to witness the widespread value that the young, their 
parents, and their leaders attach to education. Even the most traditionally pastoral communities, 
less inclined to shift “away from the old culture”, favor a “modern” pathway of education and 
employment. Across FGDs, participants expressed a vision for the future that focused on access 
to primary and high school, even higher education for some. The aspiration to educate children 
for sustained employment can be tempered by the local economic reality. In more urban 
sublocations, FGD participants lamented the rise in social dysfunction. Many graduates of high 
school do not find suitable employment and people complain of high rates of petty crime, 
particularly theft and prostitution. In one sublocation in Garissa, the female participants talked of 
the social problem of “single mothers” (i.e., sex workers who become pregnant) and increased 
rates of HIV infection.  

Since most residents in all sampled communities have some livestock, even in urban 
neighborhoods, there is significant interest in functioning livestock markets. Contrary to a more 
traditional reluctance regarding selling animals from the household herd, there has been a shift 
over time toward greater participation in markets, especially for small ruminants. In most of the 
communities near larger urban areas, for example in Garissa, animal products, notably milk, eggs, 
and chickens, have always been sold by women as part of the household’s livelihood strategy. It 

24 This is a household-level indicator and is based on four types of decision-making control within households: control of income, control over 
health and nutrition decisions, control over household purchases, and control over children’s education. 
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was common to hear that people sold animals, particularly goats, sheep, and cattle when 
household necessities required cash, such as at the time of school fees or in the event of family 
illness. Others stated that larger animals were sometimes sold to finance other investments, such 
as a house in an urban center or a small shop and associated inventory. The pattern that 
emerged from the KIIs and FGDs was that, on average, households had increased their inclination 
to market animals, but with significant variability between those pastoral households that were 
stepping out (i.e., diversifying away from livestock) and those few that were moving up (i.e., 
consolidating their entrepreneurial livestock activities). The former keep herds as a form of 
savings, whereas the latter group is more fully invested in a market-based livestock livelihood in 
which they intentionally raise animals for sale. 

Some participants made note of the modern livestock marketplaces that were established in 
several counties under PREG I, and the research team visited these markets in Isiolo and Marsabit. 
Animal prices are reported to be highly seasonal and tend to be higher in the rainy season—
when the animals are healthier and heavier—compared to the dry season, when many are 
stressed. In all sampled counties, many participants asserted that the livestock market system is 
dominated by purchasing brokers who buy animals as they arrive, then sell them to clients, who 
are either agents of slaughterhouses or exporters, in far-off counties (e.g., Meru, Nairobi). The 
most common concern was that brokers offered a lower per-head price because competition was 
reduced and because sellers need the money. The team also encountered women who regularly 
purchased sheep and goats from neighbors for the purpose of resale at the marketplace. Another 
widespread market issue was the distance of the marketplace and the lack or high cost of 
transporting animals for the more rural communities, leaving these areas more reliant on low 
prices fixed by brokers that buy direct. Some stated that taking animals to market on foot 
exposed them to hyenas and other wild predators.  

The KIIs with slaughterhouse staff, the livestock merchant association, and livestock brokers in 
several counties provide evidence that since devolution by the government, and due to the focused 
interest and investment of a swath of development agents, an overall improvement in livestock 
sector infrastructure and services has occurred. This includes the construction of physical market 
infrastructure and slaughterhouses that conform to national standards of hygiene and provide a 
secure place for transactions, the provisioning of veterinary services to control animal disease, 
transportation services in some sublocations to get animals to market, M-Pesa mobile phone 
based financial transfer platforms to facilitate the sale of animals, and increases in technical 
training. This likely has supported the changes in market participation as one livestock association 
staff summarized the transformation:  

Before, the local people only depended on the animals as their source of food and a sign of wealth. 
They could not even imagine selling more than five goats at once. They believed that it would bring 
bad luck and poverty. Today, after exposure, they are now becoming less attached to animals and 

seeing them as a business; they are now selling them in large numbers and involving in other 
money-generating activities. Most of them have left their rural homes and moved to towns. 
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At the same time, however, the FGDs in communities suggest that the economic situation of the 
herder/seller has an influence on market outcomes, and the wealthier, large-scale herders are 
those who can best take advantage of innovations in market infrastructure and services. Moving 
forward, PREG II interventions should be informed by variability in access to individual elements of 
transformative capacity as suggested by Table 19. 

3.6.4 Resilience Capacity and Engagement with Resilience Programming 

Here, we examine the extent to which household participation in resilience programming, either 
through receiving training or participating in community groups, enhances household-level 
resilience capacity (absorptive and adaptive). The relationship between participation and 
transformative capacity may be confounded by the inclusion of group participation in both the 
group participation and “participation in local decision making” and as such, is not considered in 
in this analysis. Although we may find a positive relationship between these, it may be an artifact 
of how the transformative index is computed.  

The descriptive data in Table 20 shows that households who have been engaged in resilience 
programming have significantly higher absorptive and adaptive capacity, regardless of whether 
they participated in trainings or in community groups.  

Table 20: Engagement with PREG II 

Indicator 
Participated in Trainings Participated in Groups 

No Yes No Yes 

Absorptive capacity 28.6 41.0* 28.2 42.7* 

Adaptive capacity 31.6 46.6* 31.1 49.3* 
* Asterisk indicates statistically significant differences at the 0.05.

Additionally, an in-depth regression analysis shows that both absorptive and adaptive capacity 
are positively associated with participation in training or groups, even when controlling for the 
other factors (Table 21).25  

Table 21: Regression results showing relationship between engagement with PREG and resilience capacity 

Absorptive Capacity Adaptive Capacity 

Coefficient Coefficient 

Receive training 0.078 *** 0.088 *** 

Group participation 0.112 *** 0.136 *** 

Household characteristics 

Index of shock exposure (0–184) 0.149 * 0.324 *** 

Household demographics (Percent male 30+) 

25 Absorptive and adaptive capacities are also positively associated with shock exposure, which is a counter-intuitive finding. One possible 
explanation is that greater exposure to shocks increases incentives for households to increase these resilience capacities. This finding may be 
unique to this study; further research may shed light on whether this is a widespread phenomenon.  
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Absorptive Capacity Adaptive Capacity 

Coefficient Coefficient 

Percent males 0–16 0.004 -0.011

Percent males 16–30 0.010 0.005 

Percent females 0–16 0.009 -0.003

Percent females 16–30 -0.007 0.007 

Percent females 30p -0.007 -0.001

Number of household members -1.799 -0.401

Household type (Adults are male and female) 

All adults are female -2.131 * 2.660 * 

All adults are male 0.361 3.086 * 

Number of household adult equivalents 2.107 1.777 

Intervention group (Treatment) -1.673 -0.950

Constant 26.668 *** 25.014 *** 

Observations 2,806 2,806 

R2 0.11 0.27 
* Asterisk indicates statistically significant at the 0.01 (***), 0.05 (**), and 0.10 (*) levels.
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4 ANALYSIS OF FINDINGS 

4.1 RESILIENCE CAPACITIES AND WELL-BEING 
OUTCOMES 

This section presents results from a series of multivariate regression equations testing the 
hypotheses that absorptive, adaptive, and transformative capacities—and the individual elements 
that make up those capacities—buffer the negative effects of shocks on well-being outcomes. 
These analyses allow us to address research question 2, “How do resilience capacities and their 
components affect household well-being outcomes in the face of shocks?” 

The estimation equations used in this analysis include two predictor variables, the resilience 
capacity index (or its components) and the shock exposure index, as well as household 
demographics and assets as control variables. The sign of the regression coefficient (positive or 
negative) indicates the relationship between the explanatory variables and outcome. Based on 
underlying hypotheses, using recovery as an example, the expected sign on the resilience capacity 
index should be positive, meaning that higher levels of resilience capacity are associated with 
more recovery. With recovery, the expected sign on shock exposure should be negative, meaning 
that increases in shock exposure are associated with less recovery.  

Table 22: Relationship between resilience capacity and well-being outcomes 

Outcome 
Absorptive Capacity Adaptive Capacity Transformative 

Capacity 

Coeff. % Change Coeff. % Change Coeff. % Change 

Per capita daily expenditures 
(USD 2010, 2011 PPP) 0.019 *** 58.1 0.026 *** 65.3 0.011 *** 31.5 

Below poverty line of USD 
$1.90  -0.038 *** -35.4 -0.061 *** -39.7 -0.033 *** -30.8

Household dietary diversity 
score (HDDS) 

0.006 *** 16.5 0.010 *** 20.2 0.005 *** 11.9 

Food insecurity experience 
scale (FIES)  -0.029 *** -16.9 -0.038 *** -16.5 -0.017 ** -9.3

Moderate or severe food 
insecurity (FIES) 

-0.005 *** -16.0 -0.006 *** -15.5 -0.003 -9.9

Recovery from shock related 
to: 

Excessive rains/flooding 0.027 *** 61.4 0.029 *** 49.8 0.002 5.3 

Variable rain/drought 0.028 *** 80.7 0.031 *** 65.3 -0.001 0.5 

Livestock disease 0.009 20.2 0.005 11.8 -0.012 -13.1

Increased food prices 0.013 26.7 -0.003 -2.2 -0.008 -12.8
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Outcome 
Absorptive Capacity Adaptive Capacity Transformative 

Capacity 

Coeff. % Change Coeff. % Change Coeff. % Change 

Anthropometrics (moderate 
or severe) 

Stunting (<-2sd) -0.007 -12.0 -0.010 * -12.3 -0.009 -12.6

Underweight (<-2sd) -0.005 -9.6 -0.009 -11.4 -0.009 -12.6

Wasting (<-2sd) -0.001 -1.7 -0.013 * -17.6 -0.003 -5.5
* Asterisk represents statistical significance at the 0.01 (***), 0.05 (**), and 0.10 (*) levels.
"% change" is the estimated percentage change in the indicator (dependent variable) associated with moving from the
lowest to the highest quartile (25th to 75th percentile) of each resilience capacity (predictor or explanatory variable).

4.1.1 Per Capita Expenditures and Poverty 

Data in Table 22 show a significant and positive relationship between per capita daily expenditure 
and each of the three resilience capacity indices. That is, households with higher per capita 
expenditures also tend to have higher absorptive, adaptive and transformative capacities. Thus, 
households who have “more money to spend” are more likely to have more resilience capacity 
compared to those who have less money to spend. Table 21 shows similar relationships between 
poverty and resilience capacities. Poorer households have lower absorptive, adaptive, and 
transformative capacities.  

4.1.2 Dietary Diversity 

The positive and significant relationship between household dietary diversity (HDDS) and each of 
the three resilience capacity indices (Table 22) suggests that households with more diverse diets—
an important contributor to nutritional outcomes—also tend to have higher absorptive, adaptive, 
or transformative resilience capacity. As noted above, households that have more money to 
spend, and who spend it on more diverse and higher quality foods, also tend to have higher 
resilience capacity. 

4.1.3 Food Insecurity 

As expected, data in Table 22 show a negative and significant relationship between moderate-or-
severe food insecurity and each of the three resilience capacities. That is, households that are less 
food insecure (i.e., more food secure) also tend to have higher resilience capacity. Again, this is 
consistent with findings regarding per capita expenditures, poverty, and diet diversity; wealthier 
households who tend to have more money to spend on food generally, as well as a more diverse 
range of and higher quality food, also tend to have higher absorptive, adaptive, or transformative 
capacity. 
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4.1.4 Recovery 

Results in Table 22 show that both household absorptive and adaptive capacities are significant 
predictors of recovery from excessive rains/flooding and of variable rain/drought, but 
transformative capacity is not. 

4.1.5 Child Nutrition 

Compared to children who live in households with less adaptive capacity, those in households 
with greater adaptive capacity are between 12 and 18 percent less likely to be wasted or stunted 
(Table 22).  

4.2 RESILIENCE CAPACITY COMPONENTS AND 
WELL-BEING OUTCOMES 

Tables 23–27 present key information about the various components of the three resilience 
capacity indices and their estimated impact on (1) various well-being outcomes, and (2) recovery 
from the four most common shocks. For continuous explanatory variables, the values are set at 
the 25th (“low”) and 75th (“high”) percentiles of the sample. The percent change for binary 
variables is defined as the difference between the absence of (a value of ‘0’) and presence of that 
indicator (a value of ‘1’) (e.g., not having versus having savings). This permits comparability across 
variables that use different scales. The complete analysis results are available in Annex 3. 

4.2.1 Per Capita Expenditure and Poverty 

Results in Section 4.1.1 established that households with higher per capita expenditures also 
tended to have higher absorptive, adaptive, and transformative capacities. Table 23 shows that 
several components of the three resilience capacities contribute to expenditure and poverty 
outcomes. Households with cash savings, assets, disaster preparedness training, access to 
infrastructure and ag extension services, aspirations and confidence to adapt, social networks, 
linking social capital, education/training, exposure to information, access to communal natural 
resources, access to basic services, infrastructure and livestock services and participate in local 
decision-making government tend to have higher expenditures.  

The strongest indicators, those that are statistically significant and associated with the largest 
percentage change in expenditures are education, assets, cash savings, and livestock services. For 
example, movement from the lowest to the highest quartile of education is associated with a 92.8 
percent increase in expenditures. Cash savings is associated with a 73.9 percent increase in 
expenditures. As household assets increase from the 25th to 75th percentile, expenditures rise by 
61.9 percent. Thus, programming investments in education are likely to result in improved 
expenditures outcomes, as are program interventions that support building assets. The 
household-level indicators that are significantly associated with reductions in poverty are similar 
to those for expenditures, although in the opposite direction, as expected (Table 23). Access to 
remittances is associated with a 31.3 percent reduction in poverty, but remittances do not appear 
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to affect expenditures. Households who rely on remittances, have cash savings, more assets and 
education, greater livelihood diversity, and have better access to markets, infrastructure, and 
livestock services are less likely to be poor. Households who are more aware of the availability of 
formal safety nets in their communities also tend to be poor. Table 22 also suggests that less 
poverty is associated with responsive government officials.  

Table 23: Percentage change in economic outcomes associated with increased resilience capacity components 

Capacity components 
Expenditures Poverty 

Coeff. % Change Coeff. % Change 

Absorptive components 

Informal safety nets (0–6) 0.064 13.6 -0.1 8.6 

Bonding social capital (0–6) -0.017 -3.4 -0.04 3.7 

Access to cash savings (0–1) 0.553 *** 73.9 -1.09 *** 42.4 

Access to remittances (0–1) 0.487 62.7 -0.73 ** 31.1 

Asset index (0–65) 0.096 *** 61.7 -0.2 *** 34.5 

Shock prep & mitigation (0–4) 0.145 * 15.6 -0.27 * 10.9 

Availability of/access to insurance (%) 0.031 3.2 -0.16 7.2 

Access to humanitarian assistance (%) 0.142 15.3 -0.25 10.5 

Adaptive components 

Aspirations and confidence to adapt (0–16) 0.097 *** 33.9 -0.13 *** 15.9 

Bridging social capital (0–6) -0.004 -0.7 -0.05 4.3 

Index of social network (0–6) 0.079 *** 26.8 -0.17 ** 19.7 

Linking social capital (0–4) 0.174 *** 0 -0.3 *** 0 

Education/training (0–3) 0.328 *** 92.8 -0.55 *** 37 

Livelihood diversification (0–18) 0.093 9.7 -0.09 4 

Exposure to information (0–19) 0.058 *** 33.7 -0.13 *** 23.3 

Access to financial institutions (0–2) -0.025 0 -0.11 0 

Transformative components 

Availability of formal safety nets (0–5) -0.019 -3.7 0.051 -4.8

Availability of markets (0–3) 0.076 16.4 -0.31 ** 23.9 

Access to communal natural resources 
(0–4) 

-0.13 * -32.2 0.159 -23.9

Access to basic services (0–5) 0.164 ** 17.9 -0.38 ** 14.8 

Access to infrastructure (0–4) 0.291 *** 33.8 -0.69 *** 25.1 

Access to ag extension services (%) 0.234 26.4 -0.66 28.1 

Access to livestock services (%) 0.477 *** 61.1 -1.58 *** 58 



PREG II Impact Evaluation: Baseline Survey  | 55 

Capacity components 
Expenditures Poverty 

Coeff. % Change Coeff. % Change 

Collective action (0–10) 0.029 0 -0.17 0 

Social cohesion (0–5) -0.044 -8.5 0.008 -0.8

Local government responsiveness (0–6) 0.014 1.6 -0.09 4.1 

Gender-neutral practices - community 
(0–4) 

0 -0.1 -0.11 9.6 

Participation in local decision making (%) 0.283 ** 32.7 -28.4 ** 28.4 

Observations 2,819 2,819 

R2 / F-stat 0.40 8.6 
* Asterisk represents statistical significance at the 0.01 (***), 0.05 (**), and 0.10 (*) levels.
% change represents the percent change from the lowest to the highest quartile (25th to 75th percentile) of the sample for
continuous variables. For binary variables (recovery), the change is defined as the difference between 0 and 1.

4.2.2 Dietary Diversity 

As was the case for per capita expenditures reported above, households that have more assets, 
education/training, exposure to information, and additionally, more diversified livelihoods, also 
tend to have more diverse diets (Table 24). The individual resilience components that contribute 
the most to better diet diversity are education (26 percent change), followed by savings (21 
percent change) and assets (17 percent change).  

Availability of formal safety nets does not appear to contribute to better dietary diversity, which 
may again, be related to “wealth” in that households with more money may be less aware of the 
availability of formal safety nets because they are less likely to need them in times of crisis. 

4.2.3 Food Insecurity 

The household-level indicators that are significantly associated with reductions in food insecurity 
are similar to those for dietary diversity, although in the opposite direction, as expected (Table 
24). Not surprisingly, households who tend to have savings, access to remittances, assets, linking 
social capital, education/training, and access to infrastructure tend to be more food secure.  

Table 24: Percentage change in food security outcomes associated with increased resilience capacity 

Capacity components 
Expenditures Poverty 

Coeff. % Change Coeff. % Change 

Absorptive components 

Availability of informal safety nets (0–6) 0.008 5.6 0.128 1.5 

Bonding social capital (0–6) -0.004 2.8 0.066 -1.0

Access to cash savings (0–1) 0.026 20.9 -0.421 ** -25.7

Access to remittances (0–1) 0.041 15.7 -1.096 ** -38.4
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Capacity components 
Expenditures Poverty 

Coeff. % Change Coeff. % Change 

Asset Index (0–65) 0.016 *** 17.3 -0.113 *** -17.0

Shock preparedness & mitigation (0–4) -0.002 3.1 -0.229 -8.6

Availability of/access to insurance (%) -0.015 0.2 0.301 6.5 

Access to humanitarian assistance (%) -0.005 1.6 -0.273 -7.1

Adaptive components 

Aspirations and confidence to adapt (0–16) 0.008 9.8 0.044 -4.9

Bridging social capital (0–6) 0.005 3.7 -0.096 -3.2

Index of social network (0–6) -0.012 11.0 0.088 -5.5

Linking social capital (0–4) -0.011 0.0 -0.352 *** 0.0 

Education/training (0–3) 0.032 ** 26.1 -0.187 * -21.4

Livelihood diversification (0–18) 0.055 *** 8.7 0.029 -4.7

Exposure to information (0–19) 0.008 * 12.9 0.036 -5.0

Access to financial institutions (0–2) 0.019 0.0 0.194 0.0 

Transformative components 

Availability of formal safety nets (0–5) -0.045 -1.0 0.207 4.6 

Availability of markets (0–3) -0.008 8.4 0.031 -6.4

Access to communal natural resources 
(0–4) 

-0.007 -10.7 -0.107 0.2 

Access to basic services (0–5) -0.013 5.8 0.023 -4.0

Access to infrastructure (0–4) 0.100 14.3 -0.545 -13.7

Access to ag extension services (%) 0.014 3.7 -0.279 -2.0

Access to livestock services (%) 0.056 7.6 -0.231 -0.7

Collective action (0–10) -0.002 0.0 -0.021 0.0 

Social cohesion (0–5) -0.008 -6.7 -0.078 2.3 

Local government responsiveness (0–6) 0.002 -1.2 0.063 0.7 

Index for gender-neutral practices - 
community (0–4) 

-0.001 2.0 0.254 11.7 

Participation in local decision making (%) 0.004 13.4 -0.071 -11.2

Observations 2,682 2,729 

F-stat 12.6 9.6 
* Asterisk represents statistical significance at the 0.01 (***), 0.05 (**), and 0.10 (*) levels.
% change represents the percent change from the lowest to the highest quartile (25th to 75th percentile) of the sample for
continuous variables. For binary variables (recovery), the change is defined as the difference between 0 and 1.
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4.2.4 Recovery 

Table 25 and Table 26 present key information about the various components of the three 
resilience capacity indices and their estimated impact on recovery from the four most common 
shocks. 

Several household and community level indicators of resilience capacity are positively and 
significantly associated with recovery from one or more of the four most common shocks: shock 
preparedness (flood, livestock disease, and increased food prices), assets (livestock disease), 
savings (food prices), social networks (flood and drought), collective action (flood, drought, and 
food prices), government responsiveness (flood and livestock disease) and participation in local 
decisions (livestock disease and increased food prices). 

The relationship between the availability of formal safety nets and household recovery is 
significant and negative across all four types of shocks. Generally speaking, it is counterintuitive 
that the less formal safety nets are available, the more people recover—from any shock. It should 
be noted that households are asked if there are—and then to identify—different government or 
NGO programs or activities in their community that help people when they are faced with a 
shock. This suggests that responses reflect not only whether various formal safety nets are 
available, but also whether the survey respondent is aware of such programs. Additionally, results 
revealed that availability of formal safety nets is very low across control and treatment 
households (mean score of 1 out of a possible 6), suggesting there is a near dearth of safety net 
programs available. Such low variability across sampled households might be contributing to the 
hard-to-explain results and more detailed analyses may be warranted.  

Other somewhat hard-to-explain results include those for social capital, particularly for excessive 
rains/flooding and increased food prices. Both bonding and linking social capital are negatively 
associated with recovery for both shocks, suggesting that the more people can rely on friends and 
family, the less likely they are to recover. This is, again, counterintuitive. However, where bonding 
social capital is strong, it may be that the reciprocal obligations to other similarly affected 
households’ results in a slower recovery for individual households than might be the case for a 
shock that is more idiosyncratic in nature. Additionally, while bonding social capital is generally 
moderate (see Table 25), linking social capital is very low (see Table 26). 

Among the individual components of resilience capacity with significant coefficients, shock 
preparedness contributes the most to improved recovery across all shocks except drought, 
ranging from 29 to 110 percent change. It should be obvious that planning and preparing for 
potential shocks ahead of their occurrence can dramatically reduce their impact, and thus 
improve—or quicken—recovery.  

Table 25 and Table 26 also provide evidence of the need for tailoring resilience programming to 
the type of shock(s) most likely to be experienced by a targeted population, as successful 
recovery from different types of shocks requires slightly different sets of resilience capacity. At the 
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same time, it also suggests that certain types of resilience capacity may be appropriate across 
most types of shocks or stresses (e.g., shock preparedness, social networking). 

Table 25: Percentage change in recovery from flooding and drought associated with resilience capacity 

Capacity components 
Variable rain/drought Flood 

Coeff. % Change Coeff. % Change 

Absorptive components 

Availability of informal safety nets (0–6) -0.350 -11.1 -0.106 -10.3

Bonding social capital (0–6) 0.097 ** 0.7 -0.329 ** -18.1

Access to cash savings (0–1) 0.081 100.8 0.198 95.2 

Access to remittances (0–1) -0.691 -27.7 0.407 -9.7

Asset Index (0–65) 0.088 45.1 0.037 29.8 

Shock preparedness & mitigation (0–4) 0.479 *** 87.3 0.711 *** 109.7 

Availability of/access to insurance (%) -1.212 -51.3 -0.215 -17.2

Access to humanitarian assistance (%) 1.646 74.5 0.032 5.2 

Adaptive components 

Aspirations and confidence to adapt (0–16) 0.144 * 78.5 0.082 74.0 

Bridging social capital (0–6) -0.108 4.3 0.187 -3.5

Index of social network (0–6) 0.300 * 84.3 0.362 *** 123.6 

Linking social capital (0–4) -0.121 0.0 -0.264 * 0.0 

Education/training (0–3) -0.215 -8.8 -0.245 * -5.6

Livelihood diversification (0–18) 0.195 5.8 -0.104 -2.5

Exposure to information (0–19) 0.026 59.8 0.050 52.3 

Access to financial institutions (0–2) 0.227 0.0 0.042 0.0 

Transformative components 

Availability of formal safety nets (0–5) -0.643 ** -35.1 -0.417 ** -33.9

Availability of markets (0–3) -0.485 ** -15.2 -0.383 ** -22.9

Access to communal natural resources 
(0–4) 

-0.049 -0.6 -0.032 -5.6

Access to basic services (0–5) -0.310 -0.1 0.304 11.9 

Access to infrastructure (0–4) 0.155 15.0 0.015 8.4 

Access to ag extension services (%) -0.319 -54.7 -0.174 1.3 

Access to livestock services (%) 0.261 -16.5 -0.077 -13.0

Collective action (0–10) 0.491 * 0.0 0.452 ** 0.0 

Social cohesion (0–5) 0.223 41.5 0.091 21.5 
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Capacity components 
Variable rain/drought Flood 

Coeff. % Change Coeff. % Change 

Local government responsiveness (0–6) 0.115 10.9 -0.251 * -0.5

Index for gender-neutral practices - 
community (0–4) 

0.411 * 24.4 0.039 7.5 

Participation in local decision making (%) 0.357 89.5 0.361 43.2 

Observations 928 1,026 

F-stat 3.1 7.1 
* Asterisk represents statistical significance at the 0.01 (***), 0.05 (**), and 0.10 (*) levels.
% change represents the percent change from the lowest to the highest quartile (25th to 75th percentile) of the sample for
continuous variables. For binary variables (recovery), the change is defined as the difference between 0 and 1.

Table 26: Percentage change in recovery from livestock disease and increased food prices associated with resilience capacity 

Capacity components 
Livestock Prices 

Coeff. % Change Coeff. % Change 

Absorptive components 

Availability of informal safety nets (0–6) -0.232 -24.9 -0.224 * -39.8

Bonding social capital (0–6) 0.062 -5.6 -0.494 *** -25.9

Access to cash savings (0–1) 0.276 42.2 0.585 * 72.3 

Access to remittances (0–1) -0.322 -6.5 -0.057 -26.9

Asset Index (0–65) 0.080 * 29.4 0.063 8.9 

Shock preparedness & mitigation (0–4) 0.514 * 28.8 0.493 * 83.6 

Availability of/access to insurance (%) 0.364 -17.1 0.375 -4.3

Access to humanitarian assistance (%) 0.323 -10.3 0.343 13.8 

Adaptive components 

Aspirations and confidence to adapt (0–16) 0.033 16.4 0.060 26.0 

Bridging social capital (0–6) -0.053 1.5 0.250 * -2.4

Index of social network (0–6) 0.205 25.9 0.156 6.0 

Linking social capital (0–4) -0.236 0.0 -0.310 * 0.0 

Education/training (0–3) -0.752 ** -46.2 -0.492 ** -41.3

Livelihood diversification (0–18) -0.034 -2.7 -0.308 * -18.8

Exposure to information (0–19) 0.067 28.5 0.039 21.9 

Access to financial institutions (0–2) 0.524 * 0.0 0.558 * 0.0 

Transformative components 

Availability of formal safety nets (0–5) -0.787 *** -40.4 -0.499 * -46.9

Availability of markets (0–3) -0.409 * -18.3 -0.197 -25.7
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Capacity components 
Livestock Prices 

Coeff. % Change Coeff. % Change 

Access to communal natural resources 
(0–4) 

0.247 15.0 -0.017 18.2 

Access to basic services (0–5) -0.136 0.9 0.237 8.0 

Access to infrastructure (0–4) 0.239 -7.1 -0.168 -11.6

Access to ag extension services (%) -0.514 3.7 0.852 45.1 

Access to livestock services (%) 0.409 7.5 -1.889 * -44.8

Collective action (0–10) 0.151 0.0 0.725 *** 0.0 

Social cohesion (0–5) -0.102 6.9 -0.032 25.0 

Local government responsiveness (0–6) 0.448 ** 22.3 0.239 11.1 

Index for gender-neutral practices - 
community (0–4) 

0.006 -16.1 -0.171 -28.3

Participation in local decision making (%) 0.853 * 40.2 0.612 * 26.0 

Observations 626 1,387 

F-stat 3.5 7.7 
* Asterisk represents statistical significance at the 0.01 (***), 0.05 (**), and 0.10 (*) levels.
% change represents the percent change from the lowest to the highest quartile (25th to 75th percentile) of the sample for
continuous variables. For binary variables (recovery), the change is defined as the difference between 0 and 1.

4.2.5 Child Nutrition 

Children under five are less likely to be stunted if they live in households that receive remittances, 
where adults have higher education, have diversified livelihoods, and participate in local decision 
making (Table 27). Education among adults is also a protective factor against children being 
underweight, as is having access to adequate infrastructure. Finally, asset holdings and exposure 
to information are significantly associated with children being less likely to be wasted.  

Table 27: Percentage change in child nutrition associated with resilience capacity 

Capacity components 

Moderate or severe 
Stunting (<-2sd) 

Moderate or severe 
Underweight (<-2sd) 

Moderate or severe 
Wasting (<-2sd) 

Coeff. % Change Est. 
Coeff. % Change Est. 

Coeff. % Change 

Absorptive components 

Availability of informal safety 
nets (0–6) 

0.077 -1.8 0.144 ** 9.7 0.105  8.1 

Bonding social capital (0–6) -0.013 5.1 0.022 22.0 0.017 14.0 

Access to cash savings (0–1) -0.002 -19.9 -0.001 -27.9 0.001 -17.6

Access to remittances (0–1) -0.010 ** -62.1 0.000 -17.0 0.007 ** 29.7 

Asset Index (0–65) -0.016 -9.2 -0.058 -18.6 -0.080 * -20.9
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Capacity components 

Moderate or severe 
Stunting (<-2sd) 

Moderate or severe 
Underweight (<-2sd) 

Moderate or severe 
Wasting (<-2sd) 

Coeff. % Change Est. 
Coeff. 

% Change Est. 
Coeff. 

% Change 

Shock preparedness & 
mitigation (0–4) 

-0.053 -4.6 -0.138 -9.1 -0.048 -0.5

Availability of/access to 
insurance (%) 

-0.002 -16.7 -0.001 6.6 0.003 31.8 

Access to humanitarian 
assistance (%) 0.001 -3.7 0.002 8.3 0.002 24.3 

Transformative components 

Availability of formal safety 
nets (0–5) 

0.013 -8.5 -0.006 0.6 -0.027 2.5 

Availability of markets (0–3) -0.129 -15.7 -0.144 -21.9 -0.043 -9.2

Access to communal natural 
resources (0–4) 

-0.118 -15.0 -0.022 5.1 0.051 22.5 

Access to basic services (0–5) -0.050 -6.1 0.031 -5.4 0.062 -1.7

Access to infrastructure 
(0–4) 

0.001 -8.0 -0.215 ** -19.8 -0.102 -12.4

Access to ag extension 
services (%) -0.004 -20.2 -0.002 -2.3 -0.005 -8.1

Access to livestock services 
(%) 

0.000 -14.5 -0.002 -7.0 -0.003 -6.6

Collective action (0–10) 0.335 ** 0.0 0.334 ** 0.0 0.275 0.0 

Social cohesion (0–5) -0.017 -0.1 0.054 15.7 0.122 24.0 

Index for gender equitable 
decision-making (0–20) 

0.011 0.0 -0.002 0.0 -0.030 0.0 

Local government 
responsiveness (0–6) 

-0.015 -0.6 -0.065 1.4 -0.090 2.4 

Index for gender-neutral 
practices - community (0–4) 

0.002 -1.7 0.068 0.7 0.132 12.1 

Participation in local decision 
making (%) -0.004 * -26.5 -0.001 -15.7 0.000 -6.2

Observations 1,964 1,964 1,964 

F-stat 2.1 1.9 2.1 
* Asterisk represents statistical significance at the 0.01 (***), 0.05 (**), and 0.10 (*) levels.
% change represents the percent change from the lowest to the highest quartile (25th to 75th percentile) of the sample for
continuous variables. For binary variables (recovery), the change is defined as the difference between 0 and 1.
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4.3 RESILIENCE CAPACITIES AND COPING STRATEGIES 
Data presented in this section address Research Question 3, “Do households with higher 
resilience capacities adopt different types of coping strategies than those with lower capacities in 
the face of exposure to similar shocks?” Households who reported experiencing any type of shock 
during the year prior to the baseline survey and indicated at least a slight impact on the 
household food consumption and/or income are categorized by terciles for each of the resilience 
capacity indices (i.e., bottom tercile, middle tercile, top tercile). Only the bottom (“low”) and top 
(“high”) terciles are presented. 

Table 28 presents data on the five most commonly used coping strategies to deal with shocks. 
Overall, there is little difference between households with low and high resilience capacity in 
terms of the coping strategies they employ to deal with shocks, with a few exceptions. Somewhat 
counterintuitively, households with higher adaptive capacity reduced food consumption and non-
essential household expenses compared to households with low adaptive capacity. Most notably, 
however, households with high resilience capacity (for each of the three indices) tended to engage 
in new wage labor compared to households with low resilience capacities. 

Table 28: Percentage of households engaging in the five most common coping strategies, by resilience capacity index 

Capacity components 
Livestock Prices 

Coeff. % Change Coeff. % Change 

Absorptive components 

Availability of informal safety nets 
(0–6) 

-0.232 -24.9 -0.224 * -39.8

Bonding social capital (0–6) 0.062 -5.6 -0.494 *** -25.9
* Asterisk represents significant differences between high and low terciles at the 0.05 level. Comparisons are across
columns.
ǂ Lowest and highest terciles for each resilience capacity index.
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5 SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Household Characteristics and Livelihoods 

The average household size is approximately five, and the majority have both male and female 
adults. About half of the households have an adult with some formal education. Houses tend to be 
somewhat basic and rudimentary, primarily consisting of one room, unfinished floors and walls, 
and no electricity or improved sanitation facilities. 

Livelihood diversification is severely limited. The most common livelihood activity is livestock 
production, fattening, and sales, followed by salaried work and one’s own farming/crop 
production and sales. According to qualitative insights, households are in transition from a 
predominantly livestock-based economy to a more mixed economy including crop production 
and/or small businesses, or are “moving out” altogether and abandoning livestock rearing as a 
key source of household income or food.  

Overall, very few households have received trainings—from PREG II or otherwise—and WASH, 
life skills and nutrition trainings are the most common so far. In addition, group participation by 
one or more household members is low, although of those who do participate in a group, 
participation is highest in savings and loan groups, women’s groups, and self-help groups. 
However, households who either engage in trainings or participate in groups in the community 
also have higher absorptive and adaptive resilience capacity.  

Exposure to Shocks 

The ASALs of northern Kenya tend to be shock-prone; sampled households reported experiencing 
an average of two shocks in the year prior to the baseline, both of which impacted their 
livelihoods and/or food consumption. The most common shock reported in the quantitative data 
was increased food prices, followed by excessive rains/flooding and drought. The qualitative 
component of the study revealed a great deal of variability in community and household exposure 
to shocks. While drought and floods were most commonly discussed, other significant shocks 
including price shocks, animal disease, conflict, insecurity, and invasive species. Interestingly, the 
control group experienced less excessive rains/flooding than households in any of the treatment 
groups (i.e., households with resilience programming), reported in both the quantitative and 
qualitative studies. This may indicate the treatment groups are especially vulnerable to flooding, 
such as living in low-lying or urban areas with no drainage capacity.  

Coping Strategies 

Regardless of which or how many shocks a household experienced in the 12 months preceding 
the baseline survey, the most common coping strategy used to deal with a shock was to reduce 
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food consumption—one of the more negative coping strategies in terms of its long-lasting impacts 
(especially on children). Control households were more likely to reduce their food consumption 
than those at any treatment intensity (i.e., level of resilience programming). Other common 
coping strategies included selling livestock, reducing non-essential household expenses, and buying 
food on credit, all of which were employed less by the treatment groups than the control group. 
Very few households used savings and fewer still relied on migration or remittances to deal with 
shocks. In addition, adoption of these five coping strategies does not vary by level of resilience 
capacity. 

Well-Being Outcomes 

Overall, two-thirds of households are below the poverty line, living less than USD $1.90 per 
person per day. Mean daily per capita expenditures are USD $2.27. Households spend the 
majority of that on food. 

At baseline, household dietary diversity scores (HDDS) indicate that households’ access and 
consume an average of 6 out of 12 recommended food groups. This suggests that households 
may lack the resources to access a more diverse group of foods or that a wider diversity of foods 
is not readily available. Within a household, however, women often eat last, serving men and 
children first. Women of reproductive age (WRA) are particularly susceptible to micronutrient 
deficiencies, which can jeopardize their health and ability to care for their children and to 
participate in income-generating activities. WRA consumed about 3 out of 9 food groups, 
suggesting they are not eating as well as others in the household. The diets of WRA are 
dominated by starchy carbohydrates (grains, roots, tubers), with fairly low intake of protein-rich 
foods (meats, dairy, eggs, legumes) or vitamin A-rich dark green leafy vegetables. 

The FIES shows that over two-thirds of households experienced moderate-to-severe food 
insecurity in the 12 months before the baseline survey. Even so, the nutritional status of children 
under five (i.e., stunting, wasting, underweight) is fairly average, based on national figures, and 
does not differ significantly between control and treatment groups, with one exception. There is a 
clear difference in the stunting rate between the control group and the HI treatment group; 
nearly twice as many children under five in the control group are severely stunted compared to 
children under five in the HI group. 

Recovery from any of the four most salient shocks (flood, drought, increased food prices, and 
livestock disease) was reported by less than one-third of households. Households in the control 
group appear to have been especially hard hit by increases in food prices, from which few 
recovered. In contrast, nearly three times as many households in the treatment group felt they 
had recovered from increased food prices.  

Resilience Capacities 

The baseline study analyzed absorptive, adaptive, and transformative resilience capacities, 
computing index scores (on a 0–100 scale) for each and conducting further analysis on the 
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individual components that comprise each index. Across the entire sample, households had low 
absorptive and transformative capacities, and average adaptive capacity.  

Overall, households rely on relatively few informal safety nets, averaging participation in less than 
two types of community organizations/groups from whom they could get help in times of need, 
and humanitarian assistance is received by only one-third of all households. Likewise, few 
households have access to remittances, insurance for agricultural, livestock and/or health needs, 
education/training, exposure to information, and access to financial institutions, basic services, 
infrastructure, or agricultural extension and livestock services. Households also generally lack 
savings and have few assets. People’s social capital and networks are still important but have 
been eroding over time, likely in conjunction with their once predominantly livestock-based 
livelihoods.  

Regression analyses reveal that households with higher per capita expenditures or higher dietary 
diversity are more likely to have higher absorptive, adaptive, or transformative capacity. 
Additionally, households with higher absorptive, adaptive, or transformative capacity are less 
likely to experience hunger or poverty. Both household absorptive and adaptive capacities are 
significant predictors of recovery from excessive rains/flooding and of variable rain/drought. Of 
note, however, are people’s perceptions of recovery; considerably fewer households in the control 
group felt they had recovered from increased food prices, the most common shock experienced 
by all sampled households.  

Analysis of individual components of resilience capacity and their contribution to household well-
being outcomes show that asset ownership and education/training are both consistent predictors 
of greater expenditures (i.e., wealth) and higher dietary diversity, as well as less poverty and 
hunger. Education/training is also a protective factor against children being underweight or 
stunted, and wasting is less prevalent if their households own more assets and have a higher 
degree of exposure to information. The strongest predictor of household recovery—from flood, 
livestock disease and increased food prices—is shock preparedness and mitigation. Generally, 
however, the specific suite of resilience capacity traits that most contribute to household recovery 
depends on the shock. For example, bonding social capital, shock preparedness, aspirations, social 
networks, and collective action were important resilience capacities for household recovery from 
drought. Shock preparedness, social networks, and collective action were important resilience 
capacity traits for recovering from floods, as were savings, shock preparedness, social capital, 
collective action, participation in local decision making for recovery from food price increases.  

Conclusions 

Findings from the baseline study support the hypothesis that, for a given level of shock exposure, 
households with higher levels of resilience capacities achieve higher outcomes. The specific 
components most strongly related to improved outcomes generally, include assets, access to 
remittances, support for shock preparedness and mitigation, access to infrastructure, and access 
to education and training, particularly for nutrition outcomes.  



  |  REAL | Resilience, Evaluation, Analysis & Learning 66 

Recommendations 

The baseline survey provides an information base against which to monitor and assess the 
progress and contributions of PREG II activities toward planned outcomes and impacts. Results 
also provide insights on important contributions to household resilience capacity in the face of 
shocks, which in turn can guide programming over the remaining life of the activity. For example, 
results indicate the need for tailoring resilience programming to the type of shock(s) most likely 
to be experienced by a targeted population, as successful recovery from different types of shocks 
requires slightly different sets of resilience capacity. At the same time, it also suggests that certain 
types of resilience capacity may be appropriate across most types of shocks or stresses (e.g., 
shock preparedness, social networking). Following are several recommendations based on 
findings from both the quantitative and qualitative components of the baseline. 

• In the ASALs, the frequency of droughts, interethnic conflict over a diminishing
resource base, and devolution (of government responsibilities) have all accelerated a
major transformation of the traditional pastoral livelihood, including moving out,
stepping up, and moving up. Thus, potential program activities that focus on income
generation, as well as diversification, should be prioritized. Supportive activities could
include strengthening markets and market linkages, access to financial services,
exposure to information, small business and financial literacy skills, strengthened
agricultural extension and veterinary service provisioning, and water and soil
conservation/ management.

• PREG II targeting decisions and interventions need to account for diverse economic
profiles and localized conditions that influence pathways for strengthening resilience
capacities and transforming livelihoods. Sequencing and layering of a comprehensive
suite of activities to support a diversified, entrepreneurial, and market-based portfolio
of strategies for households and communities is an important strategy to optimize
PREG II programming.

• Devolution has increased the presence of government across the ASALs, including
through increased investment in infrastructure such as livestock markets, services, and
safety nets. There is generalized knowledge of the county development planning
system and of other NGO and development actors in the area, which should be
leveraged for more effective PREG II coordination and implementation, particularly
around strengthening community-level disaster planning and response mechanisms
(e.g., early warning systems, DRR strategies).

• Where PREG II employs “system-level” interventions to strengthen transformative
capacity, such as improving market infrastructure, training of public service providers,
etc., strategies of inclusion should be prominent so that household exclusion from the
program is minimized as much as possible. This is particularly important with training
or other educational opportunities provided through the program, as there is
widespread interest in education—particularly of children—as a means of acquiring
sustained employment.
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• The process of change in the ASALs has varied widely in terms of benefits (or lack
thereof), cost, and well-being outcomes. Unfortunately, this transformation has
excluded many communities, especially those with poor access to assets, local natural
resources, roads, schools, health services, etc., and who have limited alternatives to a
traditional pastoral livelihood. Generally, such households have also not taken
advantage of available institutional support (other than safety nets) that helps shape
the pathway to transformed well-being. PREG II activities should encourage more
direct engagement of community members in problem-solving through participation in
community groups, collective action, engagement in local decision-making processes,
and social networks.
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6 NEXT STEPS 
An innovative feature of the PREG II IE is the real-time measuring of household and community 
responses to shocks. Over the course of the project, we plan to conduct two RMS survey rounds 
(depending on the shock context in northern Kenya). Each RMS round will include surveys that 
will take place every 3 months over a 12-month period. The timing and geographic locations will 
be agreed upon between TANGO, the Kenya Mission, and USAID Bureau of Resilience and Food 
Security. 

The RMS portion of the PREG II IE will collect and analyze high-frequency panel data regarding 
household shock exposure, responses, well-being outcomes, and changes in household resilience 
capacity, as well as qualitative data and information regarding community resilience. Data from 
the RMS contributes to the IE, which focuses on the relationships between household- and 
community-level resilience; how the mix of interventions undertaken under the PREG II activity 
contribute to both household and community resilience capacity; and how resilience capacities at 
the community level affects the impact of PREG II programming on household resilience 
outcomes.  

The PREG II IE endline survey will take place near the end of project activities, in approximately 5 
years (2022/2023). Data will be collected from a subset of the same households and communities 
as those surveyed for the PREG II IE baseline to enable an empirically valid evaluation of not only 
the impact of the PREG II IE project on household resilience and well-being outcomes, but the 
sustainability of such impacts.  



 PREG II Impact Evaluation: Baseline Survey    | 69 

ANNEX 1: SURVEY TOOLS 

QUALITATIVE 

PREG STUDY RECRUITMENT and GENERIC KII TOOL 

RECRUITMENT CRITERIA:  VILLAGE FGDs (6-8 PARTICIPANTS) 

1. Engaged, active members of community

2. A collective perspective

3. Ability to discuss, reflect, and put into words their experiences

4. Representative of different perspectives (different clans, cbos)

5. Agents of change

6. Village elders, representatives of local organizations

RECRUITMENT CRITERIA:  KIIs (VILLAGE, SUBLOCATION, COUNTY) 

1. Community leader, clan chiefs, imam/religious leader (VILLAGE)

2. Headmaster/mistress/ principal, head teacher (VILLAGE)

3. Youth leaders, Age grade leader (VILLAGE)

4. Health worker (VILLAGE, SUBLOCATION)

5. Local merchants (inputs, livestock products, etc.) (SUBLOCATION)

6. Livestock trader (SUBLOCATION)

7. Local implementing partner staff (NGOs, WFP Staff Member)
(SUBLOCATION/COUNTY)

8. Local financial institutions (SUBLOCATION, COUNTY)

9. Insurance representatives (SUBLOCATION, COUNTY)

10. NDMA staff (COUNTY)

11. Agriculture/livestock extension agents/staff (SUBLOCATION, COUNTY)

12. Slaughterhouse manager (SUBLOCATION COUNTY)
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Generic Key Informant Interview Topical Guide – Tailored to each KI 

Instructions:  The team supervisor will inquire in the region and decide on which KIs are available and 
feasible to meet.  Some are available in the village (local leader), some at the sublocation (merchants), and 
some at the county level (NDMA staff).  The supervisor will then decide the distribution of KIIs among the 
team members, then adapt the knowledge categories below to fit the particular key informant.  For each 
key informant, write out topics to be covered in the interview, and attach to the interview report.  

1. What do you do? What are your roles/responsibilities?

2. Who do you work with? Please describe the population(s) you work with.

3. How have your activities and responsibilities changed in the last 5-10 years?

4. How has the region changed in the last 5–10 years (how and why)?

5. What was the cause or reason for that change?

6. Describe what changes you see you in the future

7. Are you familiar with REGAL/PREG projects? (If appropriate. OR What projects do
you work with?)

Topical Outline—Community Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) 

PREG 2018 Qualitative Study 

Livelihoods (how do people make a living) 

1. Characteristics of current livelihoods.

• Diversity of activities (primary and secondary activities)
• Resources used to do these activities (e.g., land, water, rangeland, assets)
• How people use these resources

2. Access to and the use of financial resources, such as micro-credit and savings

3. Changes in these livelihoods over the last 5-10 years.

4. Extent of linkages to external actors and external investment changes over the last 5-10
years. Focus on impacts.  Probes can include:

• GoK actions in the region (i.e. available government services)
• NGO/UN/project activities in the region
• Investments schools and health care
• Investment in communication technology, rural infrastructure
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Participation in Livestock Markets 

5. Describe common livestock practices in this region.  Probes include:

• Herd and pasture management
• Variability in herd size across household
• Veterinary practices
• Fodder and purchased inputs
• Principal livestock products
• Normal patterns of selling animals/animal products

6. Changes in livestock and livestock product markets over the last 5-10 years? Possible
probes include:

• More or less market activity
• More or less infrastructure investment (slaughterhouses, holding pens, dip

tanks, milk collection centers, dairy processing plants)
• Investment by government/private sector/NGOs
• Technical assistance and training (e.g., milk quality preservation/sanitation

practices, meat slaughtering/processing, poultry production)

7. Availability and use of livestock and/or crop insurance.  Who are the principal users?

8. Constraints to participation of households in these livestock markets.  Possible probes
include:

• Prices, traders, market information
• Poor infrastructure/transport
• Animal disease, lack of community animal health workers, professional

veterinary products and services
• Lack of necessary feed inputs
• Lack of training in business skills and management
• Government of Kenya regulations and controls

9. Changes in the role of women in livestock production and processing

 Shocks and Stressors 

10. Describe the main shocks this community has experienced over the last 5-10 years.

11. With reference to the last major shock, please describe the main effects on households
and the community? Probes might include:

• Crop and livestock losses
• Loss of household assets
• Increase in prices
• Health problems

12. Different impacts of shock among community groups:  among men and women, youths,
elderly, wealthier and poorer, etc.
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Household Responses to Shocks, Stresses, Challenges 

13. Types of responses by households.  Probes might include: 

• Reduced food consumption:  less/ate lower quality food 
• Sought casual wage labor 
• Sold/slaughtered livestock 
• Borrowed money/used savings 
• Sought help from family/friends: local and abroad, remittances 
• Migration – temporary for work; temporary for pasture; permanent  
• Received outside assistance from GoK/NGO/UN agency  

14. Differences in responses for different households in the community: which households and 
why? 

15. Changes in household responses over the last 5-10 years  

Community Responses to Shocks / Impacts of Shocks on Community 

16. With reference to the most recent shock, kinds of community responses:   

• Sharing of resources among families, collective labor to support household 
losses 

• Collective action to build or improve community infrastructure (e.g., roads, 
markets, schools, water, health care facilities, etc.)  

• Collective management of natural resources (e.g., rangelands protection, water 
and soil conservation) 

• Cooperative actions with other communities to reduce/respond to shocks that 
affect multiple communities 

17. Roles of community leaders in organizing collective action. Differences between men 
and women, youth and elderly, etc. in terms of who participates in which types of 
collective action. 

18. Changes in community responses over the last 5-10 years.   

19. Ways shocks have affected community solidarity.  (Do these shocks have an impact on 
community solidarity and social capital? On the ability of the community to collaborate and work 
together and help each other?) Possible areas to probe: 

• Changes in trust within community among households and with community 
leadership  

• Changes in community cooperation and mutual help (formal and informal)  
• Changes in conflict/security inside and outside the community 

20. Outside responses to shocks (e.g. GoK, NGO) and changes over the last 5-10 years? 
Possible probes include: 

• Type of response (e.g., food, cash, fodder, seeds) 
• Effectiveness of response to help the community 
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21. Community suggestions to improve response capacity (How can the community become 
better prepared?) 

• More collective action 
• More outside support 

Aspirations/Planning for the Future  

22. Anticipated changes over the next 10 years (What do community members think will 
change over these 10 years?)  

23. Community plans or projects over the next 10 years (Does the community have any 
projects planned for the future? What is the community discussing or doing now to prepare for 
future changes?)  Possible prompts include: 

• Community disaster preparedness and response plans  
• Investments in infrastructure, irrigation, health, education  
• Natural resource management  
• Collective action projects 

24. Changes through time in the roles of youth and women/girls (Does the community think 
that its youth and women/girls will have a different future?)  Probe might include: 

• The role of education for youths/girls 
• The role of youths in pastoralist culture and society 

25. Perception of the community’s ability to achieve the vision for the future (Does the 
community think that it has the ability to make changes and better prepare for the future? 
What is needed to solve problems into the future?) Probe might include: 

• Actions that the community can take to move forward 
• The role of outsiders (GoK, NGOs, etc.) 

Final Comments: Do you have any questions for the team, or anything else you would like use to 
document? 

Asante Sana! 
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Qualitative Training Agenda 

The Partnership for Resilience and Economic Growth (PREG) 
Impact Evaluation Qualitative Training Workshop 

8 – 12 September 2018 
Nakuru, Kenya 

TANGO International and Kimetrica 

Table 29: Training Agenda 
Day 1: Saturday, September 8th, 10:00 – 18:00 

Topic:  Introduction of Qualitative Team, Evaluation Objectives and Methods 

Agenda Item Facilitator/ Participants Materials / Notes 

Welcome, introductions  All  

TANGO/Kimetrica Background Marion, Melissa, Karyn PPT 

PREG Overview Melissa PPT, PREG Fact Sheet 

Expectations James, Plenary   

Coffee/tea break   

Resilience – what and why? Karyn, Rutere PPT 

The research question for this 
qualitative survey 

Tim 

Overall structure of the survey (data 
gathering, collection and recording, 
analysis, write-up 

Principles of interviewing (and 
observation), bias training 

Differences in types of interviews  

Lunch Break   

Introduction to topical outlines, 
organization and flow 

Tim PPT, Topical Outlines 

Review FGD topic outline  Groups  Groups divided by thematic 
section to provide interpretations 
and feedback of the tool   

Coffee/tea break   

Continue with FGD topical outline  Groups Open discussion of topical outline 

Key informant topical outline  Karyn  

Wrap up: Homework  Karyn Review of topical outlines  
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Day 2:  Sunday, September 9th, 09:00 – 17:00   

Topic: Translation of Topical Outline 

Agenda Item Facilitator/ Participants Materials / Notes 

Brief recap/questions from day 1 Plenary  

Topical Outline Translations Breakout groups based on 
sublocation 

Topical Outline 

Coffee/tea break   

Topical Outline Translations Breakout groups based on 
sublocation 

 

Lunch break   

Topical Outline Translations Plenary report  

Refining Topical Outlines (English) Plenary 

Coffee/tea break   

Refine qualitative tools and review key 
concepts Plenary 

 

 

Day 3: Monday, September 10th  09:00 – 17:00  

Topic: Security in the field; Fieldwork Logistics and Planning 

Agenda Item Facilitator/ Participants Materials / Notes 

Brief recap/questions from day 2 Plenary   

Presentation of data entry process, 
types of notetaking 

Tim, Karyn PPT 

Data management and analysis  Chloe 

Coffee/tea break   

Presentation on security situation in 
the field 

Marion  Sublocation fact sheet 

Lunch break   

Safety techniques in the field, team 
member responsibilities   

Marion and Melissa,   

Fieldwork logistics and planning   Marion PPT, fieldwork schedule  

Discussion and role of supervisors and 
researchers  

Breakout, supervisors and 
researchers   
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Day 4:  Tuesday, September 11th  09:00 – 17:00   

Topic: Team member responsibilities; consent and confidentiality; practice interviews 

Agenda Item Facilitator/ Participants Materials / Notes 

Brief recap/questions from day 3 Plenary  

Consent and confidentiality, IRB 
process, introductions 

Melissa PPT 

Coffee/tea break   

Practice interview instructions  Tim, Karyn, Melissa, Chloe PPT 

Lunch break   

Travel to practice interview site Group Field tests 

Practice Interviews Group 

 
Day 5:  Wednesday, September 12th 09:00 – 16:00   

Topic: Data entry and management 

Agenda Item Facilitator/ Participants Materials / Notes 

Discussion and debrief from field 
experience Tim, Karyn, Melissa, Chloe  

Further practice, if necessary 

Practice data entry  
Breakout groups based on 
sublocation 

 

Coffee/tea break   

Practice data entry (ctd.) 
Breakout groups based on 
sublocation 

 

Lunch break   

Final review of tools Tim, Karyn  

Discussion/questions Group  

Prayers for success  Group  
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QUANTITATIVE 

Community Questionnaire 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
Module 1. Community identification cover sheet 
Module 1a. Informed consent signature page 
Module 2. Community (village) characteristics  
Module 3. Community infrastructure and services 
Module 4. Community organizations 
Module 5. Government and NGO programs 
Module 5a. NGOs working in the community in the last five years 
Module 8. Governance  
Module 9. Gender norms 
Module 10. Changes in community services, information, and practices in the last five years 
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Fill out village identification module before starting the interview. 

Table 30: Module 1 community identification cover sheet 

NO. QUESTIONS CODING CATEGORIES 

CR101 Enumeration Area (Region) Code:  

CR102 Sub-location Code:  

CR103 Village Name: _______________________   Code:  

CR104 GPS coordinates of village  (UTM reading)   

CR105 Date of interview - -  
                   Day        Month             Year 

CR106 Team ID:   

CR107 Supervisor ID:   

CR108 Interviewer ID:  

CR109 Respondent’s role in the village 

1. _____________________________________ 
2. _____________________________________ 
3. _____________________________________ 
4. _____________________________________ 
5. _____________________________________ 
6. _____________________________________ 
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Table 31: Introduction and purpose of the interview 

Hello.  My name is _______________________________________. I am working with 
Kimetrica.  We are conducting a survey to learn about AGRICULTURE, FOOD SECURITY, 
FOOD CONSUMPTION, AND WELLBEING OF HOUSEHOLDS in this area. Your village 
has been chosen for the survey. I would like to ask you some questions about your village 
characteristics, infrastructure and services, organizations, Government and NGO programs, 
Governance and gender norms.  This question can take an hour to complete and your 
participation is entirely voluntary.  We can come back tomorrow if we do not have enough 
time to go through all questions today. You and your village will not receive any 
compensation for your participation in the study. There is no benefit to you for participating 
in the study, but the information gathered will help to improve the services provided in this 
location. All the answers provided by you will be confidential and will only be shared for 
professional and learning purpose. Your identity shall not be disclosed on any publicly 
available data or reports. The data collected in this baseline survey may be used as part of a 
study in the future. If your village is selected for the study then a second survey will be 
conducted, and if you agree, the data from this study will be used for comparison. You do 
not have to agree to participate in either study, but we hope you will agree to answer the 
questions for this study since your views are important. If I ask you any question you do not 
want to answer, just let me know and I will go on to the next question or you can stop the 
interview at any time. If you have decided not to participate in the study, there is nothing 
that you will lose or you will be not being penalized at all because of your decision not to 
participate.  If in the future you have any questions regarding the survey or the interview or 
concerns or complaints we welcome you to contact Kimetrica, by calling Mr. Mehari 
Belachew.    

Did you understand what I read for you?  YES _____          NO ______ 

Do you have any questions about the study or about your participation? 

   YES _____ NO ______ 
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No  Name CR109 Do you agree to be interviewed? 

Agree……………1→ Continue survey 
Not agree..……2→ Go to the END of the survey. 

 
Signature or 

mark 

 
 

Witness 

Name Signature 

1       

2       

3       

4       

5       

 
My signature affirms that I have read the verbal informed consent statement to the respondent(s), 
and I have answered any questions asked about the study. 

INTERVIEWER'S NAME _______________________________________________         CODE   _________________ 

 SIGNATURE         ____________________________________________________               DATE  ________________ 
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Table 32: Module 2 community (village) characteristics 

NO. QUESTIONS CODING CATEGORIES 

CR201 What is the total population of 
this village?  
Estimated  

_______ people 
99. Don’t know 

CR202 In the last five years, how has the 
population of this village changed? 

1. Stayed the same 
2. Increased 
3. Decreased 
99. Don’t know 

CR203 What are the three largest ethnic 
groups/clans in this village? 

1. 
2. 
3. 
99. Don’t know 

CR204 How far is this village from the 
nearest town? 

_____ km 
99. Don’t know 

CR205 How far is this village from the 
nearest sub-location office? 

_____ km 
99. Don’t know 

CR206 For how many years has this 
village existed? 

1. More than 20 years 
2. Between 10 and 20 years 
3. Less than 10 years 
99. Don’t know 

CR207 Does this village have two 
planting seasons? 

1.  Yes 
2.  No 
99. Don’t know 

CR208 Does this village have communal 
grazing land? 

1.  Yes 
2.  No                                    Skip to CR211 
99. Don’t know 

CR209 Is there a group that decides who 
in the village can use this land and 
when they can use it? 

1.  Yes 
2.  No 
99. Don’t know 

CR210 In the last year, has there ever 
been a problem of too many 
animals on the communal grazing 
land? 

1.  Yes 
2.  No 
99. Don’t know 

CR211 Does this village have a 
communal water source for 
livestock? 

1.  Yes 
2.  No                                   Skip to CR214 
99. Don’t know 

CR212 Is there a group that decides who 
in the village can use this water 
and when they can use it? 

1.  Yes 
2.  No 
99. Don’t know 

CR213 In the last year, has there ever 
been a time when there was not 
enough water for all the animals? 

1.  Yes 
2.  No 
99. Don’t know 

CR214 Do people in this village get their 
firewood from communal land? 

1.  Yes 
2.  No                                    Skip to CR217 
99. Don’t know 

CR215 Is there a group that decides who 
in the village can gather the wood 
and how much? 

1.  Yes 
2.  No 
99. Don’t know 

CR216 In the last year, has there ever 
been a problem of not enough 
firewood on the communal land? 

1.  Yes 
2.  No 
99. Don’t know 
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NO. QUESTIONS CODING CATEGORIES 

CR217 Does this village have a 
communal irrigation system for 
crops? 

1.  Yes 
2.  No                              Go to next module 
99. Don’t know 

CR218 Is there a water user’s group that 
manages the water used for 
irrigation in this village? 

1.  Yes 
2.  No 
99. Don’t know 

CR219 In the last year, has there ever 
been a problem of not enough 
water for irrigation? 

1.  Yes 
2.  No 
99. Don’t know 

Table 33: Module 3 community infrastructure and services 

NO. QUESTIONS CODING CATEGORIES 
WATER     
CR304 What is the main source of 

household drinking water in the 
dry season? 

PIPED WATER 
PIPED INTO DWELLING ......... 11 
PIPED TO YARD/PLOT ............ 12 
PUBLIC TAP/STANDPIPE ......... 13 

TUBE WELL OR BOREHOLE ....... 21 
DUG WELL 

PROTECTED WELL ................... 31 
UNPROTECTED WELL ............ 32 

WATER FROM SPRING 
PROTECTED SPRING ............... 41 

UNPROTECTED SPRING……………………42 
RAINWATER ........................................ 51 
TANKER TRUCK ................................. 61 
CART WITH SMALL TANK ............. 71 
SURFACE WATER (RIVER/DAM/LAKE/ 
   POND/STREAM/CANAL/ 
   IRRIGATION CHANNEL) ...........  81 
BOTTLED WATER .............................. 91 
OTHER 96 
 

CR305 What is the main source of 
household drinking water in the 
rainy season? 

PIPED WATER 
PIPED INTO DWELLING ......... 11 
PIPED TO YARD/PLOT ............ 12 
PUBLIC TAP/STANDPIPE ......... 13 

TUBE WELL OR BOREHOLE ....... 21 
DUG WELL 

PROTECTED WELL ................... 31 
UNPROTECTED WELL ............ 32 

WATER FROM SPRING 
PROTECTED SPRING ............... 41 

UNPROTECTED SPRING……………………42 
RAINWATER ........................................ 51 
TANKER TRUCK ................................. 61 
CART WITH SMALL TANK ............. 71 
SURFACE WATER (RIVER/DAM/LAKE/ 
   POND/STREAM/CANAL/ 
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NO. QUESTIONS CODING CATEGORIES 
   IRRIGATION CHANNEL) ...........  81 
BOTTLED WATER .............................. 91 
OTHER 96 
 

ELECTRICITY 
CR307 What share of households in the 

village has electricity? 
1. Everyone 
2. Most households 
3. About one-half of households 
4. Less than one-half of households 
5. Very few 
6. None                                Skip to CR310  
99. Don’t know 

CR308 What is the main source of 
electricity? 

1.  Public utility (main grid) 
2.  Generator 
3.  Solar panels (e.g., m-kopa) 
4.  Solar panels (permanent) 
5. Other (specify):  
99. Don’t know 

TELEPHONE SERVICE 
CR310 What share of households in 

this village has mobile phones? 
1. Everyone 
2. Most households 
3. About one-half of households 
4. Less than one-half of households 
5. Very few 
6. None 
99. Don’t know 

CR311 Does this village have a public 
telephone? 

1.  Yes       
2.  No 
99. Don’t know 

ROADS AND TRANSPORTATION 
CR313 What is the main route used to 

reach this village?  
 
 
 

1.  Paved road (e.g., asphalt) 
2.  Dirt or gravel road 
3.  Mixed paved and dirt 
4.  Footpath/trail 
5.  Other 
99. Don’t know 

CR314 Are there times of the year when 
people cannot travel because of 
poor conditions on the main route? 

1.  Yes 
2.  No 
99. Don’t know 

CR315 Is this village served by a public 
transport system? 

1.  Yes               Skip to CR317 
2.  No 
99. Don’t know 

CR316 How far is the nearest village with 
public transportation? (km) 

_____ km 
99. Don’t know 

CR317 What share of households in this 
village uses public transportation? 

1. Everyone 
2. Most households 
3. About one-half of households 
4. Less than one-half of households 
5. Very few 
6. None 
99. Don’t know 

HOUSING 
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NO. QUESTIONS CODING CATEGORIES 
CR318 What share of households in the 

village has metal sheeting for 
roofs? 

1. Everyone 
2. Most households 
3. About one-half of households 
4. Less than one-half of households 
5. Very few 
6. None 
99. Don’t know 

CR319 What share of households in the 
village has brick or cement block 
housing? 

1. Everyone 
2. Most households 
3. About one-half of households 
4. Less than one-half of households 
5. Very few 
6. None 
99. Don’t know 

SCHOOLS 
CR320 Is there a primary school in this 

village?  
1.  Yes       Skip to CR322 
2.  No 
99. Don’t know 

CR321 How far away is the nearest 
primary school? (kms) 

_____ km 
99. Don’t know 

CR322 What share of eligible school-age 
girls attend the nearest primary 
school? 

1. All of the girls 
2. Most of the girls 
3. About one-half of the girls 
4. Less than one-half of the girls 
5. Very few 
6. None 
99. Don’t know 

CR322
 

What share of eligible school-age 
boys attend the nearest primary 
school? 

1. All of the boys 
2. Most of the boys 
3. About one-half of the boys 
4. Less than one-half of the boys 
5. Very few 
6. None 
99. Don’t know 

CR323 Are there enough teachers in the 
nearest primary school that 
children in this village attend? 

1.  Yes 
2.  No 
99. Don’t know 

CR324 What is the physical condition of 
the nearest primary school that 
the children in this village attend? 

1.  Good/Very good 
2.  Poor/Very poor 
99. Don’t know 

CR325 Is there a secondary school in this 
village?  

1.  Yes       Skip to CR327 
2.  No 
99. Don’t know 

CR326 How far away is the nearest 
secondary school? (kms) 

_____ km 
99. Don’t know 

CR327 What share of eligible school-age 
children attend the nearest 
secondary school? 

1. Everyone 
2. Most households 
3. About one-half of households 
4. Less than one-half of households 
5. Very few 
6. None 
99. Don’t know 

CR328 Are there enough teachers in the 
nearest secondary school that 
children in this village attend? 

1.  Yes 
2.  No 
99. Don’t know 
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NO. QUESTIONS CODING CATEGORIES 
CR329 What is the physical condition of 

the nearest secondary school that 
the children in this village attend? 

1.  Good/Very good 
2.  Poor/Very poor 
99. Don’t know 

HEALTH SERVICES 
CR330 Is there health service (post, clinic, 

or center) in this village? 
1.  Yes        Skip to CR332 
2.  No 
99. Don’t know 

CR331 How far is the nearest health 
service from this village? (km) 

_____ km 
99. Don’t know 

CR332 What is the physical condition of 
the nearest health service? 

1.  Good/Very good 
2.  Poor/very poor 
99. Don’t know 

CR333 In the last year was there a time 
when people in the village needed 
health services but could not get 
them? 

1.  Yes  
2.  No                                 Skip to CR335 
99. Don’t know 

CR334 If yes, why were they not able to 
get the health services? 
 
Read list; select all that apply 

1.  No beds, facility was full 
2.  No staff in the facility 
3.  Health facility was destroyed 
4.  Security problem 
5.  No transportation 
6.  No road or poor road condition 
7.  No drugs at the health center 
8.  No money for services 
9.  Quality of the health service is very poor 
10.  Other (specify): 
99. Don’t know 

VETERINARY AND VALUE-ADDED ANIMAL SERVICES 
CR335 Is there veterinary service (mobile 

vet, vet center, vet pharmacy etc.) 
in this village? 

1.  Yes                Skip to CR338 
2.  No                                   
99. Don’t know 

CR336 How far is the nearest veterinary 
service from this village? (km) 

_____ km 
99. Don’t know 

CR338 In the last year was there a time 
when people in the village needed 
veterinary services but could not 
get them?  

1.  Yes  
2.  No                                 Skip to CR340 
99. Don’t know 

CR339 If yes, why were they not able to 
get the veterinary services? 
 
 
Read list; select all that apply 

1.  No service provider (vet center, veterinarian) in area  
2.  Service provision too expensive 
3. No vaccines/medicines available  
4. Security problem 
5. No transportation 
6.  No road or poor road condition  
7.  No money for services 
8.  Quality of the services is poor 
9.  Other (specify):  
99. Don’t know 

CR340 Which services are provided by the 
veterinary service provider? 
 
 
Read list; select all that apply 

1.  Information only 
2. Livestock vaccinations 
3. Livestock antibiotics 
4.  De-worming 
5.  Dipping inoculation 
6.  Other treatment for diseases 
7.  Supplemental feeding (commercial feeding) 
8.  Others  
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NO. QUESTIONS CODING CATEGORIES 
99. Don’t know 

CR341 How far is the nearest abattoir 
from this village? (km) 

_____ km 
99. Don’t know 

CR342 How far is the nearest dairy 
processing facility from this village? 
(km) 

_____ km 
99. Don’t know 

AGRICULTURAL EXTENSION SERVICES 
CR343 Are there agricultural extension 

services available in this village? 
1.  Yes      Skip to CR344 
2.  No 
99. Don’t know 

CR343a How far is the nearest 
agricultural extension service 
from this village? (km) 

_____ km 
99. Don’t know 

CR344 In the last year was there a time 
when people in the village 
needed agricultural extension 
services but could not get them?  

1.  Yes  
2.  No                               Skip to CR346 
99. Don’t know 

CR345 Is yes, why were they not able 
to get agricultural extension 
services?  
 
 
 
Read list; select all that 
apply 

1.  No service provider (gov’t ag office, ag agent) in area  
2.  No equipment/inputs available from service provider 
3.  No road or poor condition into or out of village 
4.  Too busy/bad timing of ext. agent visit 
5.  Quality of the services is poor 
6.  Other (specify):  
99. Don’t know 

CR346 Which services are provided by 
the agricultural extension 
service? 
 
 
Read list; select all that 
apply 

1. Information only 
2. Seed supply 
3. Fertilizer supply  
4. Training  
5. Climate-adapted technologies (e.g., drought-tolerant 
seeds) 
6. Conservation agriculture (e.g., no-till, cover cropping, etc.) 
7. Others  
99. Don’t know 

MARKETS 
CR347 How far from this village is the 

nearest livestock market? (km) 
_____ km 
99. Don’t know 

CR348 In the last year was there a time 
when people in this village 
needed to buy or sell livestock in 
the market but could not? 

1.  Yes  
2.  No                                Skip to CR350 
99. Don’t know 

CR349 If yes, why were people not able 
to buy or sell livestock in the 
market? 
 
Read list; select all that 
apply 

1.  Market closed 
2.  No road or poor road condition 
3.  No transportation 
4.  Could not pay for transportation 
5.  Security problem 
6.  Animal disease/outbreak 
7. Price too low for selling 
8. Other (specify):  
99. Don’t know 

CR350 Is there an emergency plan for 
livestock offtake if a drought 
hits? 

1.  Yes  
2.  No 
99. Don’t know 
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NO. QUESTIONS CODING CATEGORIES 
CR351 How far from this village is the 

nearest market for selling 
agricultural products? (km) 

_____ km 
99. Don’t know 

CR352 In the last year was there a time 
when people in this village 
needed to sell agricultural 
products in the market but could 
not? 

1.  Yes  
2.  No                                Skip to CR354 
99. Don’t know 

CR353 If yes, why were people not able 
to sell agricultural products in 
the market? 
 
Read list; select all that 
apply 

1.  Market closed 
2.  No road or poor road condition 
3.  No transportation 
4.  Could not pay for transportation 
5.  Security problem 
6.  No product to sell (e.g., poor production) 
7. Price too low for selling 
8. Other (specify):  
99. Don’t know 

CR354 How far from this village is the 
nearest market for purchasing 
agricultural inputs? (km) 

_____ km 
99. Don’t know 

CR355 In the last year was there a time 
when people in this village 
needed to buy agricultural 
inputs in the market but could 
not? 

1.  Yes  
2.  No                                Skip to CR358 
99. Don’t know 

CR356 Why were people not able to 
buy agricultural inputs in the 
market? 
 
Read list; select all that 
apply 

1.  Market closed 
2.  No road or poor road condition 
3.  No transportation 
4.  Could not pay for transportation 
5.  Security problem 
6.  No money to buy inputs 
7. Prices too high to buy inputs 
8. Other (specify):  
99. Don’t know 

SECURITY 
CR358 Who provides the security for 

this village? 
 
Select all that apply 

1County government 
 
2.  National government 
3.  Local militia 
4.  No one           Skip to CR360 
5. Other (specify):  
99. Don’t know 

CR359 How long does it take the 
security to reach your village? 
 
 

1.  Over one hour 
2.  About one hour 
3.  Half an hour 
4.  Minutes 
99. Don’t know 

FINANCIAL SERVICES  
CR360 Are there places in this village 

where people can borrow 
money? 

1.  Yes  
2.  No                                Skip to CR362 
99. Don’t know 

CR361 Who provides these services? 
 
 
Select all that apply 

1.  Banks 
2.  MFI 
3.  NGO 
4. Community savings/loan group (VSLA, etc.) 
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NO. QUESTIONS CODING CATEGORIES 
5.  Friends/relatives 
6.  Shops/merchants 
7.  Money lender 
8.  Other (specify):  
99. Don’t know 

CR362 
Are there places in this village 
where people can save money? 

1.  Yes  
2.  No                                Skip to CR364 
99. Don’t know 

CR363 

Who provides these services? 
 
 
Select all that apply 

1.  Banks 
2.  MFI 
3.  NGO 
4. Community savings/loan group (VSLA, etc.) 
5. Shops/merchants 
6. Other (specify):  
99. Don’t know 

CR364 

Are there places in this village 
where people can get insurance 
(e.g., weather-indexed crop 
insurance, livestock, health)? 

1.  Yes  
2.  No  
99. Don’t know 

OTHER PROGRAMS AND SERVICES 
CR365 Are there programs or places in 

this village where people can 
receive adult education or 
training? 

1.  Yes  
2.  No                                 
99. Don’t know 

CR366 Are there programs or places in 
this village where people can 
receive food assistance? 

1.  Yes  
2.  No                                 
99. Don’t know 

CR367 Are there programs or places in 
this village where people can 
receive housing materials and 
other non-food items? 

1.  Yes  
2.  No                                
99. Don’t know 

CR368 Are there programs or places in 
this village where people can 
receive assistance due to losses 
of livestock? 

1.  Yes  
2.  No                          
99. Don’t know 
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Table 34: Module 4 village organizations 

 CR401 CR402 CR403 

 

Does a [group] exist in this 
village? 

yes=1 
no=2 

 
99. Don’t know 
If 2 or 99 >> go to next 
group 

Has the [group] been 
active in the last 12 
months? 

yes=1 
no=2 

 
99. Don’t know 
If 2 or 99 >> go to next 
group 

Who typically participates 
in this group? 
1= Adult men 
2= Adult women 
3= Male youths 4=Female 
youths 
 
99. Don’t know 
Select all that apply 

a. Water users’ group       
b. Grazing land users’ group       
c. Community natural resources group       
d. Credit or micro-finance group    
e. Savings groups (VSLA, merry-go-round, etc.)     

f. Mutual help group (e.g., ritban, afoosha, ofera/ webera, 
burial, etc.)       

g. Religious group       
h. Mothers’ group        
i. Women’s group       
j. Youth group       
k. Sports group       

l. Disaster planning group       

 
NO. QUESTIONS CODING CATEGORIES 

CR404 

Over the last 12 months, how many times have 
people in the village gotten together to provide 
labor to someone else in the village who needed 
help? 

1. None, no one needed/asked for help 
2. None, no one was able to help 
3. Once or twice 
4. 3-5 times 
5. 6 or more times 
99. Don’t know 
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NO. QUESTIONS CODING CATEGORIES 

CR405 

Over the last 12 months, how many times have 
people in the village gotten together to provide food 
to someone else in the village who needed help? 

1. None, no one needed/asked for help 
2. None, no one was able to help 
3. Once or twice 
4. 3-5 times 
5. 6 or more times 
99. Don’t know 

CR406 

Over the last 12 months, how many times have 
people in the village gotten together to provide 
other types of help to someone else in the village 
who needed it? 

1. None, no one needed/asked for help 
2. None, no one was able to help 
3. Once or twice 
4. 3-5 times 
5. 6 or more times 
99. Don’t know 

CR407 

Has the amount of help people can provide to 
others in the village changed over the last five 
years? 

1. No (stayed the same) 
2. Yes, decreased slightly 
3. Yes, decreased greatly 
4. Yes, increased slightly 
5. Yes, increased greatly 
99. Don’t know 

CR408 

Over the last 12 months, how often did members of 
this village get together with each other for social 
events (e.g., weddings, sports events, celebrations, 
etc.)? 

1. Never 
2. Once  
3. 2-5 times 
4. 6 or more times 
99. Don’t know 

CR409 

Over the last 12 months, how often did members of 
this village get together with members of other 
villages for social events (e.g., weddings, sports 
events, celebrations, etc.)? 

1. Never 
2. Once  
3. 2-5 times  
4. 6 or more times 
99. Don’t know 
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Table 35: Module 5 government and NGO programs 

NO. QUESTIONS CODING CATEGORIES 

CR501 
Have there been any government or NGO 
programs or activities in this village within the 
last 12 months? 

1.  Yes  
2.  No                                    Skip to next module 
99. Don’t know 

CR502 

If yes, what kinds of government or NGO 
programs or activities occurred within the last 
12 months? 
 
Select all that apply 

1. Emergency food assistance 
2. Emergency cash assistance  
3. Conditional cash transfers (e.g., CFW) 
4. Conditional food transfers (e.g., FFW) 
5. Unconditional cash transfers (non-emergency) 
6. Unconditional food transfers (non-emergency) 
7. Livestock programming/inputs 
8. Agriculture programming/inputs  
9. Water/irrigation development 
10. Women’s reproductive health 
11. Disaster planning/response  
12. Nutrition/supplemental feeding 
13. Educational assistance/school feeding 
14. WASH 
15. Other  
99. Don’t know 

Table 36: Module 5a NGOs working in the community in the last five years 

NO. QUESTIONS CODING CATEGORIES 
NGOs working in the village in the last five years 
505 Which of these NGOs have worked in 

your village in the last five years? 
Select all that apply. 

1.  Mercy Corps 
2.  ACDI/VOCA 
3.  ACTED (Agency for Technical Co-Operation and 
Development     Kenya) 
4.  Amref Health Africa 
5.  FH Kenya 
6.  ILRI (International Livestock Research Institute) 
7.  MWA (Millennium Water Alliance) 
8.  NRT (Northern Rangelands Trust) 
9.  REGAL - IR - ADESO 
11.  WFP (World Food Programme) 
12. World Vision 
13. Red Cross 
14. None 
15. Don’t know 

506 Have any other NGOs worked in your 
village in the last five years? 

 1.  Yes  
 2.  No (Skip to 508) 

507 Which other NGOs have worked in 
your village in the last five years? 

 1.  Specify ___________________________ 
 2.  Specify ___________________________ 
 3.  Specify ___________________________ 
 4.  Specify ___________________________ 
 5.  Specify ___________________________ 
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NO. QUESTIONS CODING CATEGORIES 
508 Which of these NGOs have worked in 

your community in the last 12 months? 
Select all that apply. 

1.  Mercy Corps 
2.  ACDI/VOCA 
3.  ACTED (Agency for Technical Co-Operation and 
Development     Kenya) 
4.  Amref Health Africa 
5.  FH Kenya 
6.  ILRI (International Livestock Research Institute) 
7.  MWA (Millennium Water Alliance) 
8.  NRT (Northern Rangelands Trust) 
9.  REGAL - IR - ADESO 
11.  WFP (World Food Programme) 
12. World Vision 
13. Red Cross 
14. None 

 15. Don’t know 
509 Have any other NGOs worked in your 

village in the last 12 months? 
 1.  Yes  
 2.  No (Skip to 801) 

510 Which other NGOs have worked in 
your village in the last 12 months? 

 1.  Specify ___________________________ 
 2.  Specify ___________________________ 
 3.  Specify ___________________________ 
 4.  Specify ___________________________ 
 5.  Specify ___________________________ 
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Table 37: Module 8 governance 

NO. QUESTIONS CODING CATEGORIES 

CR801 

What types of linkages does your village 
governance system have to higher levels of 
formal governance? 
 
Select all that apply. 

1. None          
2. Direct contact/coordination with county government    
3. Direct contact/coordination with national government 
4. Both 
99. Don’t know 

CR802 
Do you have a conflict resolution 
committee in your village? 

1=Yes 
2=No   >> Skip to CR803 
99. Don’t know 

CR802a 
Has the group dealt with any conflicts over 
the last 2 years? 

1=Yes 
2=No   >> Skip to CR803 
99. Don’t know 

CR802b 
Was the conflict or conflicts reduced as a 
result of their involvement? 

1=Yes 
2=No 
99. Don’t know 

CR803 

What are the ways through which 
members of the village voice their opinions 
or provide feedback about village 
decisions? 
 
Select all that apply. 

1. Village meetings/council 
2. Meeting with village leader(s) 
3. Indirectly to village leaders through others (e.g., elders, religious leaders, etc.) 
4. Meeting with county administration 
5. No ability to provide opinion/feedback 
6. Other (specify) 
99. Don’t know 
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 CR804 CR805 CR806 

 

Over the last 5 years, did any village 
members approach the local 

government about improving [asset 
or service]? 

 
1=yes 
2=no 

3=not applicable 
99. Don’t know 

 
If = 2, 3 or 99, go to next item 

Was the need addressed by the local 
government? 
 
Only ask if CR804=1 
 
Enter code from list 
 
If = 6, go to next item listed in 
CR804 

How did the local government 
attempt to address the need? 

Only ask if CR805=1,2 

Enter code from list 

 

 

a. Roads     

b. Schools     

c. Health center/post/clinic     

d. Piped water/boreholes/wells    
e. Natural resource 

conservation    

f. Irrigation systems    

g. Public transportation    

h. Security    

i. Other (specify)    

 
Codes for CR805 Codes for CR806 

1. Completely addressed/being addressed 
2. Partially addressed 
3. Positive response, will be addressed 
4. Promised but not yet addressed 
5. Not addressed, response pending 
6. Not addressed, attempts by leaders failed 
7. Leaders did nothing  
99. Don’t know                 

1. Mobilized manpower and/or materials from community  
2. Mobilized financial resources from community 
3. Sought resources through local/national agencies 
4. Sought resources through NGO(s) (local, national, international) 
5. Other (specify) 
99. Don’t know 
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Table 38: Module 9 gender norms 

NO. QUESTIONS CODING CATEGORIES 

CR901 

Generally, do adult men and women sit and eat 
together within households? 

1. Yes, and it is culturally acceptable 
2. Yes, but it is not culturally acceptable 
3. No, but it is culturally acceptable    
4. No, and it is not culturally acceptable 
5. Only for special occasions 
99. Don’t know 

CR902 
Generally, do adult men and women sit together 
in public? 

1. Yes, and it is culturally acceptable 
2. Yes, but it is not culturally acceptable 
3. No, but it is culturally acceptable    
4. No, and it is not culturally acceptable 
5. Only for special occasions 
99. Don’t know 

CR903 
Generally, do men in the village help with 
childcare around the household? 

1. Yes, and it is culturally acceptable 
2. Yes, but it is not culturally acceptable 
3. No, but it is culturally acceptable    
4. No, and it is not culturally acceptable 
5. Only for special occasions 
6. Not applicable (no children in the 

household) 
99. Don’t know 

CR904 
Generally, do men in the village help collect 
firewood for the household? 

1. Yes, and it is culturally acceptable 
2. Yes, but it is not culturally acceptable 
3. No, but it is culturally acceptable    
4. No, and it is not culturally acceptable 
5. Only for special occasions 
99. Don’t know 

CR905 
Generally, do men in the village help fetch water 
for the household? 

1. Yes, and it is culturally acceptable 
2. Yes, but it is not culturally acceptable 
3. No, but it is culturally acceptable    
4. No, and it is not culturally acceptable 
5. Only for special occasions 
99. Don’t know 

Table 39: Module 10 changes in community services, information, and practices in the last five years 

 NO.  QUESTIONS  CODING CATEGORIES 
 Animal health services 

1001a Are there any veterinary pharmacies serving this 
community? 

1.  Yes  
2.  No (Skip to 1004) 

 3.  DK (Skip to 1004) 
1001b How many veterinary pharmacies serve the 

community? 
 

[__] 
 99. DK 

1002 How many years ago did the first veterinary 
pharmacy come to your community? 

22. [__] 
 99. DK 
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 NO.  QUESTIONS  CODING CATEGORIES 
1003 In the last five years, which of these improvements in 

the pharmacy(ies) have you noticed?   
[Multiple responses possible] 

 1.  More variety of medicines  
 2.  Better quality medicines 
 3.  More consistent supply of medicines 
 4.  Improved consultation about animal 

health 
 5.  Bigger building or improvements to 

the building 
 6.  More workers  
 7.  No improvements noticed 

1004 Are there any community animal health workers 
serving your community? 

1.  Yes  
2.  No (Skip to 1006) 

1005 How many animal health workers currently serve 
your community? 

31. [__]    
99. DK 

1006 Were there any animal health workers serving your 
community five years ago? 

1.  Yes 
2.  No (Skip to 1008)  
3.  DK (Skip to 1008) 

1007 How many animal health workers served your 
community five years ago? 

32. [__]   
99. DK 

1008 Ask only if Q1004=1. 
 
Over the last five years which improvements in the 
services the animal health workers have you noticed?  
[Multiple responses possible) 

  Better able to help people figure out 
at diseases animals have 

  Better able to recommend the proper 
dications 

  Better at administering vaccinations 
   Better able to teach people about how 
 keep animals healthy 
  No improvements noticed 

1009 In the last five years has there been an animal 
vaccination campaign in this community? 

1.  Yes 
2.  No (Skip to 1011) 

  DK (Skip to 1011) 
1010 How many animal vaccination campaigns have there 

been? 
[__] 

 DK 
 Animal feed/fodder and milk production 

1011 Can people in this community buy commercial 
animal feed from a seller if they need it? 

1.  Yes  
2.  No (Skip to 1013) 
3.  No (Skip to 1013) 

1012 How many sellers of commercial animal feed serve 
this community? 

  [__] 
99. DK 

1013 Five years ago were there any people who sold 
commercial animal feed in this community? 

1.  Yes  
2.  No  
3.  DK 

1014a Can people in this community buy fodder seeds from 
seed vendors? 
 

1.  Yes  
2.  No 
3.  DK  

1014b Five years ago could they buy fodder seeds from 
vendors? 

1.  Yes  
2.  No 
3.  DK  

1015a Is there a facility where people in this community can 
sell milk from their animals? 

1.  Yes  
2.  No 
3.  DK 

1015b How long has the facility been available for people in 
this community to sell milk?  

 [__] 
99. DK 

1015c In the last five years has anyone started to sell milk 
equipment to people in this community? 

1.  Yes  
2.  No  
3.  DK 
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 NO.  QUESTIONS  CODING CATEGORIES 
 Pastoral livestock resources 

1016 In the last five years has this community mapped all 
of its natural resources, like water sources, pasture, 
trees, and browse? 

1.  Yes  
2.  No  
3.  DK 

1017 In the last five years has this community made a 
natural resource management plan? 

1.  Yes  
2.  No (Skip to 1019) 
3.  DK (Skip to 1019) 

1018 Was the plan used to help manage land and water 
resources during droughts?  

1.  Yes  
2.  No 
3.  DK 

1019 In the last five years has there been new 
construction of any of these water sources?   
[Multiple responses possible. List all]   

1.  Underground tanks 
2.  Ponds 
3.  Borehole well 
4.  Hand dug well 
5.  Other (specify) ______________ 

1020 In the last five years has there been work done to 
improve any of these water sources?    
[Multiple responses possible. List all]   

1.  Underground tanks 
2.  Ponds 
3.  Borehole well  
4.  Hand dug well 
5.  River/stream/spring 
5.  Other (specify) ______________ 

1021 In the last five years has anything been done to 
improve the quality of the rangeland in this 
community?   

1.  Yes  
2.  No  
3.  DK  

1022a In the last five years has anyone in this community 
started up a fattening farm business? 

1.  Yes  
2.  No (Skip to 1023) 
99. DK (Skip to 1023) 
 

1022b How many fattening farm businesses have been 
started up in the last five years? 

[__] 
99. DK 

1023 In the last five years has anyone in this community 
started up a dairy farm business? 

1.  Yes  
2.  No (Skip to 1025) 
99. DK(Skip to 1025) 

1024 How many dairy farm businesses have been started 
up in the last five years? 

[__] 
99. DK 

 Financial services  
1025 In the last five years have any of these savings and 

loan institutions started up in your community? 
 
Note:  Please do not include savings and loan 
institutions that were present before five years. 
 
[Multiple response] 

1.  VSLA 
2.  M-Pesa (or other mobile banking 

service) 
3.  MFI 
4.  Other (specify) ______________ 

 Disaster planning/response 
1026 In the last five years did the community make a plan 

for what to do if there is a big shock like a drought 
or flood? 

1.  Yes  
2.  No (Skip to 1029) 
3.  DK (Skip to 1029) 

1027 Was the plan used to help the community deal with 
the droughts in the last five years? 

1.  Yes  
2.  No 
3.  DK 

1029 When a drought is expected, can people in the 
community sell their animals early on, before the 
animals get weak and the selling price goes down?  

1.  Yes  
2.  No 
3.  DK 
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 NO.  QUESTIONS  CODING CATEGORIES 
1030a Thinking back over the last five years, when a 

drought was expected, was it easier to sell animals 
early on before they got weak and the prices went 
down? 

1.  Yes (Skip to 1031_1) 
2.  No  
3.  DK  

1030b Has it become harder or stayed about the same?   1.  Harder  
2.  About the same 
3.  DK 
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 Information received 
Type of information 1. 1031_1   

2.  
3. Received information?  
4. 1= Yes 
5. 2=No (Next topic) 
6. 3=DK (Next topic) 

1031_2   
 
What is the source of  
the information? 
(Choose all that apply) see response 
options below 

In the last five years has the community received information about these 
animal health topics? 

7.  8.  

9. a.  Different types of animal diseases 10.  11.  
12. b.  Symptoms of animal illnesses 13.  14.  
15. c. How to care for a sick animal 16.  17.  
                d.  Animal vaccinations 18.  19.  
In the last five years has the community received information about these 
animal feeding topics? 

 
20.  

21.  

               e.  How to protect animal feed from spoilage or insect attack 22.  23.  
24. f.  The best way to feed animals so they stay healthy 25.  26.  

27. g. Supplementary feeding of animals when sick. 28.  29.  
                h.   How to use processed animal feed bought from a seller. 30.  31.  
In the last five years has the community received information about these 
drought early warning topics? 

32.  33.  

          i.  Seasonal rainfall forecast 34.  35.  
          j.   Pasture conditions 36.  37.  
          k.  Water availability 38.  39.  
          l.  Livestock market price information 40.  41.  
         m.  Conflict and other restrictions 42.  43.  
         n.  Livestock disease outbreaks 44.  45.  
         o.  Timing and direction of livestock mobility 46.  47.  
         p.  Human health epidemics 48.  49.  
         q.  Heat stress 50.  51.  
r. In the last five years did the people in this community receive information 
about how many animals of different types can be kept on the rangelands they 
use? 

52.  53.  

s. In the last five years did the people in this community receive information 
about how to run a business selling livestock? 

54.  55.  
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Codes Source of Information 

 Code  Name of source of technology  Code  Name of source of technology 
01 GoK (extension workers and other experts) 09 Neighbors 
02 NGO 10 Market place 
03 Cooperative/union 11 Public enterprises 
04 Community leadership/clan leaders, customary 

institutions/ rangeland councils 
12 Formal financial institutions (banks, MFI) 

05 Traditional Forecasters 13 Informal financial services ( VSLA, merry-go-round) 
06 Family member, friends 14 Participatory Scenario Planning advisories (PSPs) 
07 Private sector (Community animal health 

workers, Technical and Vocational Education 
Training, Ag input suppliers, etc.) 

15 Other 

08 Radio/TV 

Exposure to and adoption of adaptive technologies and practices 

   Technologies/practices 

1032_1 
In the last five years has the 
community received 
information on the following 
technologies or practices? 
1. Yes
2. No (Next topic)
3. DK (Next topic)

1032_2 
What is the source of 
information? 

(Choose all that apply) see 
response options below 

1032_3 
In the last five years did this 
community or any households 
in the community apply this 
technology or practice?   

1. Yes
2. No
3. DK

NRM AND RENEWABLE ENERGY 

a. Managing dry and wet grazing areas
(e.g., area closure)

b. Invasive species management such as
controlled fire, bush thinning, Prosopis
removal

c. Water point rehabilitation or upgrade

d. Gully treatment

e. Seeding degraded areas (grass)
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Exposure to and adoption of adaptive technologies and practices 

   Technologies/practices 

1032_1 
In the last five years has the 
community received 
information on the following 
technologies or practices? 
1. Yes
2. No (Next topic)
3. DK (Next topic)

1032_2 
What is the source of 
information? 

(Choose all that apply) see 
response options below 

1032_3 
In the last five years did this 
community or any households 
in the community apply this 
technology or practice?   

1. Yes
2. No
3. DK

f. Reserve grazing for selected species like
milking animals

g. Cut and carry

h. Solar lanterns, fuel efficient cooking
stoves

AGRICULTURE 

i. Post-harvest storage technology (plastic
storage bags)

j. Agricultural inputs (improved seeds,
fertilizers, equipment)

LIVESTOCK MANAGEMENT 

k. Planned management of herds
(modifying herd size or composition)

l. Planned and timely sale of livestock and
milk

m. Herd diversification

n. Planned and timely slaughtering animals, 
killing calves

o. Improved vaccination practice

p. Improved parasite control practice

q. Improved milk handling and marketing
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Exposure to and adoption of adaptive technologies and practices 

   Technologies/practices 

1032_1 
In the last five years has the 
community received 
information on the following 
technologies or practices? 
1. Yes
2. No (Next topic)
3. DK (Next topic)

1032_2 
What is the source of 
information? 

(Choose all that apply) see 
response options below 

1032_3 
In the last five years did this 
community or any households 
in the community apply this 
technology or practice?   

1. Yes
2. No
3. DK

r. Improved heard or flock nutrition
(grazing and feeding practice)

IRRIGATION PRACTICES 

s. Drip, surface, and sprinkler irrigation,
irrigation schemes.

Codes Source of Information 

 Code  Name of source of technology  Code  Name of source of technology 
01 GoK (extension workers and other experts) 09 Neighbors 
02 NGO 10 Market place 
03 Cooperative/union 11 Public enterprises 
04 Community leadership/clan leaders, customary institutions/ rangeland councils 12 Formal financial institutions (banks, MFI) 
05 Traditional Forecasters 13 Informal financial services ( VSLA, merry-go-round) 
06 Family member, friends 14 Participatory Scenario Planning advisories (PSPs) 
07 Private sector (Community animal health workers, Technical and Vocational 

Education Training, Ag input suppliers, etc.) 
15 Other 

08 Radio/TV 

**THANK YOU** 
After the interview thank the respondents for giving you 

their time and for the co-operation in providing the 
information. At this point invite the respondents to ask you 

any questions that they might have.  
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Household Questionnaire 
Table 40: Module A household identification cover sheet 

HOUSEHOLD IDENTIFICATION CODE A09. INTERVIEWER VISITS 

A01. HOUSEHOLD IDENTIFICATION 
1 2 3 FINAL VISIT 

0  _________  _________   _________ DAY 
MONTH 
YEAR 

INT. NUMBER 
RESULT 

A02. ENUMERATION AREA/CLUSTER CODE 

A03. VILLAGE INTERVIEWER’S NAME  _________  _________   _________ 

A04. SUB-LOCATION RESULT*  _________  _________   _________ 

A05. LOCATION 
NEXT VISIT DATE  _________  _________  TOTAL NUMBER 

OF VISITS 
TIME  _________  _________  

A06. COUNTY *RESULT CODES:
1 COMPLETED 
2 NOT HOME 
3 ENTIRE HOUSEHOLD ABSENT FOR EXTENDED PERIOD 
4 POSTPONED/UNAVAILABLE 
5 REFUSED 
6 DWELLING VACANT 
7       NOT A DWELLING 
8 DWELLING DESTROYED 
9 DWELLING NOT FOUND 
10    TOO ILL TO RESPOND/COGNITIVELY IMPAIRED 
11 OTHER (SPECIFY) __________________________________  
12    PARTIAL COMPLETE 

A10. TOTAL PERSONS 
IN HOUSEHOLD 

A11. TOTAL NUMBER OF WOMEN 
15-49

A12. TOTAL NUMBER OF 
CHILDREN  
AGE 0-5 

A13. LINE NO. OF 
RESPONDENT  
TO  MODULE C 

A07. GPS 
COORDINATES 
OF HOUSEHOLD 
 

° ′ ″ 

NOTE: 

THE PRIMARY MALE AND PRIMARY FEMALE DECISIONMAKERS ARE THOSE 
WHO ARE AGE 18 OR OLDER, AND WHO SELF-IDENTIFY AS THE PRIMARY 
MALE AND/OR PRIMARY FEMALE MEMBERS RESPONSIBLE FOR THE DECISION 
MAKING, BOTH SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC, WITHIN THE HOUSEHOLD.  

IN HOUSEHOLDS WITH BOTH MALE AND FEMALE DECISIONMAKERS, THE 
PRIMARY MALE AND PRIMARY FEMALE DECISIONMAKERS ARE USUALLY 
HUSBAND AND WIFE; HOWEVER THEY CAN ALSO BE OTHER HOUSEHOLD 
MEMBERS, AS LONG AS THEY ARE AGED 18 AND OVER. 

A14. SENIOR SUPERVISOR A15. QC INTERVIEWER A16. INTERVIEWER CODE 

NAME _____________  NAME ____________  

A17.LANGUAGE OF QUESTIONNAIRE** 
A18. LANGUAGE OF INTERVIEW** 

A19. NATIVE LANGUAGE OF RESPONDENT** 
A20. WAS A TRANSLATOR USED? (YES=1, NO=2)       

** LANGUAGE CODES:  1 = BORANA    2 = EMBU    3 = KALENJIN    4 = KAMBA    5 = KIKUYU    6 = KISII 
7 = LUHYA1      8 = LUHYA2    9 = LUO    10 = MAASAI       11 = MERU    12 = MIJIKENDA    13 = POKOT      
14 = SOMALI    15 = SWAHILI    16 = TURKANA    17 = ENGLISH    18 = OTHER (SPECIFY) 
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MODULE B(1). INFORMED CONSENT 

 
INTRODUCE THE HOUSEHOLD TO THE SURVEY AND OBTAIN THE CONSENT OF A RESPONSIBLE ADULT IN THE HOUSEHOLD TO PARTICIPATE IN 
MODULE C & D OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE.  

AT THE BEGINNING OF EACH SUBSEQUENT MODULE, YOU WILL BE PROMPTED TO OBTAIN INFORMED CONSENT FROM EACH ELIGIBLE 
RESPONDENT PRIOR TO INTERVIEWING HIM OR HER.  

ASK TO SPEAK WITH A RESPONSIBLE ADULT IN THE HOUSEHOLD: 

STATEMENT TO BE READ TO THE RESPONDENT: 

Thank you for the opportunity to speak with you. We are a research team from Kimetrica. We are conducting a survey to learn about agriculture, food security, 
food consumption, nutrition and wellbeing of households in this area. Your household has been selected to participate in an interview that includes questions on 
topics such as your family background, dwelling characteristics, household expenditures and assets, food consumption and nutrition of women and children.  The 
survey includes questions about the household generally, and questions about individuals within your household, if applicable. The questions about the household 
and its characteristics will take about 30 minutes to complete.  If additional questions are relevant for members of your household, the interview in total will take 
approximately 3-4 hours to complete. Your participation is entirely voluntary. If you agree to participate, you can choose to stop at any time or skip any questions 
you do not want to answer. Your answers will be completely confidential; we will not share information that identifies you with anyone. After entering the 
questionnaire into a data base, we will destroy all information such as your name that could link these responses to you. 

Do you have any questions about the survey or what I have said? If in the future you have any questions regarding the survey or the interview, or concerns or 
complaints we welcome you to contact Kimetrica, by calling +254725926513. We will leave a copy of this statement and our organization’s complete contact 
information with you so that you may contact us at any time. 

Do you have any questions? 

May I begin the interview now? 

SIGNATURE OF INTERVIEWER: ____________________________________________     DATE: _________________________ 
RESPONDENT AGREES TO BE INTERVIEWED….1   RESPONDENT DOES NOT AGREE TO BE INTERVIEWED…….2          END. “Thank 
you very much for your time.” 
            CONTINUE 
                WITH 
         HOUSEHOLD ROSTER: 
 

“First, I’d like to ask you about  
 the members of your household.” 
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MODULE B(2). INFORMED CONSENT AND CONTACT INFORMATION 

TO LEAVE WITH THE HOUSEHOLD 

Thank you for the opportunity to speak with you. We are a research team from Kimetrica. We are conducting a survey to learn about agriculture, food security, 
food consumption, nutrition and wellbeing of households in this area. Your household has been selected to participate in an interview that includes questions on 
topics such as your family background, dwelling characteristics, household expenditures and assets, food consumption and nutrition of women and children.  The 
survey includes questions about the household generally, and questions about individuals within your household, if applicable. The questions about the household 
and its characteristics will take about 30 minutes to complete.  If additional questions are relevant for members of your household, the interview in total will take 
approximately 3-4 hours to complete. Your participation is entirely voluntary. If you agree to participate, you can choose to stop at any time or skip any questions 
you do not want to answer. Your answers will be completely confidential; we will not share information that identifies you with anyone. After entering the 
questionnaire into a data base, we will destroy all information such as your name that could link these responses to you. 

If in the future you have any questions regarding the survey or the interview, or concerns or complaints, we welcome you to contact Kimetrica, by calling 
+254725926513. This form is for you so that you will have a record of your participation in the study, and the contact information for the survey organization. 

NAME OF SURVEY IMPLEMENTING ORGANIZATION:  Kimetrica 

NAME OF SURVEY DIRECTOR:     

PHONE NUMBER:       

MAILING ADDRESS:     P.O.Box 1327 

       Village Market_______________________ 

       Nairobi 00621_______________________ 

EMAIL ADDRESS:       
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Table 41: Module C household roster and deographics 
Household identification (in data file, each module must be matched 

with the HH ID) 
      

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L 
I 
N 
E 
 

N 
U 
M 
B 
E 
R 

C01a. Who would you say is the primary male decisionmaker in this household? This person should be 18 years old or older. 
 

YES, PRIMARY MALE DECISIONMAKER EXISTS IN HOUSEHOLD .......................... 1 
NO PRIMARY MALE DECISIONMAKER IN HOUSEHOLD .......................................... 2 
 
 
 

C01b. Who would you say is the primary female decisionmaker in this household?  This person should be 15 years old or older. 
 

YES, PRIMARY FEMALE DECISIONMAKER EXISTS IN HOUSEHOLD ..................... 1 
NO PRIMARY FEMALE DECISIONMAKER IN HOUSEHOLD ...................................... 2 

Now, please tell me the names of all of 
the other people who usually live here. 
 
LIST ALL HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS, 
THEIR SEX (C02), AND THEIR 
RELATIONSHIP TO THE PRIMARY 
DECISIONMAKER NAMED IN LINE 01 
(C03), OR NAMED IN LINE 02 IF NO 
HH MEMBER LISTED ON LINE 01. 
 
 
THEN ASK: Are there any other people 
who live here, even if they are not at 
home now? These may include children 
in school or household members at 
work. 
 
Any other people like small children or 
infants that we have not listed? 
 
Are there any other people who may not 
be members of your family, such as 
domestic servants, lodgers, or friends 
who usually live here? 
 
IF YES, COMPLETE LISTING FOR 
QUESTIONS C02-C03. THEN, ASK 
QUESTIONS STARTING WITH C04 
FOR EACH PERSON ONE AT A TIME.  

What is 
[NAME’s] 

sex? 
 

M = 1 
F = 2 

What is 
[NAME]’s 

relationship 
to HH 
head? 

 
Enter codes 

from list 
 

What is [NAME’s] 
age? 

 
IN 

YEARS 
 

Enter ‘00’ for 
less than 1 

year 
 

Enter ‘95’ if 95 
or older 

Did 
[NAME] 

stay here 
last 

night? 
 

YES=1 
NO=2 

How long has it been 
since [NAME] has 

spent the night in this 
household? 

 
SEE CODES BELOW  

CIRCLE 
LINE 

NUMBER 
OF ALL 
WOMEN 

AGE  
15-49 

CIRCLE 
LINE 

NUMBER 
OF ALL 
CHILD-

REN 
AGE 0-5 

Has 
[NAME] 

ever 
attended 
school? 

 
YES=1 
NO=2 

Is 
[NAME] 
currently 
attending 
school? 

 
YES=1 
NO=2 

What is 
the 

highest 
grade of 

education 
completed 

by 
[NAME]? 

 
SEE 

CODES 
BELOW 

Can [NAME] read and write? 
 

SEE CODES BELOW 
IF AGE 3 OR OLDER 

C01 C02 C03 C04 C05 C06 C07 C08 C09 C10 C11 C12 
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Household identification (in data file, each module must be matched 
with the HH ID) 

      

01  1     2 
 

0 1 

 

   1C07 
2 

 

  1   2   3  
 

  01 01 1 
2C12 1     2 

 

  
 

 

02  1     2 
 

  
 

  1C07 
2 

 

  1   2   3  
 

  02 02 1 
2C12 1     2 

 

  
 

 

03  1     2 
 

  
 

  1C07 
2 

 

  1   2   3  
 

  03 03 1 
2C12 1     2 

 

  
 

 

04  1     2 
 

  
 

  1C07 
2 

 

  1   2   3  
 

  04 04 1 
2C12 1     2 

 

  
 

 

05  1     2 
 

  
 

  1C07 
2 

 

  1   2   3  
 

  05 05 1 
2C12 1     2 

 

  
 

 

06  1     2 
 

  
 

  1C07 
2 

 

  1   2   3  
 

  06 06 1 
2C12 1     2 

 

  
 

 

C03 RESULT CODES: RELATIONSHIP TO HEAD OF THE HH  
C06 RESULT CODES: TIME SINCE 
SPENT THE NIGHT 
CIRCLE 1 IF DAYS; ENTER # OF 
DAYS IN BOX (1-6) 
 
CIRCLE 2 IF WEEKS; ENTER # OF 
WEEKS IN BOX (1-5) 
 

CIRCLE 3 IF MONTHS; ENTER # OF 
MONTHS IN BOX MEMBER HAS 
BEEN AWAY. 
 
 
 
 

 
C11  RESULT CODES: EDUCATION 
LESS THAN PRIMARY/NO SCHOOL ..... 01 
PRIMARY LEVEL 1-3 ............................... 02 
PRIMARY LEVEL 4-8 ............................... 03 
SECONDARY 1-4/O-LEVEL .................... 04 
SECONDARY 5-6/A-LEVEL ..................... 05 
TERTIARY AFTER O-LEVEL ................... 06 
UNIVERSITY OR ABOVE ........................ 07 
TECHNICAL OR VOCATIONAL............... 08 
ADULT LITERACY ONLY (NO  
    FORMAL EDUCATION) ......................  09 
KORANIC/RELIGIOUS ONLY (NO 
    FORMAL EDUCATION) ......................  10 
DON’T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE  91 

 
C12 RESULT CODES: LITERACY 
CANNOT READ & WRITE .... 1 
CAN SIGN (WRITE) ONLY ... 2 
CAN READ ONLY ................. 3 
CAN READ & WRITE ............ 4 

HEAD ....................................... 01 
WIFE/HUSBAND ..................... 02 
SON/DAUGHTER OF HEAD 
AND AND SPPOUSE .............. 03 
SON/DAUGHTER OF HEAD ... 04 
SON/DAUGHTER OF SPOUS-
 ................................................. 05 
MOTHER/FATHER OF 
HEAD/SPOUSE ....................... 06 
BROTHER/SISTER OF 
HEAD/SPOUSE ....................... 07 
FOSTER CHILD ....................... 08 

    

GROUND CHILD..................... 10 
OTHER RELATIVES ............... 11 
NON-RELATIVES ................... 12 
DON’T KNOW ......................... 98 
REFUSED ............................... 99 
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Table 42: Module C household roster and demographics 
Household identification (in data file, each module must be 

matched with the HH ID) 
      

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L 
I 
N 
E 
 

N 
U 
M 
B 
E 
R 

Now, please tell me the names of all of 
the other people who usually live here. 
 
LIST ALL HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS, 
THEIR SEX (C02), AND THEIR 
RELATIONSHIP TO THE PRIMARY 
DECISIONMAKER NAMED IN LINE 01 
(C03), OR NAMED IN LINE 02 IF NO 
HH MEMBER LISTED ON LINE 01. 
 
 
THEN ASK: Are there any other people 
who live here, even if they are not at 
home now? These may include children 
in school or household members at 
work. 
 
Any other people like small children or 
infants that we have not listed? 
 
Are there any other people who may 
not be members of your family, such as 
domestic servants, lodgers, or friends 
who usually live here? 
 
IF YES, COMPLETE LISTING FOR 
QUESTIONS C02-C03. THEN, ASK 
QUESTIONS STARTING WITH C04 
FOR EACH PERSON ONE AT A TIME.  

What is 
[NAME’s]

sex? 
 

M = 1 
F = 2 

What is 
[NAME]’

s 
relation
ship to 

HH 
head? 

 
Enter 
codes 

from list 
 

What is 
[NAME’s] 

age? 
 

IN 
YEARS 

 
Enter 

‘00’ for 
less 

than 1 
year 

 

Enter 
‘95’ if 
95 or 
older 

Did 
[NAME] 

stay here 
last 

night? 
 

YES=1 
NO=2 

How long has it 
been since [NAME] 
has spent the night 
in this household? 

 
SEE CODES 

BELOW 

CIRCLE 
LINE 

NUMBER 
OF ALL 
WOMEN 

AGE  
15-49 

CIRCLE 
LINE 

NUMBER 
OF ALL 
CHILD-

REN AGE 
0-5  

Has 
[NAME] 

ever 
attended 
school? 

 
YES=1 
NO=2 

Is 
[NAME] 
currently 
attending 
school? 

 
YES=1 
NO=2 

What is the highest grade 
of education completed 

by [NAME]? 
 

SEE CODES BELOW 

Can [NAME] read and write? 
 

SEE CODES BELOW 
IF AGE 3 OR OLDER 

C01 C02 C03 C04 C05 C06 C07 C08 C09 C10 C11 C12 

07  1     2   
 

  
 

1C07 
2 

 

  1   2   3    
 

07 07 1 
2C12 1     2   

 

 

 

08  1     2   
 

  
 

1C07 
2 

 

  1   2   3    
 

08 08 1 
2C12 1     2   

 

 

 

09  1     2   

 

  
 

1C07 
2 

 

  1   2   3    
 

09 09 1 
2C12 1     2   

 

 

 

10  1     2   
 

  
 

1C07 
2 

 

  1   2   3    
 

10 10 1 
2C12 1     2   

 

 

 

11  1     2   
 

  
 

1C07 
2 

 

  1   2   3    
 

11 11 1 
2C12 1     2   
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12  1     2   
 

  
 

1C07 
2 

 

  1   2   3    
 

12 12 1 
2C12 1     2   

 

 

 

12  1     2   
 

  
 

1C07 
2 

 

  1   2   3    
 

12 12 1 
2C12 1     2   

 

 

 

13  1     2   
 

  
 

1C07 
2 

 

  1   2   3    
 

12 12 1 
2C12 1     2   

 

 

 

14  1     2   
 

  
 

1C07 
2 

 

  1   2   3    
 

12 12 1 
2C12 1     2   

 

 

 

15  1     2   
 

  
 

1C07 
2 

 

  1   2   3    
 

13 13 1 
2C12 1     2   

 

 

 

C03 RESULT CODES: RELATIONSHIP TO HEAD OF HH; C06 RESULT CODES: TIME 
SINCE HOME 
CIRCLE 1 IF DAYS; ENTER # 
OF DAYS IN BOX (1-6) 
 
CIRCLE 2 IF WEEKS; ENTER 
# OF WEEKS IN BOX (1-5) 
 

CIRCLE 3 IF MONTHS; 
ENTER # OF MONTHS IN 
BOX MEMBER HAS BEEN 
AWAY 

C11  RESULT CODES: EDUCATION 
LESS THAN PRIMARY/NO SCHOOL ..... 01 
PRIMARY LEVEL 1-3 ............................... 02 
PRIMARY LEVEL 4-8 ............................... 03 
SECONDARY 1-4/O-LEVEL .................... 04 
SECONDARY 5-6/A-LEVEL ..................... 05 
TERTIARY AFTER O-LEVEL ................... 06 
UNIVERSITY OR ABOVE ........................ 07 
TECHNICAL OR VOCATIONAL............... 08 
ADULT LITERACY ONLY (NO  
    FORMAL EDUCATION) ......................  09 
KORANIC/RELIGIOUS ONLY (NO 
    FORMAL EDUCATION) ......................  10 
DON’T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE ........... 91 

C12 RESULT CODES: LITERACY 
CANNOT READ & WRITE ... 1 
CAN SIGN (WRITE) ONLY .. 2 
CAN READ ONLY ................ 3 
CAN READ & WRITE ........... 4 

HEAD ........................................ 01 
WIFE/HUSBAND ...................... 02 
SON/DAUGHTER OF HEAD 
AND AND SPPOUSE ............... 03 
SON/DAUGHTER OF HEAD ... 04 
SON/DAUGHTER OF SPOUS- 05 
MOTHER/FATHER OF 
HEAD/SPOUSE ........................ 06 
BROTHER/SISTER OF 
HEAD/SPOUSE ........................ 07 
FOSTER CHILD ....................... 08 
GOD CHILD .............................. 09 

GROUND CHILD ..................... 10 
OTHER RELATIVES ............... 11 
NON-RELATIVES ................... 12 
DON’T KNOW ......................... 98 
REFUSED ............................... 99 
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Table 43: Module D dwelling characteristics 
Household identification (in data file, each module must be 

matched with the HH ID) 
CONTINUE INTERVIEWING THE SAME RESPONDENT FROM MODULE C. 
“Now I’d like to ask you a few questions about your home.”  
NO. QUESTIONS RESPONSE CODES 

D01. OBSERVE (DO NOT ASK)    ROOF TOP MATERIAL 
(OUTER COVERING): 

D01:TYPE OF ROOF 
NATURAL ROOFING 
     NO ROOF ............................................. 11 
     THATCH/GRASS.................................. 12 
     DUNG/MUD .......................................... 13 
RUDIMENTARY ROOFING 
     RUSTIC MAT ........................................ 21 
     PALM/BAMBOO ................................... 22 
     WOOD PLANKS ................................... 23 
     CORRUGATED IRON .......................... 24 
     TIN CANS ............................................. 25 
     PLASTIC SHEETS ............................... 26 

FINISHED ROOFING 
     METAL ............................................ 31 
     WOOD............................................. 32 
     CALAMINE/CEMENT FIBER .......... 33 
     TILES .............................................. 34 
     CONCRETE .................................... 35 
     ROOFING SHINGLES .................... 36 
     ASBESTOS SHEET ........................ 37 

OTHER ................................................. 96 

D02. OBSERVE (DO NOT ASK)    FLOOR MATERIAL: 

D02:TYPE OF FLOOR 
NATURAL FLOOR 
     EARTH/SAND....................................... 11 
     DUNG ................................................... 12 
RUDIMENTARY FLOOR 
     WOOD PLANKS ................................... 21 
     PALM/BAMBOO ................................... 22 

FINISHED FLOOR 
     PARQUET/POLISHED WOOD ....... 31 
     VINYL OR ASPHALT STRIPS ........ 32 
     CERAMIC TILES ............................ 33 
     CEMENT ......................................... 34 
     CARPET.......................................... 35 

OTHER ................................................. 96 

D03. OBSERVE (DO NOT ASK)    EXTERIOR WALLS: 

D03:TYPE OF WALLS 
NATURAL WALLS 
     NO WALLS ........................................... 11 
     CANE/PALM/TRUNKS ......................... 12 
    DIRT ..................................................... 13 
RUDIMENTARY WALLS 
     BAMBOO WITH MUD .......................... 21 
     STONE WITH MUD .............................. 22 
     UNCOVERED ADOBE ......................... 23 
     PLYWOOD ........................................... 24 
     CARDBOARD ....................................... 25 
     REUSED WOOD .................................. 26 
     METAL SHEETING .............................. 27 

FINISHED WALLS 
     CEMENT ......................................... 31 
     STONE WITH LIME/CEMENT ........ 32 
     BRICKS ........................................... 33 
    CEMENT BLOCKS ......................... 34 
     COVERED ADOBE ......................... 35 
     WOOD PLANKS/SHINGLES .......... 36 

OTHER ................................................. 96 
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NO. QUESTIONS RESPONSE CODES 

D04. How many rooms in this dwelling are used for sleeping? D04. NUMBER OF ROOMS 
USED FOR SLEEPING:  

D05. What is the main type of toilet the household uses?   
OBSERVE (DO NOT ASK)          

D05: TYPE OF TOILET 
FLUSH OR POUR FLUSH TOILET 

FLUSH TO PIPED SEWER SYSTEM ..................11                                        
FLUSH TO SEPTIC TANK ...................................12 
FLUSH TO PIT LATRINE .....................................13 
FLUSH TO SOMEWHERE ELSE .........................14 
FLUSH, DON'T KNOW WHERE ..........................15 

PIT LATRINE 
VENTILATED IMPROVED 
   PIT LATRINE (VIP) ..........................................  21 

D06. Do you share this toilet with other households? 
D06: IF TOILET IS SHARED 
YES ................................................................................1 
NO .................................................................................2  SKIP TO D08 

D07. How many households use this toilet? 

D07: NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS WITH WHOM TOILET IS 
SHARED 

NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS 
 (IF LESS THAN 10) .......................................................  

10 OR MORE HOUSEHOLDS ....................................... 95 
DON’T KNOW ................................................................. 98 

0 

D08. What is the main source of drinking water for your 
household? 

D08: MAIN DRINKING WATER SOURCE 
PIPED WATER 

PIPED INTO DWELLING ...................... 11 
PIPED TO YARD/PLOT ........................ 12 
PUBLIC TAP/STANDPIPE .................... 13 

TUBE WELL OR BOREHOLE ..................... 21 
DUG WELL 

PROTECTED WELL ............................. 31 
UNPROTECTED WELL ........................ 32 

WATER FROM SPRING 
PROTECTED SPRING ......................... 41 
UNPROTECTED SPRING .................... 42 

RAINWATER ................................................. 51 
TANKER TRUCK ........................................... 61 
CART WITH SMALL TANK ........................... 71 
SURFACE WATER (RIVER/DAM/LAKE/ 
   POND/STREAM/CANAL/ 
   IRRIGATION CHANNEL) ..........................  81 
BOTTLED WATER ........................................ 91 
OTHER .......................................................... 96 

PIT LATRINE WITH SLAB ................................... 22 

PIT LATRINE WITHOUT SLAB/OPEN PIT ......... 23 

COMPOSTING TOILET .............................................. 31 

BUCKET TOILET ........................................................ 41 
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NO. QUESTIONS RESPONSE CODES 

D09.  Does this household have electricity? 
D09: ELECTRICITY 
YES ............................................................................... 1 
NO ................................................................................ 2 

D10. What is the main source of cooking fuel for your 
household? 

D10: COOKING FUEL 
ELECTRICITY ........................................... 01 
LIQUID PROPANE GAS ........................... 02 
NATURAL GAS ......................................... 03 
BIOGAS ..................................................... 04 
KEROSENE ............................................... 05 
COAL, LIGNITE ......................................... 06 
CHARCOAL ............................................... 07 

WOOD ......................................................08 
STRAW/SHRUBS/GRASS .......................09 
AGRICULTURAL CROP RESIDUE..........10 
ANIMAL DUNG .........................................11 
NO FOOD COOKED IN HOUSEHOLD ....95 
OTHER .....................................................96 

Table 44: Module R16 household engagement in PREG activities 
NO. QUESTIONS RESPONSE CODES 
R1601 Has any household member participated in any training in the last year? 1= yes   R1602 

2=no     R1603 
DK = 8   R1603 

R1602 What kind of training? 
(Mulitple response) 

1 =  alternative livelihoods/income-generating activiites 
2 =  livestock production practices/health/management 
3 = crop production practices 
4 = crop or livestock marketing  
5 = business/financial/accounting practices 
6 = rangeland management 
7 = nutrition training 
8 = savings/microfinance 
9 = WASH practices 
10 = conflict management 
11 = life skills (hygine/family planning, etc.) 
12 = youth skills training (apprenticeship/internship, etc.) 
13 = other (specify) 

R1603 Has any household member participated in any group in the last year? 1= yes   R1604 
2=no     MODULE E 
DK = 8   MODULE E 

R1604 What kinds of groups? 
(multiple response) 

1 = Savings and loan groups (VSLA, REAP groups, BOMA 
groups, etc.) 
2 = livestock management assocations (LMA, etc.) 
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NO. QUESTIONS RESPONSE CODES 
3 = livestock producer groups 
4 = self-help groups (ADESO groups, etc.) 
5 = women groups (GIRL model (MC), etc.) 
6 = mothers’ groups 
7 = village committees (water management, NRM, conflict 
management health, school, etc.) 
8 = Ward level committess (WARD adaptation planning 
committee , etc.) 
9 = other (specify) 

MODULE E. HOUSEHOLD CONSUMPTION EXPENDITURE 

Household identification (in data file, each module must be 
matched with the HH ID) 

ASK THESE QUESTIONS ABOUT ALL HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS. FOR MODULE E1, ASK WHOEVER IS MOST KNOWLEDGEABLE ABOUT THE FOOD THE HOUSEHOLD 
MEMBERS HAVE EATEN IN THE PAST 7 DAYS.  FOR MODULES E2 THROUGH E7, ASK THE PERSON WHO IS MOST KNOWLEDGEABLE ABOUT OTHER HOUSEHOLD 
EXPENDITURES, INCLUDING NON-FOOD ITEMS THAT HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS HAVE BOUGHT.  

CHECK THE INFORMED CONSENT REGISTER AND ENSURE THAT THE RESPONDENT(S) TO MODULE E HAS PREVIOUSLY PROVIDED INFORMED CONSENT; IF 
NOT, ADMINISTER THE MODULE E INFORMED CONSENT PROCEDURE (ANNEX 3) TO THE RESPONDENT. 

“Now I would like to ask you about the kinds of foods that you and other members of your household have eaten over the past 7 days.  I’d also like to ask you about items that you 
or members of your household may have bought in the past 7 days. Please include foods in meals that are shared with other members of the household, as well as foods that 
individual members of the household may have consumed independently of other family members.  First we will ask about foods that were eaten at your home, or at the home of 
friends or other family.  Later we will ask about foods that were purchased already prepared from a restaurant or a vendor.” 



  |  REAL | Resilience, Evaluation, Analysis & Learning 114 

Table 45: Module E1 food consumption over the past seven days 

FOOD ITEM 
Item 
Code 

Over the past 7 
days, did you or 
others in your 

household eat any 
[FOOD ITEM]? 

How much in total 
did your 

household eat in 
the past 7 days? 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

purchases? 
If E1.04A=0 THEN 
SKIP To E1.06A 

How 
much 

did you 
spend 

on what 
was 

eaten in 
the past 
7 days?. 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

your household’s own 
production? 

CHECK 
E1.06A. 

IF E1.06A 
IS > 0, 
ASK: 

“Please tell 
me how 
much it 

would have 
cost to buy 
that much 

[FOOD 
ITEM] if 

you had to 
purchase it 

in the 
market 
today.” 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

gifts or other 
sources? 

CHECK 
E1.07A. 

IF E1.07A 
IS 

> 0, ASK:
“Please tell

me how 
much it 

would have 
cost to buy 
that much 

[FOOD 
ITEM] if you 

had to 
purchase it 

in the 
market 
today.” 

E1.01 E1.02 
E1.03A 
QUANTI

TY 
E1.03B 
UNIT 

E1.04A 
QUANTITY 

E1.04B 
UNIT 

E1.05 
(KSH) 

E1.06A 
QUANTITY 

E1.06B 
UNIT 

E1.06C 
ESTIMATE 

(KSH) 
E1.07A 

QUANTITY 
E1.07B 
UNIT 

E1.07C 
ESTIMATE 

(KSH) 
Cereals, Grains and 
Cereal Products 

Maize straight run 
(normal flour) 01 

YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Sifted maize (fine flour) 02 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Maize rice (bran flour) 03 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Maize grain 04 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Green maize 05 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 
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FOOD ITEM 
Item 
Code 

Over the past 7 
days, did you or 
others in your 

household eat any 
[FOOD ITEM]? 

How much in total 
did your 

household eat in 
the past 7 days? 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

purchases? 
If E1.04A=0 THEN 
SKIP To E1.06A 

How 
much 

did you 
spend 

on what 
was 

eaten in 
the past 
7 days?. 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

your household’s own 
production? 

CHECK 
E1.06A. 

IF E1.06A 
IS > 0, 
ASK: 

“Please tell 
me how 
much it 

would have 
cost to buy 
that much 

[FOOD 
ITEM] if 

you had to 
purchase it 

in the 
market 
today.” 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

gifts or other 
sources? 

CHECK 
E1.07A. 

IF E1.07A 
IS 

> 0, ASK:
“Please tell

me how 
much it 

would have 
cost to buy 
that much 

[FOOD 
ITEM] if you 

had to 
purchase it 

in the 
market 
today.” 

E1.01 E1.02 
E1.03A 
QUANTI

TY 
E1.03B 
UNIT 

E1.04A 
QUANTITY 

E1.04B 
UNIT 

E1.05 
(KSH) 

E1.06A 
QUANTITY 

E1.06B 
UNIT 

E1.06C 
ESTIMATE 

(KSH) 
E1.07A 

QUANTITY 
E1.07B 
UNIT 

E1.07C 
ESTIMATE 

(KSH) 

Rice 06 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Finger millet (grain) 07 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Sorghum grain 08 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Pearl millet 09 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Wheat flour 10 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Bread 11 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Buns, scones 12 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 
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FOOD ITEM 
Item 
Code 

Over the past 7 
days, did you or 
others in your 

household eat any 
[FOOD ITEM]? 

How much in total 
did your 

household eat in 
the past 7 days? 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

purchases? 
If E1.04A=0 THEN 
SKIP To E1.06A 

How 
much 

did you 
spend 

on what 
was 

eaten in 
the past 
7 days?. 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

your household’s own 
production? 

CHECK 
E1.06A. 

 
IF E1.06A 

IS > 0, 
ASK:  

“Please tell 
me how 
much it 

would have 
cost to buy 
that much 

[FOOD 
ITEM] if 

you had to 
purchase it 

in the 
market 
today.” 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

gifts or other 
sources? 

CHECK 
E1.07A. 

 
IF E1.07A 

IS 
> 0, ASK:  

“Please tell 
me how 
much it 

would have 
cost to buy 
that much 

[FOOD 
ITEM] if you 

had to 
purchase it 

in the 
market 
today.” 

E1.01  E1.02 
E1.03A 
QUANTI

TY 
E1.03B 
UNIT 

E1.04A 
QUANTITY 

E1.04B 
UNIT 

E1.05 
(KSH) 

E1.06A 
QUANTITY 

E1.06B 
UNIT 

E1.06C 
ESTIMATE 

(KSH) 
E1.07A 

QUANTITY 
E1.07B 
UNIT 

E1.07C 
ESTIMATE 

(KSH) 

Biscuits 13  
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

                    

Spaghetti, macaroni, 
pasta 14  

YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

                    

Breakfast cereal 15  
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

                    

Infant feeding cereals 16  
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

                    

Millet flour 17 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

                    

Sorghum flour 18 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

           

Wheat grain 19 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 
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FOOD ITEM 
Item 
Code 

Over the past 7 
days, did you or 
others in your 

household eat any 
[FOOD ITEM]? 

How much in total 
did your 

household eat in 
the past 7 days? 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

purchases? 
If E1.04A=0 THEN 
SKIP To E1.06A 

How 
much 

did you 
spend 

on what 
was 

eaten in 
the past 
7 days?. 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

your household’s own 
production? 

CHECK 
E1.06A. 

 
IF E1.06A 

IS > 0, 
ASK:  

“Please tell 
me how 
much it 

would have 
cost to buy 
that much 

[FOOD 
ITEM] if 

you had to 
purchase it 

in the 
market 
today.” 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

gifts or other 
sources? 

CHECK 
E1.07A. 

 
IF E1.07A 

IS 
> 0, ASK:  

“Please tell 
me how 
much it 

would have 
cost to buy 
that much 

[FOOD 
ITEM] if you 

had to 
purchase it 

in the 
market 
today.” 

E1.01  E1.02 
E1.03A 
QUANTI

TY 
E1.03B 
UNIT 

E1.04A 
QUANTITY 

E1.04B 
UNIT 

E1.05 
(KSH) 

E1.06A 
QUANTITY 

E1.06B 
UNIT 

E1.06C 
ESTIMATE 

(KSH) 
E1.07A 

QUANTITY 
E1.07B 
UNIT 

E1.07C 
ESTIMATE 

(KSH) 
Roots, Tubers, and 
Plantains                       

              

Cassava tubers 21  
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

                    

Cassava flour 22  
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

                    

White sweet potato 23  
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

                    

Orange sweet potato 24  
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

                    

Irish potato 25  
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 
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FOOD ITEM 
Item 
Code 

Over the past 7 
days, did you or 
others in your 

household eat any 
[FOOD ITEM]? 

How much in total 
did your 

household eat in 
the past 7 days? 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

purchases? 
If E1.04A=0 THEN 
SKIP To E1.06A 

How 
much 

did you 
spend 

on what 
was 

eaten in 
the past 
7 days?. 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

your household’s own 
production? 

CHECK 
E1.06A. 

 
IF E1.06A 

IS > 0, 
ASK:  

“Please tell 
me how 
much it 

would have 
cost to buy 
that much 

[FOOD 
ITEM] if 

you had to 
purchase it 

in the 
market 
today.” 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

gifts or other 
sources? 

CHECK 
E1.07A. 

 
IF E1.07A 

IS 
> 0, ASK:  

“Please tell 
me how 
much it 

would have 
cost to buy 
that much 

[FOOD 
ITEM] if you 

had to 
purchase it 

in the 
market 
today.” 

E1.01  E1.02 
E1.03A 
QUANTI

TY 
E1.03B 
UNIT 

E1.04A 
QUANTITY 

E1.04B 
UNIT 

E1.05 
(KSH) 

E1.06A 
QUANTITY 

E1.06B 
UNIT 

E1.06C 
ESTIMATE 

(KSH) 
E1.07A 

QUANTITY 
E1.07B 
UNIT 

E1.07C 
ESTIMATE 

(KSH) 

Potato crisps 26  
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

                    

Plantain, cooking 
banana 27  

YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

                    

Cocoyam  28  
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

                    

Yam 29 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

                    

Arrow root 30 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

           

Nuts and Pulses                        

Pigeonpea  36  
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 
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FOOD ITEM 
Item 
Code 

Over the past 7 
days, did you or 
others in your 

household eat any 
[FOOD ITEM]? 

How much in total 
did your 

household eat in 
the past 7 days? 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

purchases? 
If E1.04A=0 THEN 
SKIP To E1.06A 

How 
much 

did you 
spend 

on what 
was 

eaten in 
the past 
7 days?. 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

your household’s own 
production? 

CHECK 
E1.06A. 

 
IF E1.06A 

IS > 0, 
ASK:  

“Please tell 
me how 
much it 

would have 
cost to buy 
that much 

[FOOD 
ITEM] if 

you had to 
purchase it 

in the 
market 
today.” 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

gifts or other 
sources? 

CHECK 
E1.07A. 

 
IF E1.07A 

IS 
> 0, ASK:  

“Please tell 
me how 
much it 

would have 
cost to buy 
that much 

[FOOD 
ITEM] if you 

had to 
purchase it 

in the 
market 
today.” 

E1.01  E1.02 
E1.03A 
QUANTI

TY 
E1.03B 
UNIT 

E1.04A 
QUANTITY 

E1.04B 
UNIT 

E1.05 
(KSH) 

E1.06A 
QUANTITY 

E1.06B 
UNIT 

E1.06C 
ESTIMATE 

(KSH) 
E1.07A 

QUANTITY 
E1.07B 
UNIT 

E1.07C 
ESTIMATE 

(KSH) 

Groundnut 37  
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

                    

Groundnut flour 38  
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

                    

Soyabean flour 39  
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

                    

Ground bean (bean 
flour) 40  

YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

                    

Cowpea  41  
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

                    

Macadamia nuts 42  
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

                    

Black grams  45 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 
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FOOD ITEM 
Item 
Code 

Over the past 7 
days, did you or 
others in your 

household eat any 
[FOOD ITEM]? 

How much in total 
did your 

household eat in 
the past 7 days? 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

purchases? 
If E1.04A=0 THEN 
SKIP To E1.06A 

How 
much 

did you 
spend 

on what 
was 

eaten in 
the past 
7 days?. 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

your household’s own 
production? 

CHECK 
E1.06A. 

IF E1.06A 
IS > 0, 
ASK: 

“Please tell 
me how 
much it 

would have 
cost to buy 
that much 

[FOOD 
ITEM] if 

you had to 
purchase it 

in the 
market 
today.” 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

gifts or other 
sources? 

CHECK 
E1.07A. 

IF E1.07A 
IS 

> 0, ASK:
“Please tell

me how 
much it 

would have 
cost to buy 
that much 

[FOOD 
ITEM] if you 

had to 
purchase it 

in the 
market 
today.” 

E1.01 E1.02 
E1.03A 
QUANTI

TY 
E1.03B 
UNIT 

E1.04A 
QUANTITY 

E1.04B 
UNIT 

E1.05 
(KSH) 

E1.06A 
QUANTITY 

E1.06B 
UNIT 

E1.06C 
ESTIMATE 

(KSH) 
E1.07A 

QUANTITY 
E1.07B 
UNIT 

E1.07C 
ESTIMATE 

(KSH) 

Green grams 46 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Common bean 47 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Vegetables 

Onion, fresh or 
processed 51 

YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Cabbage, fresh or 
processed 52 

YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Pumpkin leaves, fresh 
or processed 53 

YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Kale, fresh or 
processed 54 

YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 
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FOOD ITEM 
Item 
Code 

Over the past 7 
days, did you or 
others in your 

household eat any 
[FOOD ITEM]? 

How much in total 
did your 

household eat in 
the past 7 days? 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

purchases? 
If E1.04A=0 THEN 
SKIP To E1.06A 

How 
much 

did you 
spend 

on what 
was 

eaten in 
the past 
7 days?. 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

your household’s own 
production? 

CHECK 
E1.06A. 

IF E1.06A 
IS > 0, 
ASK: 

“Please tell 
me how 
much it 

would have 
cost to buy 
that much 

[FOOD 
ITEM] if 

you had to 
purchase it 

in the 
market 
today.” 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

gifts or other 
sources? 

CHECK 
E1.07A. 

IF E1.07A 
IS 

> 0, ASK:
“Please tell

me how 
much it 

would have 
cost to buy 
that much 

[FOOD 
ITEM] if you 

had to 
purchase it 

in the 
market 
today.” 

E1.01 E1.02 
E1.03A 
QUANTI

TY 
E1.03B 
UNIT 

E1.04A 
QUANTITY 

E1.04B 
UNIT 

E1.05 
(KSH) 

E1.06A 
QUANTITY 

E1.06B 
UNIT 

E1.06C 
ESTIMATE 

(KSH) 
E1.07A 

QUANTITY 
E1.07B 
UNIT 

E1.07C 
ESTIMATE 

(KSH) 

Gathered wild green 
leaves 55 

YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Tomato, fresh or 
processed 56 

YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Cucumber, fresh or 
processed 57 

YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Pumpkin/butternut, 
fresh or processed 58 

YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Okra/lady finger, fresh 
or processed 59 

YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Mushroom, fresh or 
processed 60 

YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 
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FOOD ITEM 
Item 
Code 

Over the past 7 
days, did you or 
others in your 

household eat any 
[FOOD ITEM]? 

How much in total 
did your 

household eat in 
the past 7 days? 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

purchases? 
If E1.04A=0 THEN 
SKIP To E1.06A 

How 
much 

did you 
spend 

on what 
was 

eaten in 
the past 
7 days?. 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

your household’s own 
production? 

CHECK 
E1.06A. 

IF E1.06A 
IS > 0, 
ASK: 

“Please tell 
me how 
much it 

would have 
cost to buy 
that much 

[FOOD 
ITEM] if 

you had to 
purchase it 

in the 
market 
today.” 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

gifts or other 
sources? 

CHECK 
E1.07A. 

IF E1.07A 
IS 

> 0, ASK:
“Please tell

me how 
much it 

would have 
cost to buy 
that much 

[FOOD 
ITEM] if you 

had to 
purchase it 

in the 
market 
today.” 

E1.01 E1.02 
E1.03A 
QUANTI

TY 
E1.03B 
UNIT 

E1.04A 
QUANTITY 

E1.04B 
UNIT 

E1.05 
(KSH) 

E1.06A 
QUANTITY 

E1.06B 
UNIT 

E1.06C 
ESTIMATE 

(KSH) 
E1.07A 

QUANTITY 
E1.07B 
UNIT 

E1.07C 
ESTIMATE 

(KSH) 

Amaranths 63 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Spinach 64 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Eggplant 65 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Carrot 66 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Green beans 67 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Bean leaves 68 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 
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FOOD ITEM 
Item 
Code 

Over the past 7 
days, did you or 
others in your 

household eat any 
[FOOD ITEM]? 

How much in total 
did your 

household eat in 
the past 7 days? 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

purchases? 
If E1.04A=0 THEN 
SKIP To E1.06A 

How 
much 

did you 
spend 

on what 
was 

eaten in 
the past 
7 days?. 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

your household’s own 
production? 

CHECK 
E1.06A. 

IF E1.06A 
IS > 0, 
ASK: 

“Please tell 
me how 
much it 

would have 
cost to buy 
that much 

[FOOD 
ITEM] if 

you had to 
purchase it 

in the 
market 
today.” 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

gifts or other 
sources? 

CHECK 
E1.07A. 

IF E1.07A 
IS 

> 0, ASK:
“Please tell

me how 
much it 

would have 
cost to buy 
that much 

[FOOD 
ITEM] if you 

had to 
purchase it 

in the 
market 
today.” 

E1.01 E1.02 
E1.03A 
QUANTI

TY 
E1.03B 
UNIT 

E1.04A 
QUANTITY 

E1.04B 
UNIT 

E1.05 
(KSH) 

E1.06A 
QUANTITY 

E1.06B 
UNIT 

E1.06C 
ESTIMATE 

(KSH) 
E1.07A 

QUANTITY 
E1.07B 
UNIT 

E1.07C 
ESTIMATE 

(KSH) 

Cowpea leaves 69 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Meat, Fish and Animal 
products 

Eggs 71 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Dried fish 72 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Fresh fish 73 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Beef 74 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Goat 75 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 
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FOOD ITEM 
Item 
Code 

Over the past 7 
days, did you or 
others in your 

household eat any 
[FOOD ITEM]? 

How much in total 
did your 

household eat in 
the past 7 days? 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

purchases? 
If E1.04A=0 THEN 
SKIP To E1.06A 

How 
much 

did you 
spend 

on what 
was 

eaten in 
the past 
7 days?. 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

your household’s own 
production? 

CHECK 
E1.06A. 

IF E1.06A 
IS > 0, 
ASK: 

“Please tell 
me how 
much it 

would have 
cost to buy 
that much 

[FOOD 
ITEM] if 

you had to 
purchase it 

in the 
market 
today.” 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

gifts or other 
sources? 

CHECK 
E1.07A. 

IF E1.07A 
IS 

> 0, ASK:
“Please tell

me how 
much it 

would have 
cost to buy 
that much 

[FOOD 
ITEM] if you 

had to 
purchase it 

in the 
market 
today.” 

E1.01 E1.02 
E1.03A 
QUANTI

TY 
E1.03B 
UNIT 

E1.04A 
QUANTITY 

E1.04B 
UNIT 

E1.05 
(KSH) 

E1.06A 
QUANTITY 

E1.06B 
UNIT 

E1.06C 
ESTIMATE 

(KSH) 
E1.07A 

QUANTITY 
E1.07B 
UNIT 

E1.07C 
ESTIMATE 

(KSH) 

Pork 76 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Mutton (sheep meat) 77 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Chicken 78 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Other poultry - guinea 
fowl, doves, etc. 79 

YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Small animal – rabbit, 
mice, etc. 80 

YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Termites or other 
insects, for example 
caterpillar 

81 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 
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FOOD ITEM 
Item 
Code 

Over the past 7 
days, did you or 
others in your 

household eat any 
[FOOD ITEM]? 

How much in total 
did your 

household eat in 
the past 7 days? 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

purchases? 
If E1.04A=0 THEN 
SKIP To E1.06A 

How 
much 

did you 
spend 

on what 
was 

eaten in 
the past 
7 days?. 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

your household’s own 
production? 

CHECK 
E1.06A. 

IF E1.06A 
IS > 0, 
ASK: 

“Please tell 
me how 
much it 

would have 
cost to buy 
that much 

[FOOD 
ITEM] if 

you had to 
purchase it 

in the 
market 
today.” 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

gifts or other 
sources? 

CHECK 
E1.07A. 

IF E1.07A 
IS 

> 0, ASK:
“Please tell

me how 
much it 

would have 
cost to buy 
that much 

[FOOD 
ITEM] if you 

had to 
purchase it 

in the 
market 
today.” 

E1.01 E1.02 
E1.03A 
QUANTI

TY 
E1.03B 
UNIT 

E1.04A 
QUANTITY 

E1.04B 
UNIT 

E1.05 
(KSH) 

E1.06A 
QUANTITY 

E1.06B 
UNIT 

E1.06C 
ESTIMATE 

(KSH) 
E1.07A 

QUANTITY 
E1.07B 
UNIT 

E1.07C 
ESTIMATE 

(KSH) 

Tinned meat or fish 82 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Smoked fish 83 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Omena (dagaa) fish 85 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Camel 86 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Fruits 

Mango 91 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Banana 92 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 
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FOOD ITEM 
Item 
Code 

Over the past 7 
days, did you or 
others in your 

household eat any 
[FOOD ITEM]? 

How much in total 
did your 

household eat in 
the past 7 days? 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

purchases? 
If E1.04A=0 THEN 
SKIP To E1.06A 

How 
much 

did you 
spend 

on what 
was 

eaten in 
the past 
7 days?. 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

your household’s own 
production? 

CHECK 
E1.06A. 

IF E1.06A 
IS > 0, 
ASK: 

“Please tell 
me how 
much it 

would have 
cost to buy 
that much 

[FOOD 
ITEM] if 

you had to 
purchase it 

in the 
market 
today.” 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

gifts or other 
sources? 

CHECK 
E1.07A. 

IF E1.07A 
IS 

> 0, ASK:
“Please tell

me how 
much it 

would have 
cost to buy 
that much 

[FOOD 
ITEM] if you 

had to 
purchase it 

in the 
market 
today.” 

E1.01 E1.02 
E1.03A 
QUANTI

TY 
E1.03B 
UNIT 

E1.04A 
QUANTITY 

E1.04B 
UNIT 

E1.05 
(KSH) 

E1.06A 
QUANTITY 

E1.06B 
UNIT 

E1.06C 
ESTIMATE 

(KSH) 
E1.07A 

QUANTITY 
E1.07B 
UNIT 

E1.07C 
ESTIMATE 

(KSH) 

Citrus – lemon, orange, 
tangerine etc. 93 

YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Pineapple 94 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Papaya/pawpaw 95 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Guava 96 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Avocado 97 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Wild fruit (wild berries, 
mulberry, zambarau, 
etc.) 

98 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 
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FOOD ITEM 
Item 
Code 

Over the past 7 
days, did you or 
others in your 

household eat any 
[FOOD ITEM]? 

How much in total 
did your 

household eat in 
the past 7 days? 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

purchases? 
If E1.04A=0 THEN 
SKIP To E1.06A 

How 
much 

did you 
spend 

on what 
was 

eaten in 
the past 
7 days?. 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

your household’s own 
production? 

CHECK 
E1.06A. 

IF E1.06A 
IS > 0, 
ASK: 

“Please tell 
me how 
much it 

would have 
cost to buy 
that much 

[FOOD 
ITEM] if 

you had to 
purchase it 

in the 
market 
today.” 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

gifts or other 
sources? 

CHECK 
E1.07A. 

IF E1.07A 
IS 

> 0, ASK:
“Please tell

me how 
much it 

would have 
cost to buy 
that much 

[FOOD 
ITEM] if you 

had to 
purchase it 

in the 
market 
today.” 

E1.01 E1.02 
E1.03A 
QUANTI

TY 
E1.03B 
UNIT 

E1.04A 
QUANTITY 

E1.04B 
UNIT 

E1.05 
(KSH) 

E1.06A 
QUANTITY 

E1.06B 
UNIT 

E1.06C 
ESTIMATE 

(KSH) 
E1.07A 

QUANTITY 
E1.07B 
UNIT 

E1.07C 
ESTIMATE 

(KSH) 

Apple 99 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Watermelon 100 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Plums 101 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Ebei 102 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Ngakalalio 103 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Milk and Milk 
Products 

Fresh milk 111 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 
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FOOD ITEM 
Item 
Code 

Over the past 7 
days, did you or 
others in your 

household eat any 
[FOOD ITEM]? 

How much in total 
did your 

household eat in 
the past 7 days? 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

purchases? 
If E1.04A=0 THEN 
SKIP To E1.06A 

How 
much 

did you 
spend 

on what 
was 

eaten in 
the past 
7 days?. 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

your household’s own 
production? 

CHECK 
E1.06A. 

IF E1.06A 
IS > 0, 
ASK: 

“Please tell 
me how 
much it 

would have 
cost to buy 
that much 

[FOOD 
ITEM] if 

you had to 
purchase it 

in the 
market 
today.” 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

gifts or other 
sources? 

CHECK 
E1.07A. 

IF E1.07A 
IS 

> 0, ASK:
“Please tell

me how 
much it 

would have 
cost to buy 
that much 

[FOOD 
ITEM] if you 

had to 
purchase it 

in the 
market 
today.” 

E1.01 E1.02 
E1.03A 
QUANTI

TY 
E1.03B 
UNIT 

E1.04A 
QUANTITY 

E1.04B 
UNIT 

E1.05 
(KSH) 

E1.06A 
QUANTITY 

E1.06B 
UNIT 

E1.06C 
ESTIMATE 

(KSH) 
E1.07A 

QUANTITY 
E1.07B 
UNIT 

E1.07C 
ESTIMATE 

(KSH) 

Powdered milk 112 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Butter 113 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Soured milk 114 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Yoghurt 115 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Cheese 116 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Infant feeding formula 
(for bottle) 117 

YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Sugar, Fats, and Oil 
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FOOD ITEM 
Item 
Code 

Over the past 7 
days, did you or 
others in your 

household eat any 
[FOOD ITEM]? 

How much in total 
did your 

household eat in 
the past 7 days? 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

purchases? 
If E1.04A=0 THEN 
SKIP To E1.06A 

How 
much 

did you 
spend 

on what 
was 

eaten in 
the past 
7 days?. 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

your household’s own 
production? 

CHECK 
E1.06A. 

IF E1.06A 
IS > 0, 
ASK: 

“Please tell 
me how 
much it 

would have 
cost to buy 
that much 

[FOOD 
ITEM] if 

you had to 
purchase it 

in the 
market 
today.” 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

gifts or other 
sources? 

CHECK 
E1.07A. 

IF E1.07A 
IS 

> 0, ASK:
“Please tell

me how 
much it 

would have 
cost to buy 
that much 

[FOOD 
ITEM] if you 

had to 
purchase it 

in the 
market 
today.” 

E1.01 E1.02 
E1.03A 
QUANTI

TY 
E1.03B 
UNIT 

E1.04A 
QUANTITY 

E1.04B 
UNIT 

E1.05 
(KSH) 

E1.06A 
QUANTITY 

E1.06B 
UNIT 

E1.06C 
ESTIMATE 

(KSH) 
E1.07A 

QUANTITY 
E1.07B 
UNIT 

E1.07C 
ESTIMATE 

(KSH) 

Sugar 126 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Sugar cane (chewing) 127 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Cooking oil in liquid 
form 128 

YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Ghee 129 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Jaggery sugar 130 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Cooking fat/lard 131 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Margarine 132 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 
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FOOD ITEM 
Item 
Code 

Over the past 7 
days, did you or 
others in your 

household eat any 
[FOOD ITEM]? 

How much in total 
did your 

household eat in 
the past 7 days? 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

purchases? 
If E1.04A=0 THEN 
SKIP To E1.06A 

How 
much 

did you 
spend 

on what 
was 

eaten in 
the past 
7 days?. 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

your household’s own 
production? 

CHECK 
E1.06A. 

IF E1.06A 
IS > 0, 
ASK: 

“Please tell 
me how 
much it 

would have 
cost to buy 
that much 

[FOOD 
ITEM] if 

you had to 
purchase it 

in the 
market 
today.” 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

gifts or other 
sources? 

CHECK 
E1.07A. 

IF E1.07A 
IS 

> 0, ASK:
“Please tell

me how 
much it 

would have 
cost to buy 
that much 

[FOOD 
ITEM] if you 

had to 
purchase it 

in the 
market 
today.” 

E1.01 E1.02 
E1.03A 
QUANTI

TY 
E1.03B 
UNIT 

E1.04A 
QUANTITY 

E1.04B 
UNIT 

E1.05 
(KSH) 

E1.06A 
QUANTITY 

E1.06B 
UNIT 

E1.06C 
ESTIMATE 

(KSH) 
E1.07A 

QUANTITY 
E1.07B 
UNIT 

E1.07C 
ESTIMATE 

(KSH) 
Beverages 

Tea leaves 
(unprepared) 136 

YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Coffee – instant 
(unprepared) 137 

YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Cocoa/drinking 
chocolate (Milo/Raha) 
(unprepared) 

138 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Squash (Sobo drink, 
Quencher, concentrate) 139 

YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Fruit juice (boxed for 
example Delmonte juice 
) 

140 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 
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FOOD ITEM 
Item 
Code 

Over the past 7 
days, did you or 
others in your 

household eat any 
[FOOD ITEM]? 

How much in total 
did your 

household eat in 
the past 7 days? 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

purchases? 
If E1.04A=0 THEN 
SKIP To E1.06A 

How 
much 

did you 
spend 

on what 
was 

eaten in 
the past 
7 days?. 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

your household’s own 
production? 

CHECK 
E1.06A. 

IF E1.06A 
IS > 0, 
ASK: 

“Please tell 
me how 
much it 

would have 
cost to buy 
that much 

[FOOD 
ITEM] if 

you had to 
purchase it 

in the 
market 
today.” 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

gifts or other 
sources? 

CHECK 
E1.07A. 

IF E1.07A 
IS 

> 0, ASK:
“Please tell

me how 
much it 

would have 
cost to buy 
that much 

[FOOD 
ITEM] if you 

had to 
purchase it 

in the 
market 
today.” 

E1.01 E1.02 
E1.03A 
QUANTI

TY 
E1.03B 
UNIT 

E1.04A 
QUANTITY 

E1.04B 
UNIT 

E1.05 
(KSH) 

E1.06A 
QUANTITY 

E1.06B 
UNIT 

E1.06C 
ESTIMATE 

(KSH) 
E1.07A 

QUANTITY 
E1.07B 
UNIT 

E1.07C 
ESTIMATE 

(KSH) 

Freezes (flavoured ice) 141 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Soft drinks (Coca-cola, 
Fanta, Sprite, etc.) 142 

YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Sealed, bottled water 
(Keringet, Dasani, etc.) 143 

YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Bottled / canned beer 
(Tusker, etc.) 144 

YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Traditional beer (Busaa, 
Muratina, etc.) 145 

YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Wine or commercial 
liquor/spirits 146 

YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 
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FOOD ITEM 
Item 
Code 

Over the past 7 
days, did you or 
others in your 

household eat any 
[FOOD ITEM]? 

How much in total 
did your 

household eat in 
the past 7 days? 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

purchases? 
If E1.04A=0 THEN 
SKIP To E1.06A 

How 
much 

did you 
spend 

on what 
was 

eaten in 
the past 
7 days?. 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

your household’s own 
production? 

CHECK 
E1.06A. 

IF E1.06A 
IS > 0, 
ASK: 

“Please tell 
me how 
much it 

would have 
cost to buy 
that much 

[FOOD 
ITEM] if 

you had to 
purchase it 

in the 
market 
today.” 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

gifts or other 
sources? 

CHECK 
E1.07A. 

IF E1.07A 
IS 

> 0, ASK:
“Please tell

me how 
much it 

would have 
cost to buy 
that much 

[FOOD 
ITEM] if you 

had to 
purchase it 

in the 
market 
today.” 

E1.01 E1.02 
E1.03A 
QUANTI

TY 
E1.03B 
UNIT 

E1.04A 
QUANTITY 

E1.04B 
UNIT 

E1.05 
(KSH) 

E1.06A 
QUANTITY 

E1.06B 
UNIT 

E1.06C 
ESTIMATE 

(KSH) 
E1.07A 

QUANTITY 
E1.07B 
UNIT 

E1.07C 
ESTIMATE 

(KSH) 

Locally brewed liquor  
(Changaa, etc.) 147 

YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Tea bags (unprepared) 151 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Coffe beans – ground 
(unprepared) 152 

YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Spices & 
Miscellaneous 

Salt 156 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Spices 157 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Yeast, baking powder, 
bicarbonate of soda 158 

YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 
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FOOD ITEM 
Item 
Code 

Over the past 7 
days, did you or 
others in your 

household eat any 
[FOOD ITEM]? 

How much in total 
did your 

household eat in 
the past 7 days? 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

purchases? 
If E1.04A=0 THEN 
SKIP To E1.06A 

How 
much 

did you 
spend 

on what 
was 

eaten in 
the past 
7 days?. 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

your household’s own 
production? 

CHECK 
E1.06A. 

IF E1.06A 
IS > 0, 
ASK: 

“Please tell 
me how 
much it 

would have 
cost to buy 
that much 

[FOOD 
ITEM] if 

you had to 
purchase it 

in the 
market 
today.” 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

gifts or other 
sources? 

CHECK 
E1.07A. 

IF E1.07A 
IS 

> 0, ASK:
“Please tell

me how 
much it 

would have 
cost to buy 
that much 

[FOOD 
ITEM] if you 

had to 
purchase it 

in the 
market 
today.” 

E1.01 E1.02 
E1.03A 
QUANTI

TY 
E1.03B 
UNIT 

E1.04A 
QUANTITY 

E1.04B 
UNIT 

E1.05 
(KSH) 

E1.06A 
QUANTITY 

E1.06B 
UNIT 

E1.06C 
ESTIMATE 

(KSH) 
E1.07A 

QUANTITY 
E1.07B 
UNIT 

E1.07C 
ESTIMATE 

(KSH) 

Tomato sauce (bottle) 159 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Hot sauce (chilli, etc.) 160 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Jam, jelly 161 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Sweets, candy, 
chocolates 162 

YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Honey 163 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Peanut butter 164 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 
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FOOD ITEM 
Item 
Code 

Over the past 7 
days, did you or 
others in your 

household eat any 
[FOOD ITEM]? 

How much in total 
did your 

household eat in 
the past 7 days? 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

purchases? 
If E1.04A=0 THEN 
SKIP To E1.06A 

How 
much 

did you 
spend 

on what 
was 

eaten in 
the past 
7 days?. 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

your household’s own 
production? 

CHECK 
E1.06A. 

IF E1.06A 
IS > 0, 
ASK: 

“Please tell 
me how 
much it 

would have 
cost to buy 
that much 

[FOOD 
ITEM] if 

you had to 
purchase it 

in the 
market 
today.” 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

gifts or other 
sources? 

CHECK 
E1.07A. 

IF E1.07A 
IS 

> 0, ASK:
“Please tell

me how 
much it 

would have 
cost to buy 
that much 

[FOOD 
ITEM] if you 

had to 
purchase it 

in the 
market 
today.” 

E1.01 E1.02 
E1.03A 
QUANTI

TY 
E1.03B 
UNIT 

E1.04A 
QUANTITY 

E1.04B 
UNIT 

E1.05 
(KSH) 

E1.06A 
QUANTITY 

E1.06B 
UNIT 

E1.06C 
ESTIMATE 

(KSH) 
E1.07A 

QUANTITY 
E1.07B 
UNIT 

E1.07C 
ESTIMATE 

(KSH) 
Cooked Foods from 
Vendors 

Maize - boiled or 
roasted (vendor) 171 

YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Chips (vendor) 172 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Cassava - boiled 
(vendor) 173 

YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Eggs - boiled (vendor) 174 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Chicken (vendor) 175 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Meat (vendor) 176 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 
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FOOD ITEM 
Item 
Code 

Over the past 7 
days, did you or 
others in your 

household eat any 
[FOOD ITEM]? 

How much in total 
did your 

household eat in 
the past 7 days? 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

purchases? 
If E1.04A=0 THEN 
SKIP To E1.06A 

How 
much 

did you 
spend 

on what 
was 

eaten in 
the past 
7 days?. 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

your household’s own 
production? 

CHECK 
E1.06A. 

IF E1.06A 
IS > 0, 
ASK: 

“Please tell 
me how 
much it 

would have 
cost to buy 
that much 

[FOOD 
ITEM] if 

you had to 
purchase it 

in the 
market 
today.” 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

gifts or other 
sources? 

CHECK 
E1.07A. 

IF E1.07A 
IS 

> 0, ASK:
“Please tell

me how 
much it 

would have 
cost to buy 
that much 

[FOOD 
ITEM] if you 

had to 
purchase it 

in the 
market 
today.” 

E1.01 E1.02 
E1.03A 
QUANTI

TY 
E1.03B 
UNIT 

E1.04A 
QUANTITY 

E1.04B 
UNIT 

E1.05 
(KSH) 

E1.06A 
QUANTITY 

E1.06B 
UNIT 

E1.06C 
ESTIMATE 

(KSH) 
E1.07A 

QUANTITY 
E1.07B 
UNIT 

E1.07C 
ESTIMATE 

(KSH) 

Fish (vendor) 177 
YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Mandazi, doughnut 
(vendor) 178 

YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Samosa/sambusa 
(vendor) 179 

YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Meal eaten at 
restaurant 180 

YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Sausage/smokies 
(vendor) 181 

YES ......... 1 
NO ... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Mkate mayai (egg 
souffle) (vendor) 182 

YES .... 1 
NO ........ 2 SKIP TO 
E1.08 
DK ........ 8 SKIP TO 
E1.08 
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FOOD ITEM 
Item 
Code 

Over the past 7 
days, did you or 
others in your 

household eat any 
[FOOD ITEM]? 

How much in total 
did your 

household eat in 
the past 7 days? 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

purchases? 
If E1.04A=0 THEN 
SKIP To E1.06A 

How 
much 

did you 
spend 

on what 
was 

eaten in 
the past 
7 days?. 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

your household’s own 
production? 

CHECK 
E1.06A. 

IF E1.06A 
IS > 0, 
ASK: 

“Please tell 
me how 
much it 

would have 
cost to buy 
that much 

[FOOD 
ITEM] if 

you had to 
purchase it 

in the 
market 
today.” 

How much of what 
you ate came from 

gifts or other 
sources? 

CHECK 
E1.07A. 

IF E1.07A 
IS 

> 0, ASK:
“Please tell

me how 
much it 

would have 
cost to buy 
that much 

[FOOD 
ITEM] if you 

had to 
purchase it 

in the 
market 
today.” 

E1.01 E1.02 
E1.03A 
QUANTI

TY 
E1.03B 
UNIT 

E1.04A 
QUANTITY 

E1.04B 
UNIT 

E1.05 
(KSH) 

E1.06A 
QUANTITY 

E1.06B 
UNIT 

E1.06C 
ESTIMATE 

(KSH) 
E1.07A 

QUANTITY 
E1.07B 
UNIT 

E1.07C 
ESTIMATE 

(KSH) 
RESPONSE CATEGORIES 
FOR 
E1.03b/1.04b/1.06b/1.07b – 
UNITS 

GRAMS .............................. 01 
1/4 KG TIN ......................... 02 
1/2 KG TIN ......................... 03 
1 KG TIN ............................ 04 
KILOGRAMS ...................... 05 
GOROGORO ..................... 06 
5 KG BAG ........................... 07 
10 KG BAG ......................... 08 
25 KG BAG ......................... 09 
50 KG BAG ......................... 10 
90 KG BAG ......................... 11 

MILLILITRE ........................... 12 
TABLESPOON...................... 13 
LITRE .................................... 14 
DEBE .................................... 15 
BUNCH ................................. 16 
PIECE/NUMBER................... 17 
HEAP .................................... 18 
HANDFUL ............................. 19 
BOWL ................................... 20 
CUP ...................................... 21 

GLASS ...................................... 22 
PLATE ....................................... 23 
PAKACHA ................................. 24 

NOTE: ANY UNIT LISTED MUST BE ABLE TO BE 
CONVERTED TO A STANDARDIZED UNIT. THIS 
CONVERSION WILL HAPPEN DURING DATA ANALYSIS; 
IT SHOULD NOT BE DONE IN THE FIELD BY THE 
INTERVIEWER. 
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NO. QUESTION RESPONSE CATEGORIES 
E1.08 Over the past 7 days, did any people who are not members of your 

household eat any meals in your household? 
YES..................................... 1 
NO ................................ 2 SKIP TO E1.12 
DON’T KNOW .............-8 SKIP TO E1.12 

E1.09 Over the past 7 days, how many people who are not members of your 
household ate meals in your household? 

E1.09. NUMBER OF PEOPLE 

DON’T KNOW .................................... -8 

E1.10 Over the past 7 days, what was the total number of days in which any 
meal was shared with people who are not members of your 
household? 

E1.10. NUMBER OF DAYS 

DON’T KNOW .................................... -8 

E1.11 Over the past 7 days, what was the total number of meals (for 
Example Breakfast, Lunch and Diner)  that were shared with people 
who are not members of your household? 

E1.11. NUMBER OF MEALS 

DON’T KNOW .................................... -8 

E1.12 Over the past 7 days, did your household purchase pet food for family 
pets like a cat or a dog? 

YES.................................. 1 
NO .................................. 2 GO TO E1.14 
DON’T KNOW ............... -8 GO TO E1.14 

E1.13 How much did you spend on pet food last week? ENTER AMOUNT IN KSH: 

_________________________ 

DON’T KNOW ....................... -8 

E1.14 Over the past 7 days, were there any other expenditures on pets? YES................................ 1 
NO ....................... 2 GO TO MODULE E2 
DON’T KNOW ..... 8 GO TO MODULE E2 

E1.15 How much did you spend on other purchases for pets last week? ENTER AMOUNT IN KSH: 

_________________________ 

DON’T KNOW ....................... -8 
 “Now I would like to ask you about items that you or members of your household may have bought in the past week.” 
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Table 46: Module E2 non food expenditures over the past seven days 
ONE WEEK RECALL 

ITEM ITEM CODE 

Over the past 7 days, did 
your household purchase 

or pay for any [ITEM]? How much did you pay (how much did they cost) in total? 

E2.01 E2.02 E2.03 
( KSH)

Charcoal 191 
YES ......... 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Paraffin or kerosene 192 
YES ......... 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Cigarettes or other tobacco 193 
YES ......... 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Candles 194 
YES ......... 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Matches 195 
YES ......... 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Public transport - Bicycle Taxi (include any used for school under 
education costs; include any used for obtaining health care under 
health expenditures) 

196 
YES ......... 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Public transport - Bus/Minibus (include any used for school under 
education costs; include any used for obtaining health care under 
health expenditures) 

197 
YES ......... 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Public transport - Other (truck, oxcart, etc.) (include any used for school 
under education costs; include any used for obtaining health care 
under health expenditures) 

198 
YES ......... 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Firewood 200 
YES ......... 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Other items that you buy or expenses that you incur on a weekly basis 201 
YES ......... 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 
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“Next I would like to ask you about items that you or members of your household may have bought over the past month.” 

Table 47: Module E3 non-food expenditures over the past month 
ONE MONTH RECALL 

ITEM 
ITEM CODE 

Over the past one month, 
did your household 

purchase or pay for any 
[ITEM]? 

How much did you pay (how much did they cost) in 
total? 

E3.01 E3.02 E3.03 
( KSH)

Milling fees for grains (not including cost of grain itself), grain 211 
YES......... 1 
NO ...........2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Bar soap (body soap or clothes soap) 212 
YES......... 1 
NO ...........2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Clothes soap (powder, paste) 213 
YES......... 1 
NO ...........2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Toothpaste, toothbrush 214 
YES......... 1 
NO ...........2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Toilet paper 215 
YES......... 1 
NO ...........2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Glycerine, Vaseline, skin creams 216 
YES......... 1 
NO ...........2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Other personal products (shampoo, razor blades, cosmetics, hair 
products, etc.) 217 

YES......... 1 
NO ...........2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Donation - to church, charity, beggar, etc. 218 
YES......... 1 
NO ...........2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Petrol or diesel 219 
YES......... 1 
NO ...........2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Service, repair, or parts for motorcycles, cars, or other forms of 
motorized transportation 220 

YES......... 1 
NO ...........2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Service, repair, or parts for bicycles 221 
YES......... 1 
NO ...........2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 
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ONE MONTH RECALL 

ITEM 
ITEM CODE 

Over the past one month, 
did your household 

purchase or pay for any 
[ITEM]? 

How much did you pay (how much did they cost) in 
total? 

E3.01 E3.02 E3.03 
( KSH)

Wages paid to servants 222 
YES......... 1 
NO ...........2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Repairs to household and personal items (radios, watches, etc., 
excluding battery purchases) 223 

YES......... 1 
NO ...........2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Cooking gas 224 
YES......... 1 
NO ...........2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Utilities: Electricity 225 
YES......... 1 
NO ...........2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Water services and fees (including water usage fees, water tanker 
services) 226 

YES......... 1 
NO ...........2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Dry cells/batteries 227 
YES......... 1 
NO ...........2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Recharging of batteries, cell phones, etc. 228 
YES......... 1 
NO ...........2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Air time and other telecommunication bills (e.g., phone service, 
internet) 229 

YES......... 1 
NO ...........2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Household cleaning products 236 
YES......... 1 
NO .......... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Personal care services (e.g., hair cuts, hair dressing, massages) 237 
YES......... 1 
NO .......... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Contribution to a rotating credit society, burial society, or other 
community savings group 238 

YES......... 1 
NO .......... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Loan repayments in monthly installments 239 
YES......... 1 
NO .......... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 
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ONE MONTH RECALL 

ITEM 
ITEM CODE 

Over the past one month, 
did your household 

purchase or pay for any 
[ITEM]? 

How much did you pay (how much did they cost) in 
total? 

E3.01 E3.02 E3.03 
( KSH)

Other items that you buy or expenses that you incur on a monthly basis         240 
YES......... 1 
NO .......... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

HEALTH EXPENDITURES (include estimated value of any in-kind 
payments, or borrowed amounts) 
“In-kind means that a payment or exchange is made without the use of 
money.  For example, a person can work to earn food instead of 
working to earn money.” 

Anything related to illnesses and injuries, including for medicine, tests, 
consultations with doctors or specialist 230 

YES......... 1 
NO ...........2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Medical care not related to an illness - preventative health care, pre-
natal visits, check-ups, vaccines,  etc. 231 

YES......... 1 
NO ...........2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Non-prescription medicines – over the counter self-decided medicine 232 
YES......... 1 
NO ...........2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Transportation used to access health-related services or care that did 
not require an overnight stay in a health facility or at a traditional 
healer’s dwelling 

233 
YES......... 1 
NO .......... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Other health expenditures       234 
YES......... 1 
NO ........... 2 MODULE E4 
DK ........... -8 MODULE E4 
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“Next I would like to ask you about items that you or members of your household may have bought over the past three months.” 

Table 48: Module E4 non-food expenditures over the past three months 
THREE MONTH RECALL 

ITEM ITEM CODE 

Over the past three months, 
did your household purchase 

or pay for  any [ITEM]? How much did you pay (how much did they cost) in total? 

E4.01 E4.02 E4.03 
( KSH)

Infant clothing 241 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Baby nappies/diapers 242 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Boy’s trousers (FOR ALL CLOTHING, EXCLUDE 
UNIFORMS/SCHOOL CLOTHING) 243 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Boy’s shirts 244 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Boy's jackets 245 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Boy's undergarments 246 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Boy's other clothing 247 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Men’s trousers 248 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Men's shirts 249 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Men's jackets 250 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Men's undergarments 251 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 
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THREE MONTH RECALL 

ITEM ITEM CODE 

Over the past three months, 
did your household purchase 

or pay for  any [ITEM]? How much did you pay (how much did they cost) in total? 

E4.01 E4.02 E4.03 
( KSH)

Men's other clothing 252 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Girl's blouse/shirt 253 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Girl's dress/skirt 254 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Girl's undergarments 255 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Girl's other clothing 256 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Women’s blouse/shirt 257 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Kikoy (wrap) cloth 258 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Women’s dress/skirt 259 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Women’s undergarments 260 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Women’s other clothing 261 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Boys shoes 262 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Men’s shoes 263 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 
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THREE MONTH RECALL 

ITEM ITEM CODE 

Over the past three months, 
did your household purchase 

or pay for  any [ITEM]? How much did you pay (how much did they cost) in total? 

E4.01 E4.02 E4.03 
( KSH)

Girl’s shoes 264 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Women’s shoes 265 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Cloth, thread, other sewing material 266 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Laundry, dry cleaning, tailoring fees 267 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Bowls, glassware, plates, silverware, etc. 268 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Cooking utensils (cookpots, stirring spoons and whisks, etc.) 269 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Cleaning utensils (brooms, brushes, etc.) 270 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Torch / flashlight/lightbulbs 271 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Paraffin lamp (hurricane or pressure) 272 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Stationery items, writing utensils, postage stamps  (excluding school 
related) 273 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Recreational books, newspapers, or magazines (excluding school 
related) 274 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Music or video cassette or CD/DVD 275 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Admission tickets to recreational activities, such as sporting events, 
cinemas, national parks, night clubs, discos, etc. 276 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 
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THREE MONTH RECALL 

ITEM ITEM CODE 

Over the past three months, 
did your household purchase 

or pay for  any [ITEM]? How much did you pay (how much did they cost) in total? 

E4.01 E4.02 E4.03 
( KSH)

Night's lodging in rest house or hotel for vacation or personal travel  
(excluding work, school or health related travel) 277 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Miscellaneous household and personal items (bags, umbrellas, lighters, 
household decorations, etc.)      280 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 MODULE E5 
DK ........... -8 MODULE E5 

 “Now I would like to ask you about items that you or members of your household may have bought over the past one year.” 

Table 49: Module E5 non-food expenditures over the past 12 months 

ONE YEAR (12 MONTH) RECALL 

ITEM 
ITEM 
CODE 

Over the past one year (twelve 
months), did your household 

purchase or pay for any [ITEM]? 
How much did you pay 

(how much did they cost) in total? 

E5.01 E5.02 E5.03 
( KSH)

Carpet, rugs, drapes, curtains 291 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Linen - towels, sheets, blankets 292 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Mat - sleeping or for drying grains 293 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Mosquito net 294 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Mattress 295 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Sports & hobby equipment, musical instruments, toys 296 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Film, film processing, camera 297 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 
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ONE YEAR (12 MONTH) RECALL 

ITEM 
ITEM 
CODE 

Over the past one year (twelve 
months), did your household 

purchase or pay for any [ITEM]? 
How much did you pay 

(how much did they cost) in total? 

E5.01 E5.02 E5.03 
( KSH)

Cement 298 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Bricks 299 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Construction timber 300 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Council rates 301 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Formal insurance payments through an institution - health 
(MASM, etc.), auto, home, life 302 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Government fines, legal fees, taxes, fees for licenses and 
certificates, etc. 303 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Bride price 304 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Marriage ceremony costs, graduation, rite of passage for 
household members or others 305 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Funeral costs, household members 306 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Funeral costs, non-household members (relatives, 
neighbors/friends) 307 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

HEALTH EXPENDITURES over last 12 months (include 
estimated value of any in-kind payments or borrowed 
amounts)  
In-kind means that a payment or exchange is made without 
the use of money.  For example, a person can work to earn 
food instead of working to earn money. 

Hospitalizations or overnight stay in any hospital – total cost 
for treatment 308 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 
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ONE YEAR (12 MONTH) RECALL 

ITEM 
ITEM 
CODE 

Over the past one year (twelve 
months), did your household 

purchase or pay for any [ITEM]? 
How much did you pay 

(how much did they cost) in total? 

E5.01 E5.02 E5.03 
( KSH)

Travel to and from the medical facility for any overnight stay(s) 
or hospitalization 309 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Food costs during overnight stay(s) at the medical facility or 
hospitalization (if not already included above) 310 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Over-night(s) stay at a traditional healer's or faith healer's 
dwelling – total costs for treatment 311 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Travel costs to the traditional healer's or faith healer's dwelling 
for overnight stay(s) 312 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Food costs  during overnight stay(s) at the traditional healer's 
or faith healer's dwelling 313 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

EDUCATION EXPENDITURES over last 12 months 
(include estimated value of any in-kind payments or 
borrowed amounts) 

School fees (tuition,boarding fees, including extra tuition fees, 
contribution to PTA, school building and maintenance) 314 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Expenditures on after school programs and tutoring 315 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

School books, stationery and other supplies 316 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

School uniform 317 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Transport to and from school 318 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 

Other educational expenditures (e.g., sanitary towels, school 
trips) 319 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK .......... -8 NEXT ITEM 
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NON-FOOD ITEMS THAT MAY OR MAY NOT HAVE BEEN 
PURCHASED 

ONE YEAR (12 MONTH) RECALL 

ITEM 
Item 
Code 

Over the past one year (12 
months) did your household 
gather, purchase or pay for 

any [ITEM]? 

(NOTE THAT THE VALUE 
OF THESE ITEMS SHOULD 

BE ENTERED ONLY IF 
THEY WERE PURCHASED 

OR USED FOR 
HOUSEHOLD USE, NOT 

FOR INVESTMENT 
PURPOSES)

What was the 
estimated total 

quantity of [ITEM] 
used? 

Did your household gather 
the [ITEM], or did your 

household purchase or pay 
for the [ITEM]? 

FOR 
ITEMS 
THAT 
WERE 

GATHER
ED: 

What 
was the 

total 
estimate
d value 

of [ITEM] 
that you 
used ? 

FOR 
ITEMS 
THAT 
WERE 

BOUGHT: 

How 
much did 
you spend 
in total on 
[ITEM]? 

E5.04 E5.05 
E5.06

a 
Quanti

ty 

E5.06b 
Unit 

E5.06c 
FILTER 

E5.07 
(KSH) 

E5.08 
(KSH) 

Woodpoles, bamboo 320 YES ......... 1 
NO........... 2 NEXT ITEM 

GATHERED ..... 1  E5.07 
PURCHASED/PAID .....2 
E5.08  SKIP 

TO NEXT
ITEM 

Grass for thatching roof or other use 321 YES ......... 1 
NO........... 2 NEXT ITEM 

GATHERED ..... 1  E5.07 
PURCHASED/PAID .....2 
E5.08 

 SKIP 
TO 
MODULE
E6 

RESPONSE CATEGORIES 
FOR E5.06b – UNITS 

POLE ...................................... 25 
BALE ...................................... 26 
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 “Now I’d like to ask you some questions about your home.” 

Table 50: Module E6 housing expenditures 
NO. QUESTION RESPONSE CATEGORIES 

E6.01 Do you own or are purchasing this house, is it provided to you by an 
employer, do you use it for free, or do you rent this house? 

OWN ....................................................... 1 
BEING PURCHASED ............................. 2 
EMPLOYER PROVIDES ........................ 3 
FREE ........................................................ 4           E6.04 
RENTED ................................................. 5      E6.05 
DON’T KNOW/NON-RESPONSE/NA..... 91 

E6.02 If you sold this dwelling today, how much would you receive for it? 

DON’T KNOW/NON-RESPONSE/NA…….999991 

E6.03 How old is this house, in years? DON’T KNOW/ 
NON-RESPONSE/NA…….991 

SKIP TO E6.06 

E6.04 If you rented this dwelling out today, how much rent would you 
receive? 

E6.04A 
(KSH) 

E6.04B 
UNIT

DON’T KNOW/NON-RESPONSE 
/NA…….99991  SKIP TO E6.09 

DAY ................ 1 
WEEK............. 2 
MONTH .......... 3 
YEAR ............. 4 

DON’T KNOW/ 
NON-RESPONSE 
/NA…….99991 SKIP TO E6.09 
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NO. QUESTION RESPONSE CATEGORIES 

E6.05 How much do you pay to rent this dwelling? 

E6.05A 
(KSH) 

E6.05B 
UNIT

DON’T KNOW/NON-RESPONSE 
/NA…….99991  SKIP TO E6.09 

DAY ................ 1 
WEEK............. 2 
MONTH .......... 3 
YEAR ............. 4 

DON’T KNOW/ 
NON-RESPONSE 
/NA…….99991 

E6.06 

Do you pay a mortgage on this house, that is, a regular payment 
towards purchasing the house? 
A mortgage is a legal agreement in which a person borrows money to 
buy property, for example, a house, and pays back the money over a 
period of years.  If the property is not paid for in full, then the lender of 
the money can legally take the property and sell it to obtain what they 
are owed. 

YES .............. 1 
NO ................ 2 SKIP TO E6.09 

E6.07 How often do you make mortgage payments? 

ONCE A MONTH ....................................... 1 
ONCE EVERY 3 MONTHS ........................ 2 
ONCE EVERY 6 MONTHS ........................ 3 
ONCE A YEAR........................................... 4 
OTHER (SPECIFY) .................................... 6 

E6.08 How much do you pay each time you make a payment on your 
mortgage? AMOUNT IS VARIABLE…………………99996 

DON’T KNOW/ 
NON-RESPONSE…..……………………99991 

SKIP TO E6.09 
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NO. QUESTION RESPONSE CATEGORIES 

E6.09 In the past one month, how much did you spend on repairs & 
maintenance to this house? 

DON’T KNOW/ 
NON-RESPONSE.…….…………………99991 

 “Now I’d like to ask you some questions about items that may be owned by your household.” 

Table 51: Module E7 durable goods expenditures 

ITEM 
Item 
Code 

Does your 
household own a 

[ITEM]? 

How 
many 

[ITEM]s 
do you 
own? 

What is 
the age of 

these 
[ITEM]s? 

IF MORE 
THAN 
ONE 
ITEM, 

AVERAGE 
AGE. 

Less than 
one Year 
enter “00” 

If you wanted to 
sell one of 

these [ITEM]s 
today, how 
much would 
you receive? 

IF MORE 
THAN ONE, 
AVERAGE 

VALUE. 

Did you purchase or pay 
for any of these [ITEM]s in 

the last 12 months? 

How 
much did 
you pay 
for all 
these 

[ITEM]s 
all 

together 
(total) in 
the last 

12 
months? 

E7.01 E7.02 E7.03 
NUMBER 

E7.04 
YEAR 

E7.05 
(KSH) E7.06 E7.07 

(KSH) 

Fan 341 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........ 2 NEXT 
ITEM 
DK ........ 8 NEXT 
ITEM 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ........... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Air conditioner 342 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........ 2 NEXT 
ITEM 
DK ........ 8 NEXT 
ITEM 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ........... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Radio 343 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........ 2 NEXT 
ITEM 
DK ........ 8 NEXT 
ITEM 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ........... 8 NEXT ITEM 
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ITEM 
Item 
Code 

Does your 
household own a 

[ITEM]? 

How 
many 

[ITEM]s 
do you 
own? 

What is 
the age of 

these 
[ITEM]s? 

IF MORE 
THAN 
ONE 
ITEM, 

AVERAGE 
AGE. 

Less than 
one Year 
enter “00” 

If you wanted to 
sell one of 

these [ITEM]s 
today, how 
much would 
you receive? 

IF MORE 
THAN ONE, 
AVERAGE 

VALUE. 

Did you purchase or pay 
for any of these [ITEM]s in 

the last 12 months? 

How 
much did 
you pay 
for all 
these 

[ITEM]s 
all 

together 
(total) in 
the last 

12 
months? 

E7.01 E7.02 E7.03 
NUMBER 

E7.04 
YEAR 

E7.05 
(KSH) E7.06 E7.07 

(KSH) 

Tape or CD/DVD player/VCR 344 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........ 2 NEXT 
ITEM 
DK ........ 8 NEXT 
ITEM 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ........... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Television  345 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........ 2 NEXT 
ITEM 
DK ........ 8 NEXT 
ITEM 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ........... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Sewing machine 346 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........ 2 NEXT 
ITEM 
DK ........ 8 NEXT 
ITEM 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ........... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Kerosene/paraffin stove 347 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........ 2 NEXT 
ITEM 
DK ........ 8 NEXT 
ITEM 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ........... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Electric stove;  hot plate 348 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........ 2 NEXT 
ITEM 
DK ........ 8 NEXT 
ITEM 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ........... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Gas stove 349 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........ 2 NEXT 
ITEM 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ........... 8 NEXT ITEM 
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ITEM 
Item 
Code 

Does your 
household own a 

[ITEM]? 

How 
many 

[ITEM]s 
do you 
own? 

What is 
the age of 

these 
[ITEM]s? 

IF MORE 
THAN 
ONE 
ITEM, 

AVERAGE 
AGE. 

Less than 
one Year 
enter “00” 

If you wanted to 
sell one of 

these [ITEM]s 
today, how 
much would 
you receive? 

IF MORE 
THAN ONE, 
AVERAGE 

VALUE. 

Did you purchase or pay 
for any of these [ITEM]s in 

the last 12 months? 

How 
much did 
you pay 
for all 
these 

[ITEM]s 
all 

together 
(total) in 
the last 

12 
months? 

E7.01 E7.02 E7.03 
NUMBER 

E7.04 
YEAR 

E7.05 
(KSH) E7.06 E7.07 

(KSH) 
DK ........ 8 NEXT 
ITEM 

Refrigerator 350 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........ 2 NEXT 
ITEM 
DK ........ 8 NEXT 
ITEM 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ........... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Washing machine 351 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........ 2 NEXT 
ITEM 
DK ........ 8 NEXT 
ITEM 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ........... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Bicycle  352 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........ 2 NEXT 
ITEM 
DK ........ 8 NEXT 
ITEM 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ........... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Boat 353 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........ 2 NEXT 
ITEM 
DK ........ 8 NEXT 
ITEM 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ........... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Motorcycle/scooter 354 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........ 2 NEXT 
ITEM 
DK ........ 8 NEXT 
ITEM 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ........... 8 NEXT ITEM 
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ITEM 
Item 
Code 

Does your 
household own a 

[ITEM]? 

How 
many 

[ITEM]s 
do you 
own? 

What is 
the age of 

these 
[ITEM]s? 

IF MORE 
THAN 
ONE 
ITEM, 

AVERAGE 
AGE. 

Less than 
one Year 
enter “00” 

If you wanted to 
sell one of 

these [ITEM]s 
today, how 
much would 
you receive? 

IF MORE 
THAN ONE, 
AVERAGE 

VALUE. 

Did you purchase or pay 
for any of these [ITEM]s in 

the last 12 months? 

How 
much did 
you pay 
for all 
these 

[ITEM]s 
all 

together 
(total) in 
the last 

12 
months? 

E7.01 E7.02 E7.03 
NUMBER 

E7.04 
YEAR 

E7.05 
(KSH) E7.06 E7.07 

(KSH) 

Car or other motorized vehicle used to transport people or goods 355 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........ 2 NEXT 
ITEM 
DK ........ 8 NEXT 
ITEM 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ........... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Upholstered chair, sofa set 356 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........ 2 NEXT 
ITEM 
DK ........ 8 NEXT 
ITEM 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ........... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Coffee table (for sitting room) 357 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........ 2 NEXT 
ITEM 
DK ........ 8 NEXT 
ITEM 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ........... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Cupboard, drawers, bureau 358 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........ 2 NEXT 
ITEM 
DK ........ 8 NEXT 
ITEM 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ........... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Lantern (paraffin) 359 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........ 2 NEXT 
ITEM 
DK ........ 8 NEXT 
ITEM 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ........... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Desk 360 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........ 2 NEXT 
ITEM 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ........... 8 NEXT ITEM 
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ITEM 
Item 
Code 

Does your 
household own a 

[ITEM]? 

How 
many 

[ITEM]s 
do you 
own? 

What is 
the age of 

these 
[ITEM]s? 

IF MORE 
THAN 
ONE 
ITEM, 

AVERAGE 
AGE. 

Less than 
one Year 
enter “00” 

If you wanted to 
sell one of 

these [ITEM]s 
today, how 
much would 
you receive? 

IF MORE 
THAN ONE, 
AVERAGE 

VALUE. 

Did you purchase or pay 
for any of these [ITEM]s in 

the last 12 months? 

How 
much did 
you pay 
for all 
these 

[ITEM]s 
all 

together 
(total) in 
the last 

12 
months? 

E7.01 E7.02 E7.03 
NUMBER 

E7.04 
YEAR 

E7.05 
(KSH) E7.06 E7.07 

(KSH) 
DK ........ 8 NEXT 
ITEM 

Clock 361 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........ 2 NEXT 
ITEM 
DK ........ 8 NEXT 
ITEM 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ........... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Iron box (for pressing clothes) 362 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........ 2 NEXT 
ITEM 
DK ........ 8 NEXT 
ITEM 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ........... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Computer equipment & accessories 363 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........ 2 NEXT 
ITEM 
DK ........ 8 NEXT 
ITEM 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ........... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Satellite dish 364 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........ 2 NEXT 
ITEM 
DK ........ 8 NEXT 
ITEM 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ........... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Solar panel 365 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........ 2 NEXT 
ITEM 
DK ........ 8 NEXT 
ITEM 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ........... 8 NEXT ITEM 
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ITEM 
Item 
Code 

Does your 
household own a 

[ITEM]? 

How 
many 

[ITEM]s 
do you 
own? 

What is 
the age of 

these 
[ITEM]s? 

IF MORE 
THAN 
ONE 
ITEM, 

AVERAGE 
AGE. 

Less than 
one Year 
enter “00” 

If you wanted to 
sell one of 

these [ITEM]s 
today, how 
much would 
you receive? 

IF MORE 
THAN ONE, 
AVERAGE 

VALUE. 

Did you purchase or pay 
for any of these [ITEM]s in 

the last 12 months? 

How 
much did 
you pay 
for all 
these 

[ITEM]s 
all 

together 
(total) in 
the last 

12 
months? 

E7.01 E7.02 E7.03 
NUMBER 

E7.04 
YEAR 

E7.05 
(KSH) E7.06 E7.07 

(KSH) 

Generator 366 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........ 2 NEXT 
ITEM 
DK ........ 8 NEXT 
ITEM 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ........... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Water storage tank or water purification system 367 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........ 2 NEXT 
ITEM 
DK ........ 8 NEXT 
ITEM 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ........... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Charcoal stove 368 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........ 2 NEXT 
ITEM 
DK ........ 8 NEXT 
ITEM 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ........... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Animal cart 369 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........ 2 NEXT 
ITEM 
DK ........ 8 NEXT 
ITEM 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ........... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Microwave oven 370 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........ 2 NEXT 
ITEM 
DK ........ 8 NEXT 
ITEM 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ........... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Vacuum cleaner 371 
YES ........ 1 
NO ........ 2 NEXT 
ITEM 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ........... 8 NEXT ITEM 
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ITEM 
Item 
Code 

Does your 
household own a 

[ITEM]? 

How 
many 

[ITEM]s 
do you 
own? 

What is 
the age of 

these 
[ITEM]s? 

IF MORE 
THAN 
ONE 
ITEM, 

AVERAGE 
AGE. 

Less than 
one Year 
enter “00” 

If you wanted to 
sell one of 

these [ITEM]s 
today, how 
much would 
you receive? 

IF MORE 
THAN ONE, 
AVERAGE 

VALUE. 

Did you purchase or pay 
for any of these [ITEM]s in 

the last 12 months? 

How 
much did 
you pay 
for all 
these 

[ITEM]s 
all 

together 
(total) in 
the last 

12 
months? 

E7.01 E7.02 E7.03 
NUMBER 

E7.04 
YEAR 

E7.05 
(KSH) E7.06 E7.07 

(KSH) 
DK ........ 8 NEXT 
ITEM 

Mobile phone 372 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........ 2 NEXT 
ITEM 
DK ........ 8 NEXT 
ITEM 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ........... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Other small, electric household appliances 373 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........ 2 NEXT 
ITEM 
DK ........ 8 NEXT 
ITEM 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ........... 8 NEXT ITEM 

 Other large electronic products not already reported 374 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........ 2 NEXT 
ITEM 
DK ........ 8 NEXT 
ITEM 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ........... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Bed 375 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........ 2 NEXT 
ITEM 
DK ........ 8 NEXT 
ITEM 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ........... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Dining table 376 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........ 2 NEXT 
ITEM 
DK ........ 8 NEXT 
ITEM 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ........... 8 NEXT ITEM 
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ITEM 
Item 
Code 

Does your 
household own a 

[ITEM]? 

How 
many 

[ITEM]s 
do you 
own? 

What is 
the age of 

these 
[ITEM]s? 

IF MORE 
THAN 
ONE 
ITEM, 

AVERAGE 
AGE. 

Less than 
one Year 
enter “00” 

If you wanted to 
sell one of 

these [ITEM]s 
today, how 
much would 
you receive? 

IF MORE 
THAN ONE, 
AVERAGE 

VALUE. 

Did you purchase or pay 
for any of these [ITEM]s in 

the last 12 months? 

How 
much did 
you pay 
for all 
these 

[ITEM]s 
all 

together 
(total) in 
the last 

12 
months? 

E7.01 E7.02 E7.03 
NUMBER 

E7.04 
YEAR 

E7.05 
(KSH) E7.06 E7.07 

(KSH) 

Dining chair 377 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........ 2 NEXT 
ITEM 
DK ........ 8 NEXT 
ITEM 

YES ........ 1 
NO ........... 2 NEXT ITEM 
DK ........... 8 NEXT ITEM 

Other large piece of furniture not already reported 378 
YES ........ 1 
NO 2 MODULE F 
DK 8 MODULE F 

YES ........ 1 
NO .......... 2 GO TO END 
DK .......... 8 GO TO END 
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MODULE F1. FOOD INSECURITY EXPERIENCE SCALE (FIES) 

Household identification (in data file, each module must be 
matched with the HH ID) 

CHECK THE INFORMED CONSENT REGISTER AND ENSURE THAT THE RESPONDENT TO MODULE F HAS 
PREVIOUSLY PROVIDED INFORMED CONSENT; IF NOT, ADMINISTER THE MODULE F INFORMED CONSENT 
PROCEDURE (ANNEX 4) TO THE RESPONDENT. 

ASK THESE QUESTIONS OF THE PERSON RESPONSIBLE FOR HOUSEHOLD FOOD PREPARATION.  

“Moving on to another topic, I’d like to ask you a few questions about the availability of food in your home.” 

Table 52: Module F1 food insecurity experience scale 
NO. QUESTION RESPONSE 

F01 During the last 12 months, was there a time when you or others in your household were 
worried you you would run out of food because of a lack of money or other resources? 

1. Yes
2. No

F02 
Still thinking about the last 12 months, was there a time when you or others in your 
household were unable to eat healthy and nutritious food because of a lack of money or 
other resources? 

1. Yes
2. No

F03 Was there a time when you or others in your household ate only a few kinds of foods 
because of a lack of money or other resources? 

1. Yes
2. No

F04 Was there a time when you or others in your household had to skip a meal because of a 
lack of money or other resources to get food? 

1. Yes
2. No

F05 
Still thinking about the last 12 months, was there a time when you or others in your 
household ate less than you thought you should because of a lack of money or other 
resources? 

1. Yes
2. No

F06 Was there a time when your household ran out of food because of a lack of money or 
other resources? 

1. Yes
2. No

F07 Was there a time when you or others in your household were hungry but did not eat 
because there was not enough money or other resources for food? 

1. Yes
2. No

F08 During the last 12 months, was there a time when you or others in your household went 
without eating for a whole day because of a lack of money or other resources? 

1. Yes
2. No

Table 53: Module F2 household hunger scale 
Household identification (in data file, each module must be 

matched with the HH ID) 

NO. QUESTION RESPONSE 

F201 In the past 30 days, was there ever no food to eat of any kind 
in your house because of lack of resources to get food? 

YES .................................................... 1 
NO ...................................................... 2  GO TO F203 
REFUSED ......................................... 9   GO TO F203 

F202 How often did this happen in the past 30 days? 
RARELY (1-2 TIMES) ........................ 1 
SOMETIMES (3-10 TIMES) ..............  2 
OFTEN (MORE THAN 10 TIMES) ....  3 
REFUSED .......................................... 9 

F203 In the past 30 days did you or any household member go to 
sleep at night hungry because there was not enough food? 

YES .................................................... 1 
NO ...................................................... 2  GO TO F205 
REFUSED ......................................... 9   GO TO F205 

F204 How often did this happen in the past 30 days? RARELY (1-2 TIMES) ........................ 1 
SOMETIMES (3-10 TIMES) ..............  2 
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NO. QUESTION RESPONSE 
OFTEN (MORE THAN 10 TIMES) ..... 3 
REFUSED .......................................... 9 

F205 
In the past 30 days did you or any household member go a 
whole day and night without eating anything at all because 
there was not enough food? 

YES .................................................... 1 
NO ...................................................... 2   GO TO MODULE F3 
REFUSED ........................... …..9   GO TO MODULE F3 

F206 How often did this happen in the past 30 days? 
RARELY (1-2 TIMES) ........................ 1 
SOMETIMES (3-10 TIMES) ..............  2 
OFTEN (MORE THAN 10 TIMES) ..... 3 
REFUSED .......................................... 9 

Table 54: Module F3 household dietary diversity 
Ask these questions of whoever is most knowledgeable about the food consumption of household members. 
Now I would like to ask you about the types of foods that you or anyone else in your household ate yesterday during the day 
and at night.    
Please include all food eaten both at your home or away from home. 
Read the list of foods. Choose “yes” if anyone in the household ate the food in question. Choose “no” if no one in the 
household ate the food. 

NO. QUESTION RESPONSE 

 F3001 Any bread, rice, pasta, injera, biscuits, or other foods made from teff, barley, millet, 
sorghum, maize, rice, wheat? 

1. Yes
2. No
-8 DK
-9 Refused

 F3002 Any foods made with potatoes, yams, sweet potatoes, irish potatoes, manioc, cassava, 
kocho, godere, anchote, amicho, boina and boye,or bula? 

1. Yes
2. No
-8 DK
-9 Refused

 F3003 
Any food made with vegetables such as onions, cabbage, green leafy vegetables, gathered 
wild green leaves, tomato, cucumber, pumpkin, mushroom, kale, leak, green pepper, beet 
root, garlic, or carrots? 

1. Yes
2. No
-8 DK
-9 Refused

 F3004 Any food or fruit juices made from fruits such as mango, banana, oranges, pineapple, 
papaya, guava, avocado, wild fruit, or apple? 

1. Yes
2. No
-8 DK
-9 Refused

 F3005 Any food made from beef, lamb, goat, wild game, chicken, or other birds, other meats? 
1. Yes
2. No
-8 DK
-9 Refused

 F3006 Any eggs? 
1. Yes
2. No
-8 DK
-9 Refused

 F3007 Any fresh fish, smoked fish, fish soup/sauce or dried fish or shellfish? 
1. Yes
2. No
-8 DK
-9 Refused

 F3008 Any foods made from beans (white, brown, horse), peas, lentils, chick peas, rape seed, 
linseed, sesame, sunflower, vetch soybean flour or nuts (groundnuts, groundnut flour)? 

1. Yes
2. No
-8 DK
-9 Refused
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NO. QUESTION RESPONSE 

 F3009 Any cheese, yogurt, milk, powder milk, butter milk or other milk products? 
1. Yes
2. No
-8 DK
-9 Refused

 F3010 Any foods made with oil, margarine, fat, or butter? 
1. Yes
2. No
-8 DK
-9 Refused

 F3011 Any sugar, sugar cane, or honey? 
1. Yes
2. No
-8 DK
-9 Refused

 F3012 Any other foods, such as condiments, traditional beer, beer, wine, coffee or tea? 
1. Yes
2. No
-8 DK
-9 Refused

Table 55: Module G women’s empowerment 
ONLY ASK THESE QUESTIONS OF THE PRIMARY FEMALE DECISION-MAKER. 

NO. QUESTION RESPONSE 
FREEDOM OF MOVEMENT 

G103 Are you allowed to travel to the local market to buy things Yes 1 
No 2 2G104 

G103a Can you go alone? Yes 1 
No 2 

G104 Are you allowed to travel to a local health center or doctor Yes 1 
No 2 2G105 

G104a Can you go alone? Yes 1 
No 2 

G105 Are you allowed to travel to homes of friends/ parents home in the 
neighborhood 

Yes 1 
No 2 2G106 

G105a Can you go alone? Yes 1 
No 2 

G106 Are you allowed to travel  to a nearby religious facilities? Yes 1 
No 2 2G107 

G106a Can you go alone? Yes 1 
No 2 

EARNING CASH INCOME 
G107 As you know, some women take up jobs for which they are paid in 

cash.  Others sell things, have a small business or work on the 
farm or in the family business.  In the last 6 months, have you done 
any of these things? 

Yes 1 
No 2 2G110 

G108 If yes, did you earn any money from your work in the last 6 
months? 

Yes 1 
No 2 2G110 

G109 Who decides how to spend the money that you earn? I can decide solely 1 
Jointly with husband 2 
Jointly with husband and other 
family members 3 
Solely husband 4 
Other family members 5 

ATTITUDES ABOUT FAMILY LIFE 
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NO. QUESTION RESPONSE 
[INTRODUCTION: Now I would like to get your opinion on some aspects of family life.  Please tell me 
if you agree or disagree with each statement.] 

G110 The important decisions in the family should be made only by the 
men of the family. 

Agree 1 
Disagree 2 
Don’t know/depends -8

G111 If the wife is working outside the home, then the husband should 
help her with household chores. 

Agree 1 
Disagree 2 
Don’t know/depends -8

G112 A married woman should be allowed to work outside the home to 
earn money if she wants to. 

Agree 1 
Disagree 2 
Don’t know/depends -8

G113 The wife has a right to express her opinion even when she 
disagrees with what her husband is saying. 

Agree 1 
Disagree 2 
Don’t know/depends -8

G114 A wife should tolerate being beaten by her husband in order to 
keep the family together. 

Agree 1 
Disagree 2 
Don’t know/depends -8

G115 It is better to send a son to school than it is to send a daughter. Agree 1 
Disagree 2 
Don’t know/depends -8

WOMEN’S PARTICIPATION IN COMMUNITY GROUPS AND LOCAL INSTITUTIONS 
G116 Which of the following groups are you a member of or in a responsible position? 

Example: Chairman, Secretary, Cashier, Committee member. 
a. Water user’s group Member 1 

Committee Member/responsible 
position 2 
Not a member 3 

b. Grazing land user’s group Member 1 
Committee Member/responsible 
position 2 
Not a member 3 

c. Community natural resources group Member 1 
Committee Member/responsible 
position 2 
Not a member 3 

d. Credit or micro-finance group Member 1 
Committee Member/responsible 
position 2 
Not a member 3 

e. Savings group Member 1 
Committee Member/responsible 
position 2 
Not a member 3 

f. Religious group Member 1 
Committee Member/responsible 
position 2 
Not a member 3 

g. Mother’s group Member 1 
Committee Member/responsible 
position 2 
Not a member 3 

h. Women’s group Member 1 
Committee Member/responsible 
position 2 
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NO. QUESTION RESPONSE 
Not a member 3 

i. Youth group Member 1 
Committee Member/responsible 
position 2 
Not a member 3 

j. Sports group Member 1 
Committee Member/responsible 
position 2 
Not a member 3 

k. Disaster planning group Member 1 
Committee Member/responsible 
position 2 
Not a member 3 

l. Other (specify) Member 1 
Committee Member/responsible 
position 2 
Not a member 3 

G117 Have you ever attended a community meeting in your village? Yes 1 
No 2 2H01 

G118 Did you speak at the meeting? Yes 1 
No 2 
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MODULE H: WOMEN’S DIETARY DIVERSITY 

HOUSEHOLD IDENTIFICATION (IN DATA FILE, EACH RESPONDENT 
MUST BE MATCHED WITH THE HH ID) 

ASK THESE QUESTIONS OF THE PRIMARY FEMALE RESPONDENT OF THE HOUSEHOLD (AGE 15-49 YEARS). 

CHECK THE INFORMED CONSENT REGISTER AND ENSURE THAT THE RESPONDENT(S) TO MODULE H HAVE PREVIOUSLY PROVIDED INFORMED CONSENT; IF 
NOT, ADMINISTER THE MODULE H INFORMED CONSENT PROCEDURE (ANNEX 6) TO THE RESPONDENT(S). 

“In order to learn more about women’s nutrition in our country, we would like to learn more about what kinds of foods you eat.” 

Table 56: Module H women’s dietary diversity 
NO. QUESTION WOMAN 1 [ONE WOMAN ONLY] 

H01 WOMAN’S ID CODE AND NAME FROM THE HOUSEHOLD ROSTER NAME:_____________ 

H02 In what month and year were you born? 

 MONTH 
 DK MONTH….98 

 YEAR 
 DK YEAR….9998 

H03 
Please tell me how old you are. What was your age at your last birthday? 

RECORD AGE IN COMPLETED YEARS 
 YEARS 
IF RESPONDENT KNOWS HER AGE, SKIP TO H05 
IF RESPONDENT CANNOT REMEMBER HOW OLD SHE IS, ENTER ‘98’ AND ASK 
QUESTION H04. 

H04 Are you between the ages of 15 and 49 years old? 
YES ............... 1 
NO ................. 2 
DK .................. 8 

H05 CHECK H02, H03 AND H04 (IF APPLICABLE): IS THE RESPONDENT BETWEEN THE AGES OF 15 AND 
49 YEARS?  

YES ............... 1 
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NO. QUESTION WOMAN 1 [ONE WOMAN ONLY] 

IF THE INFORMATION IN H02, H03, AND H04 CONFLICTS, DETERMINE WHICH IS MOST ACCURATE 
USING THE AGE/YEAR OF BIRTH CONSISTENCY CHART AND GUIDANCE FROM YOUR 
INTERVIEWER’S MANUAL. 

NO ................. 2  CHECK 
DK .................. 8 FOR 

OTHER  
WOMEN AGE 15-49 

IN THE HOUSEHOLD; 
IF NONE, SKIP TO MODULE I 

H06 Are you currently pregnant? 
YES ....................................... 1 
NO ................... 2 
DK .................... 8 
REFUSED ....... 9 

WOMEN’S DIETARY DIVERSITY 

Now I’d like to ask you to describe everything that you ate yesterday during the day or night, whether you ate it while you were at home, or while you were somewhere else. 
A) Think about when you first woke up yesterday. Did you eat anything at that time?
IF YES: Please tell me everything you ate at that time. PROBE: Anything else? CONTINUE PROBING UNTIL RESPONDENT SAYS “NOTHING ELSE,” THEN CONTINUE TO PART B.
IF NO: CONTINUE TO PART B.
B) What did you do after that? Did you eat anything at that time?
IF YES: Please tell me everything you ate at that time. PROBE: Anything else? CONTINUE PROBING UNTIL RESPONDENT SAYS “NOTHING ELSE.”
REPEAT QUESTION B ABOVE UNTIL RESPONDENT SAYS SHE WENT TO SLEEP UNTIL THE NEXT DAY.
IF RESPONDENT MENTIONS MIXED DISHES LIKE A PORRIDGE, SAUCE, OR STEW, PROBE:
C) What ingredients were in that [mixed dish]? PROBE: Anything else? CONTINUE PROBING UNTIL RESPONDENT SAYS “NOTHING ELSE.”
AS THE RESPONDENT RECALLS FOODS, ENTER ‘1’ IN THE COLUMN NEXT TO THE FOOD GROUP. IF THE FOOD IS NOT LISTED IN ANY OF THE FOOD GROUPS BELOW,
WRITE THE FOOD IN THE BOX LABELED ‘OTHER FOODS.’ IF FOODS ARE USED IN SMALL AMOUNTS FOR SEASONING OR AS A CONDIMENT, INCLUDE THEM UNDER THE
CONDIMENTS FOOD GROUP.
ONCE THE RESPONDENT FINISHES RECALLING FOODS EATEN, READ EACH FOOD GROUP WHERE ‘1’ WAS NOT ENTERED, ASK THE FOLLOWING QUESTION AND ENTER
‘1’ IF RESPONDENT SAYS YES, ‘2’ IF NO, AND ‘8’ IF DON’T KNOW.
Yesterday during the day or night, did you drink/eat any [food group items]?

NO. QUESTION WOMAN 1 [ONE WOMAN ONLY] 

OTHER FOODS: PLEASE WRITE DOWN OTHER FOODS THAT RESPONDENT MENTIONED, BUT ARE 
NOT IN THE LIST BELOW, IN THE SPACE TO THE RIGHT OF THIS BOX. THIS WILL ALLOW THE 
SURVEY SUPERVISOR OR OTHER KNOWLEDGEABLE INDIVIDUAL TO CLASSIFY THE FOOD LATER. 

WRITE FOODS EATEN HERE: 

H14 Food made from grains, such as bread, rice, noodles, porridge, or ugali? 
YES ............................ 1 
NO .............................. 2 
DON’T KNOW ............ 8 

H15 Pumpkin, carrots, squash, or sweet potatoes that are yellow or orange inside, or dishes made with these 
vegetables? 

YES ............................ 1 
NO .............................. 2 
DON’T KNOW ............ 8 
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NO. QUESTION WOMAN 1 

H16 White potatoes, white yams, manioc, cassava, arrowroot, or any other foods made from roots? 
YES ............................ 1 
NO .............................. 2 
DON’T KNOW ............ 8 

H17 Any dark green leafy vegetables such as kales, amaranths, spinach, bean leaves, cowpea leaves, pumpkin leaves, or dishes made with 
dark green leafy vegetables? 

YES ............................ 1 
NO .............................. 2 
DON’T KNOW ............ 8 

H17A Any other vegetables, such as eggplant, okra, sweet peppers or other vegetables? 
YES ............................ 1 
NO .............................. 2 
DON’T KNOW ............ 8 

H18 Ripe mangoes or ripe papayas? 
YES ............................ 1 
NO .............................. 2 
DON’T KNOW ............ 8 

H18A Any other fruits such as oranges, wild berries, or other fruits? 
YES ............................ 1 
NO .............................. 2 
DON’T KNOW ............ 8 

H19 Any liver, kidney, heart, or other organ meats from domesticated animals such as beef, camel, pork, lamb, goat, chicken, rabbit or duck? 
YES ............................ 1 
NO .............................. 2 
DON’T KNOW ............ 8 

H19A Any meat from camels, for example grilled camel meat, or stews or other dishes made with camel meat? 
YES ............................ 1 
NO .............................. 2 
DON’T KNOW ............ 8 

H19B Any beef – meat from cattle – for example grilled beef, or stews or other dishes made with beef? 
YES ............................ 1 
NO .............................. 2 
DON’T KNOW ............ 8 

H19C Any mutton – meat from sheep – for example grilled mutton, or stews or other dishes made with mutton? 
YES ............................ 1 
NO .............................. 2 
DON’T KNOW ............ 8 

H19D Any goat meat, for example grilled goat, or stews or other dishes made with goat meat? 
YES ............................ 1 
NO .............................. 2 
DON’T KNOW ............ 8 

H19E Any meat from other domesticated animals, such as pork, chicken, rabbit or duck? 
YES ............................ 1 
NO .............................. 2 
DON’T KNOW ............ 8 
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NO. QUESTION WOMAN 1 

H20 Any liver, kidney, heart, or other organ meats from wild animals such as gazelle or duiker, wild buffalo, squirrels or rats, baboon or 
monkey? 

YES ............................ 1 
NO .............................. 2 
DON’T KNOW ............ 8 

H20A Any flesh from wild animals, such as gazelle or duiker, wild buffalo, squirrels or rats, baboon or monkey? 
YES ............................ 1 
NO .............................. 2 
DON’T KNOW ............ 8 

H22 Eggs? 
YES ............................ 1 
NO .............................. 2 
DON’T KNOW ............ 8 

H23 Fresh or dried fish, shellfish, or seafood? 
YES ............................ 1 
NO .............................. 2 
DON’T KNOW ............ 8 

H24A Any foods made from beans, peas, or lentils? 
YES ............................ 1 
NO .............................. 2 
DON’T KNOW ............ 8 

H24B Any foods made from nuts or seeds? 
YES ............................ 1 
NO .............................. 2 
DON’T KNOW ............ 8 

H25A Cow’s milk, or cheese, yogurt, or other products made from cow’s milk? 
YES ............................ 1 
NO .............................. 2 
DON’T KNOW ............ 8 

H25B Goat’s milk, or cheese, yogurt, or other products made from goat’s milk? 
YES ............................ 1 
NO .............................. 2 
DON’T KNOW ............ 8 

H25C Camel’s milk, or cheese, yogurt, or other products made from camel’s milk? 
YES ............................ 1 
NO .............................. 2 
DON’T KNOW ............ 8 

H25D Sheep’s milk, or cheese, yogurt, or other products made from sheep’s milk? 
YES ............................ 1 
NO .............................. 2 
DON’T KNOW ............ 8 

H25E Any milk, cheese, yogurt, or other products made from any other animals’ milk? 
YES ......................... …1 
NO ............................. .2 
DON’T KNOW ............ 8     
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NO. QUESTION WOMAN 1 

H26 Any oil, fats, or butter, or foods made with any of these? 
YES ............................ 1 
NO .............................. 2 
DON’T KNOW ............ 8 

H27 Any sugary foods such as chocolates, sweets, candies, pastries, cakes, or biscuits? 
YES ............................ 1 
NO .............................. 2 
DON’T KNOW ............ 8 

H28 Condiments for flavor, such as chilies, spices, herbs, or fish powder? 
YES ............................ 1 
NO .............................. 2 
DON’T KNOW ............ 8 

H29 Grubs, snails or insects such as white ants, grasshoppers, or locusts? 
YES ............................ 1 
NO .............................. 2 
DON’T KNOW ............ 8 

H30 Foods made with red palm oil, red palm nut, or red palm nut pulp sauce? 
YES ............................ 1 
NO .............................. 2 
DON’T KNOW ............ 8 
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MODULE I. CHILD ANTHROPOMETRY AND INFANT AND YOUNG CHILD FEEDING 

HOUSEHOLD IDENTIFICATION (IN DATA FILE, EACH RESPONDENT MUST BE MATCHED WITH THE HH ID) 

IDENTIFY THE PRIMARY CAREGIVER OF EACH CHILD AGE 0-59 MONTHS IN THE HOUSEHOLD. ASK THESE QUESTIONS OF THE PRIMARY CAREGIVER OF EACH 
CHILD AGED 0–59 MONTHS IN THE HOUSEHOLD. CHECK THE INFORMED CONSENT REGISTER AND ENSURE THAT THE RESPONDENT(S) TO MODULE I HAVE 
PREVIOUSLY PROVIDED INFORMED CONSENT; IF NOT, ADMINISTER THE MODULE I INFORMED CONSENT PROCEDURE (ANNEX 7) TO THE RESPONDENT(S) (THE 
PRIMARY CAREGIVER OF EACH CHILD AGED 0–59 MONTHS IN THE HOUSEHOLD). 

YOU SHOULD CARRY DUPLICATE COPIES OF THIS MODULE IN CASE THERE ARE MORE THAN 5 CHILDREN 0-59 MONTHS OLD IN THE HOUSEHOLD. 

“In order to learn more about child nutrition in our country, we would like to measure your child(ren)’s growth – their height and their weight – and we’d 
also like to learn more about what kinds of foods they eat.” 

Table 57: Module I child anthropometry and infant and young child feeding 
NO. QUESTION CHILD 1 CHILD 2 CHILD 3 CHILD 4 CHILD 5 

I01 CAREGIVER’S ID CODE FROM THE 
HOUSEHOLD ROSTER 

I02 CHILD’S ID CODE AND FIRST NAME 
FROM THE HOUSEHOLD ROSTER ________________ 

CHILD’S NAME 
________________ 
CHILD’S NAME 

________________ 
CHILD’S NAME 

________________ 
CHILD’S NAME 

Boxes 

________________ 
CHILD’S NAME 

I03 What is [CHILD’S NAME]’s sex? MALE ........................... 1 
FEMALE ...................... 2 

MALE .......................... 1 
FEMALE……………….2 

MALE .......................... 1 
FEMALE……………….2 

MALE .......................... 1 
FEMALE……………….2 

MALE ...........................1 
FEMALE……………….2 

I04 

I would like to ask you some question 
about [CHILD’S NAME].   

What is [his/her] birthday? 

In what month and year was [CHILD’S 
NAME] born? 

DAY 
DK DAY….98 

DAY 
DK DAY….98 

DAY 
DK DAY….98 

DAY 
DK DAY….98 

DAY 
DK DAY….98 

 MONTH 
 DK MONTH….98 

 MONTH 
 DK MONTH….98 

 MONTH 
 DK MONTH….98 

 MONTH 
 DK MONTH….98 

 MONTH 
 DK MONTH….98 
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NO. QUESTION CHILD 1 CHILD 2 CHILD 3 CHILD 4 CHILD 5 

 YEAR 
 DK YEAR….9998 

 YEAR 
 DK YEAR….9998 

 YEAR 
 DK YEAR….9998 

 YEAR 
 DK YEAR….9998 

 YEAR 
 DK YEAR….9998 

I04A 
CHECK I04: IS THE INFORMATION ON 
THE CHILD’S DAY, MONTH, AND YEAR 
OF BIRTH COMPLETE? 

YES .... 1  SKIP TO I05 
NO ....... 2 

YES .... 1  SKIP TO I05 
NO ....... 2 

YES .... 1  SKIP TO I05 
NO ...... 2 

YES .... 1  SKIP TO I05 
NO ....... 2 

YES ..... 1  SKIP TO I05 
NO ....... 2 

I04B 
Does [CHILD’S NAME] have a health or 
vaccination card with the birth date 
recorded? 

YES ............1 
NO ..............2 SKIP 
DK ..............8 TO 

I05 

YES ........... 1 
NO ............. 2 SKIP 
DK .............. 8 TO 

I05 

YES ............ 1 
NO ............. 2 SKIP 
DK .............. 8 TO 

I05 

YES ............ 1 
NO .............. 2 SKIP 
DK .............. 8 TO 

I05 

YES ........... 1 
NO ............. 2 SKIP 
DK ............. 8 TO 

        I05 

I04C May I please see the card? 

YES .............. 1 
NO ................ 2 
CARD NOT            
SKIP 
AVAILABLE .. 8 TO 

I05 

YES ............. 1 
NO ............... 2 
CARD NOT            
SKIP 
AVAILABLE . 8 TO 

I05 

YES .............. 1 
NO ............... 2 
CARD NOT     
SKIP 
AVAILABLE . 8 TO 

I05 

YES .............. 1 
NO ................ 2 
CARD NOT            
SKIP 
AVAILABLE .. 8 TO 

I05 

YES .............. 1 
NO ................ 2 
CARD NOT              SKIP 
AVAILABLE .. 8 TO 

I05 
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NO. QUESTION CHILD 1 CHILD 2 CHILD 3 CHILD 4 CHILD 5 

I04D 

CONFIRM WITH THE RESPONDENT 
THAT THE INFORMATION ON THE 
CARD IS CORRECT. 

IF THE HEALTH/VACCINATION CARD IS 
SHOWN AND THE RESPONDENT 
CONFIRMS THE INFORMATION IS 
CORRECT, RECORD THE DATE OF 
BIRTH AS DOCUMENTED ON THE 
CARD. 

DAY 
DK DAY….98 

MONTH 
DK MONTH….98 

 YEAR 
 DK YEAR….9998 

DAY 
DK DAY….98 

MONTH 
DK MONTH….98 

 YEAR 
 DK YEAR….9998 

DAY 
DK DAY….98 

MONTH 
DK MONTH….98 

 YEAR 
 DK YEAR….9998 

DAY 
DK DAY….98 

MONTH 
DK MONTH….98 

 YEAR 
 DK YEAR….9998 

DAY 
DK DAY….98 

MONTH 
DK MONTH….98 

 YEAR 
 DK YEAR….9998 

I05 
How old was [CHILD’S NAME] at [his/her] 
last birthday? RECORD AGE IN 
COMPLETED YEARS YEARS YEARS YEARS YEARS YEARS 

I06 
How many months old is [CHILD’S 
NAME]? RECORD AGE IN COMPLETED 
MONTHS MONTHS MONTHS MONTHS MONTHS MONTHS 

I07 CHECK I04, I04D, I05, AND I06 TO 
VERIFY CONSISTENCY 

I07A 
CHECK: IS THE YEAR RECORDED IN 
I04 OR I04D CONSISTENT WITH THE 
AGE IN YEARS RECORDED IN I05? 

YES ....................... 1 
NO ......................... 2 

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 

107B 
ARE YEAR AND MONTH OF BIRTH 
RECORDED IN I04 OR I04D 
CONSISTENT WITH AGE IN MONTHS 
RECORDED IN I06? 

YES ....................... 1 
NO ......................... 2 

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
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NO. QUESTION CHILD 1 CHILD 2 CHILD 3 CHILD 4 CHILD 5 

107C 

CHECK 107A AND 107B: IF THE 
ANSWER TO A OR B IS ‘NO,’ RESOLVE 
ANY INCONSISTENCIES. IF THE 
BIRTHDATE WAS RECORDED ON A 
HEALTH CARD, THIS MAY BE USED AS 
THE CORRECT DATA SOURCE. 

I08 CHECK I06. IS THE CHILD UNDER 60 
MONTHS? 

YES ....................... 1 

NO ......................... 2 
DON’T KNOW ....... 8 

PROCEED TO NEXT  
CHILD OR, IF THERE 
ARE NO OTHER 
CHILDREN, END 
MODULE 

YES ...................... 1 

NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8 

PROCEED TO NEXT  
CHILD OR, IF THERE 
ARE NO OTHER 
CHILDREN,  END 
MODULE 

YES ...................... 1 

NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8 

PROCEED TO NEXT  
CHILD OR, IF THERE 
ARE NO OTHER 
CHILDREN,  END 
MODULE 

YES ...................... 1 

NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8 

PROCEED TO NEXT  
CHILD OR, IF THERE 
ARE NO OTHER 
CHILDREN,  END 
MODULE 

YES ...................... 1 

NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8 

PROCEED TO NEXT  
CHILD OR, IF THERE ARE 
NO OTHER CHILDREN,  
END MODULE 

“Now I would like to assess your child for a condition called “edema,” which occurs when too much fluid is retained by the body. It can be related to nutrition. To perform the 
test, I need to gently press my thumbs on [NAME]’s feet.” 

I09 DOES CHILD HAVE EDEMA? 

YES ............................... 1 
NO ................................. 2 
NOT PRESENT ............ 4 
OTHER ......................... 6 
REFUSED ..................... 9 

YES ............................... 1 
NO ................................. 2 
NOT PRESENT ............. 4 
OTHER .......................... 6 
REFUSED ..................... 9 

YES ............................... 1 
NO ................................. 2 
NOT PRESENT ............. 4 
OTHER .......................... 6 
REFUSED ..................... 9 

YES ............................. 1 
NO ............................... 2 
NOT PRESENT ........... 4 
OTHER ........................ 6 
REFUSED ................... 9 

YES ................................1  
NO ..................................2  
NOT PRESENT ..............4 
OTHER ...........................6 
REFUSED ......................9 

I10 WEIGHT IN KILOGRAMS: 
WEIGH THE CHILD 

KG

NOT PRESENT ...... 9994 
OTHER ................... 9996 
REFUSED ............... 9999 

KG

NOT PRESENT ....... 9994 
OTHER .................... 9996 
REFUSED ............... 9999 

KG

NOT PRESENT ....... 9994 
OTHER .................... 9996 
REFUSED ............... 9999 

KG

NOT PRESENT ..... 9994 
OTHER .................. 9996 
REFUSED ............. 9999 

KG

NOT PRESENT ........ 9994 
OTHER ..................... 9996 
REFUSED ................ 9999 

. . . . . 



 PREG II Impact Evaluation: Baseline Survey  | 173 

NO. QUESTION CHILD 1 CHILD 2 CHILD 3 CHILD 4 CHILD 5 

I11 

CHILDREN UNDER 24 MONTHS 
SHOULD BE MEASURED LYING DOWN; 
CHILDREN 24 MONTHS OR OLDER 
SHOULD BE MEASURED STANDING 
UP. 

HEIGHT IN CENTIMETERS: 
MEASURE THE CHILD 

CM

NOT PRESENT ...... 9994 
OTHER ................... 9996 
REFUSED ............... 9999 

CM

NOT PRESENT ...... 9994 
OTHER ................... 9996 
REFUSED .............. 9999 

CM

NOT PRESENT ....... 9994 
OTHER .................... 9996 
REFUSED ................ 9999 

CM

NOT PRESENT ... 9994 
OTHER ................ 9996 
REFUSED ........... 9999 

CM

NOT PRESENT ........ 9994 
OTHER ..................... 9996 
REFUSED ................ 9999 

I11A WAS THE CHILD MEASURED LYING 
DOWN OR STANDING UP? 

LYING DOWN ......... 1 
STANDING UP ....... 2 
NOT MEASURED ... 6 

LYING DOWN ......... 1 
STANDING UP ........ 2 
NOT MEASURED .... 6 

LYING DOWN ......... 1 
STANDING UP ....... 2 
NOT MEASURED ... 6 

LYING DOWN ......... 1 
STANDING UP ........ 2 
NOT MEASURED ... 6 

LYING DOWN ......... 1 
STANDING UP ........ 2 
NOT MEASURED .... 6 

EXCLUSIVE BREASTFEEDING AND MINIMUM ACCEPTABLE DIET 

I15 CHECK QUESTION I05. IS THE CHILD 
UNDER 3 YEARS OF AGE? 

YES ....................... 1 

NO ......................... 2 

PROCEED TO NEXT 
CHILD OR END  
MODULE 

YES ...................... 1 

NO ........................ 2 

PROCEED TO NEXT 
CHILD OR END  
MODULE 

YES ....................... 1 

NO ........................ 2 

PROCEED TO NEXT 
CHILD OR END  
MODULE 

YES ...................... 1 

NO ........................ 2 

PROCEED TO NEXT 
CHILD OR END  
MODULE 

YES....................... 1 

NO ........................ 2 

PROCEED TO NEXT 
CHILD OR END  
MODULE 

. . . . . 
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NO. QUESTION CHILD 1 CHILD 2 CHILD 3 CHILD 4 CHILD 5 

I16 Has [CHILD’S NAME] ever been breastfed? 

YES...................... 1 

NO ....................... 2 
DON’T KNOW ..... 8 
REFUSED ........... 9 

       SKIP TO I18 

YES ......................1 

NO ........................2  
DON’T KNOW ......8 
REFUSED ............9  

       SKIP TO I18 

YES ...................... 1 

NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8 
REFUSED ............ 9 

       SKIP TO I18 

YES ...................... 1 

NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8 
REFUSED ............ 9 

       SKIP TO I18 

YES ...................... 1 

NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8 
REFUSED ............ 9 

       SKIP TO I18 

I17 
Was [CHILD’S NAME] breastfed yesterday during the day or at 
night? 

YES 1  

NO ....................... 2 
DON’T KNOW ..... 8 

YES 1  

NO ........................2  
DON’T KNOW ......8 

YES 1  

NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8 

YES 1  

NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8 

YES .... 1  

NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8 

I18 

Sometimes babies are fed breast milk in different ways, for 
example by spoon, cup, or bottle. This can happen when the 
mother cannot always be with her baby. Sometimes babies are 
breastfed by another woman or given breast milk from another 
woman by spoon, cup, bottle, or some other way. This can 
happen if a mother cannot breastfeed her own baby. 
Did [CHILD’S NAME] consume breast milk in any of these ways 
yesterday during the day or at night? 

YES...................... 1 
NO ....................... 2 
DON’T KNOW ..... 8 
REFUSED ........... 9 

YES ......................1  
NO ........................2  
DON’T KNOW ......8  
REFUSED ............9 

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8   
REFUSED ............ 9 

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8   
REFUSED ............ 9 

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8   
REFUSED ............ 9 

I19 

Now I would like to ask you about some medicines and vitamins 
that are sometimes given to infants. 

Was [CHILD’S NAME] given any vitamin drops or other 
medicines as drops yesterday during the day or at night? 

YES...................... 1 
NO ....................... 2 
DON’T KNOW ..... 8   
REFUSED ........... 9 

YES ......................1  
NO ........................2  
DON’T KNOW ......8   
REFUSED ............9 

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8   
REFUSED ............ 9 

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8   
REFUSED ............ 9 

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8   
REFUSED ............ 9 

I20 Was [CHILD’S NAME] given any oral rehydration solution 
yesterday during the day or at night? 

YES...................... 1 
NO ....................... 2 
DON’T KNOW ..... 8   
REFUSED ........... 9 

YES ......................1  
NO ........................2  
DON’T KNOW ......8   
REFUSED ............9 

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8   
REFUSED ............ 9 

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8   
REFUSED ............ 9 

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8   
REFUSED ............ 9 

READ THE QUESTIONS BELOW. READ THE LIST OF LIQUIDS ONE BY ONE AND MARK YES OR NO, ACCORDINGLY. 
Next I would like to ask you about some liquids that [CHILD’S NAME] may have had yesterday during the day or at night. 
Did [CHILD’S NAME] have any [ITEM FROM LIST]?: 

I21 Plain water? 
YES...................... 1 
NO ....................... 2 
DON’T KNOW ..... 8     

YES ......................1 
NO ........................2  
DON’T KNOW ......8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

I22 Infant formula such as Cerelac? YES...................... 1 YES ......................1 YES ...................... 1 YES ...................... 1 YES ...................... 1 

SKIP SKIP SKIP SKIP SKIP 
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NO. QUESTION CHILD 1 CHILD 2 CHILD 3 CHILD 4 CHILD 5 
NO ....................... 2 
DON’T KNOW ..... 8 

            SKIP TO 
I24 

NO ........................2 
DON’T KNOW ......8  

            SKIP TO 
I24 

NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8 

            SKIP TO 
I24 

NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8 

            SKIP TO 
I24 

NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8 

            SKIP TO I24 

I23 How many times yesterday during the day or at night did 
[CHILD’S NAME] consume any formula? 

TIMES 

DON’T KNOW ... 98 

TIMES 

DON’T KNOW ....98 

TIMES 

DON’T KNOW .... 98 

TIMES 

DON’T KNOW .... 98 

TIMES 

TIMES 

DON’T KNOW .....98 

I24 Did [CHILD’S NAME] have any milk such as tinned, powdered, 
or fresh animal milk? 

YES...................... 1 

NO ....................... 2 
DON’T KNOW ..... 8 

            SKIP TO 
I26 

YES ......................1 

NO ........................2  
DON’T KNOW ......8  

            SKIP TO 
I26 

YES ...................... 1 

NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8 

            SKIP TO 
I26 

YES ...................... 1 

NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8 

            SKIP TO 
I26 

YES ...................... 1 

NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8 

            SKIP TO I26 

I25 How many times yesterday during the day or at night did 
[CHILD’S NAME] consume any milk? 

TIMES 

DON’T KNOW ... 98 

TIMES 

DON’T KNOW ....98 

TIMES 

DON’T KNOW .... 98 

TIMES 

DON’T KNOW .... 98 

TIMES 

TIMES 

DON’T KNOW .....98 

I26 Did [CHILD’S NAME] have any juice or juice drinks? 
YES...................... 1 
NO ....................... 2 
DON’T KNOW ..... 8 

YES ......................1 
NO ........................2 
DON’T KNOW ......8 

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8 

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8 

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8 

I27 Clear broth? 
YES...................... 1 
NO ....................... 2 
DON’T KNOW ..... 8 

YES ......................1 
NO ........................2 
DON’T KNOW ......8 

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8 

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8 

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8 

I28 Yogurt? 

YES...................... 1 

NO ....................... 2 
DON’T KNOW ..... 8 

            SKIP TO 
I30 

YES ......................1 

NO ........................2  
DON’T KNOW ......8  

            SKIP TO 
I30 

YES ...................... 1 

NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8 

            SKIP TO 
I30 

YES ...................... 1 

NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8 

            SKIP TO 
I30 

YES ...................... 1 

NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8 

            SKIP TO I30 

I29 How many times yesterday during the day or at night did 
[CHILD’S NAME] consume any yogurt? TIMES TIMES TIMES TIMES TIMES 
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NO. QUESTION CHILD 1 CHILD 2 CHILD 3 CHILD 4 CHILD 5 

DON’T KNOW ... 98 DON’T KNOW ....98 DON’T KNOW .... 98 DON’T KNOW .... 98 TIMES 

DON’T KNOW .....98 

I30 Did [CHILD’S NAME] have any thin porridge? 
YES...................... 1 
NO ....................... 2 
DON’T KNOW ..... 8     

YES ......................1 
NO ........................2  
DON’T KNOW ......8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

I31 Any other liquids such as black tea, glucose water, rice water, or 
other liquids? 

YES...................... 1 
NO ....................... 2 
DON’T KNOW ..... 8     

YES ......................1 
NO ........................2  
DON’T KNOW ......8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

I32 Any other liquids? 
YES...................... 1 
NO ....................... 2 
DON’T KNOW ..... 8     

YES ......................1  
NO ........................2  
DON’T KNOW ......8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

Now I’d like to ask you to describe everything that [CHILD’S NAME] ate yesterday during the day or night, whether [he/she] ate it while at home, or while somewhere else. 

A) Think about when [CHILD’S NAME] first woke up yesterday. Did [CHILD’S NAME] eat anything at that time?
IF YES: Please tell me everything [child’s name] ate at that time. PROBE: Anything else? CONTINUE TO PROBE UNTIL RESPONDENT SAYS “NOTHING ELSE.”
THEN CONTINUE TO PART B).
IF NO, CONTINUE TO PART B).

B) What did [CHILD’S NAME] do after that? Did [CHILD’S NAME] eat anything at that time?
IF YES: Please tell me everything [CHILD’S NAME] ate at that time. PROBE: Anything else?  CONTINUE TO PROBE UNTIL RESPONDENT SAYS “NOTHING ELSE.”
REPEAT QUESTION B) UNTIL THE RESPONDENT SAYS THE CHILD WENT TO SLEEP UNTIL THE NEXT DAY.

IF RESPONDENT MENTIONS MIXED DISHES LIKE A PORRIDGE, SAUCE, OR STEW, PROBE: 
C) What ingredients were in that [MIXED DISH]? PROBE: Anything else?  CONTINUE TO PROBE UNTIL RESPONDENT SAYS “NOTHING ELSE.”

AS THE RESPONDENT RECALLS FOODS, ENTER ‘1’ IN THE RESPONSE BOX NEXT TO THE FOOD GROUP. IF THE FOOD IS NOT LISTED IN ANY OF THE 
FOOD GROUPS BELOW, WRITE THE FOOD IN THE BOX LABELED ‘OTHER FOODS.’ IF FOODS ARE USED IN SMALL AMOUNTS FOR SEASONING OR AS A 
CONDIMENT, INCLUDE THEM UNDER THE CONDIMENTS FOOD GROUP. 

ONCE THE RESPONDENT FINISHES RECALLING FOODS EATEN, READ EACH FOOD GROUP WHERE ‘1’ WAS NOT ENTERED IN THE RESPONSE BOX, ASK 
THE FOLLOWING QUESTION AND ENTER ‘1’ IF RESPONDENT SAYS YES, ‘0’ IF NO, AND ‘8’ IF DON’T KNOW: 

Yesterday, during the day or night, did [CHILD’S NAME] drink/eat any [FOOD GROUP ITEMS]? 
NO. QUESTION CHILD 1 CHILD 2 CHILD 3 CHILD 4 CHILD 5 
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NO. QUESTION CHILD 1 CHILD 2 CHILD 3 CHILD 4 CHILD 5 
OTHER FOODS: PLEASE WRITE DOWN OTHER FOODS (TO 
THE RIGHT OF THIS BOX) THAT RESPONDENT MENTIONED 
BUT ARE NOT IN THE LIST BELOW. THIS WILL ALLOW THE 
SURVEY SUPERVISOR OR OTHER KNOWLEDGEABLE 
INDIVIDUAL TO CLASSIFY THE FOOD LATER. 

WRITE FOODS 
MENTIONED 
HERE: 

WRITE FOODS 
MENTIONED 
HERE: 

WRITE FOODS 
MENTIONED 
HERE: 

WRITE FOODS 
MENTIONED 
HERE: 

WRITE FOODS 
MENTIONED HERE: 

I33 Food made from grains, such as bread, rice, noodles, porridge, 
or ugali? 

YES...................... 1 
NO ....................... 2 
DON’T KNOW ..... 8     

YES ......................1 
NO ........................2  
DON’T KNOW ......8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

I34 Pumpkin, carrots, squash, or sweet potatoes that are yellow or 
orange inside, or dishes made with these vegetables? 

YES...................... 1 
NO ....................... 2 
DON’T KNOW ..... 8     

YES ......................1 
NO ........................2  
DON’T KNOW ......8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

I35 White potatoes, white yams, manioc, cassava, arrowroot, or any 
other foods made from roots?  

YES...................... 1 
NO ....................... 2 
DON’T KNOW ..... 8     

YES ......................1 
NO ........................2  
DON’T KNOW ......8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

I36 
Any dark green leafy vegetables such as kales, amaranths, 
spinach, bean leaves, cowpea leaves, pumpkin leaves, or 
dishes made with dark green leafy vegetables? 

YES...................... 1 
NO ....................... 2 
DON’T KNOW ..... 8     

YES ......................1  
NO ........................2  
DON’T KNOW ......8   

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

I36A Any other vegetables, such as eggplant, okra, sweet peppers or 
other vegetables? 

YES...................... 1 
NO ....................... 2 
DON’T KNOW ..... 8     

YES ......................1 
NO ........................2  
DON’T KNOW ......8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

NO. QUESTION CHILD 1 CHILD 2 CHILD 3 CHILD 4 CHILD 5 

I37 Ripe mangoes or ripe papayas? YES...................... 1 
NO ....................... 2 
DON’T KNOW ..... 8     

YES ......................1  
NO ........................2  
DON’T KNOW ......8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

I37A Any other fruits such as oranges, wild berries, or other fruits? 
YES...................... 1 
NO ....................... 2 
DON’T KNOW ..... 8     

YES ......................1 
NO ........................2  
DON’T KNOW ......8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

I38 
Any liver, kidney, heart, or other organ meats from domesticated 
animals such as beef, camel, pork, lamb, goat, chicken, rabbit or 
duck? 

YES...................... 1 
NO ....................... 2 
DON’T KNOW ..... 8     

YES ......................1  
NO ........................2  
DON’T KNOW ......8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

I38A Any meat from camels, for example grilled camel meat, or stews 
or other dishes made with camel meat? 

YES...................... 1 
NO ....................... 2 
DON’T KNOW ..... 8     

YES ......................1 
NO ........................2  
DON’T KNOW ......8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

I38B Any beef – meat from cattle – for example grilled beef, or stews 
or other dishes made with beef? 

YES...................... 1 
NO ....................... 2 
DON’T KNOW ..... 8     

YES ......................1 
NO ........................2  
DON’T KNOW ......8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     
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NO. QUESTION CHILD 1 CHILD 2 CHILD 3 CHILD 4 CHILD 5 

I38C Any mutton – meat from sheep – for example grilled mutton, or 
stews or other dishes made with mutton? 

YES...................... 1 
NO ....................... 2 
DON’T KNOW ..... 8     

YES ......................1 
NO ........................2  
DON’T KNOW ......8   

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

I38D Any goat meat, for example grilled goat, or stews or other dishes 
made with goat meat? 

YES...................... 1 
NO ....................... 2 
DON’T KNOW ..... 8     

YES ......................1 
NO ........................2  
DON’T KNOW ......8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

I38E Any meat from other domesticated animals, such as pork, 
chicken, rabbit or duck? 

YES...................... 1 
NO ....................... 2 
DON’T KNOW ..... 8     

YES ......................1 
NO ........................2  
DON’T KNOW ......8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

I39 
Any liver, kidney, heart, or other organ meats from wild animals 
such as gazelle or duiker, wild buffalo, squirrels or rats, baboon 
or monkey? 

YES...................... 1 
NO ....................... 2 
DON’T KNOW ..... 8     

YES ......................1  
NO ........................2  
DON’T KNOW ......8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

I39A Any flesh from wild animals, such as gazelle or duiker, wild 
buffalo, squirrels or rats, baboon or monkey? 

YES...................... 1 
NO ....................... 2 
DON’T KNOW ..... 8     

YES ......................1 
NO ........................2  
DON’T KNOW ......8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

I41 Eggs? 
YES...................... 1 
NO ....................... 2 
DON’T KNOW ..... 8     

YES ......................1 
NO ........................2  
DON’T KNOW ......8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

I42 Fresh or dried fish, shellfish, or seafood? 
YES...................... 1 
NO ....................... 2 
DON’T KNOW ..... 8     

YES ......................1 
NO ........................2  
DON’T KNOW ......8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

I43A Any foods made from beans, peas, or lentils? 
YES...................... 1 
NO ....................... 2 
DON’T KNOW ..... 8     

YES ......................1 
NO ........................2  
DON’T KNOW ......8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

I43B Any foods made from nuts or seeds? 
YES...................... 1 
NO ....................... 2 
DON’T KNOW ..... 8     

YES ......................1 
NO ........................2  
DON’T KNOW ......8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

NO. QUESTION CHILD 1 CHILD 2 CHILD 3 CHILD 4 CHILD 5 

I44A Cow’s milk, or cheese, yogurt, or other products made from 
cow’s milk? 

YES...................... 1 
NO ....................... 2 
DON’T KNOW ..... 8     

YES ......................1 
NO ........................2  
DON’T KNOW ......8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

I44B Goat’s milk, or cheese, yogurt, or other products made from 
goat’s milk? 

YES...................... 1 
NO ....................... 2 
DON’T KNOW ..... 8     

YES ......................1 
NO ........................2  
DON’T KNOW ......8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

I44C Camel’s milk, or cheese, yogurt, or other products made from 
camel’s milk? 

YES...................... 1 
NO ....................... 2 
DON’T KNOW ..... 8     

YES ......................1 
NO ........................2  
DON’T KNOW ......8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     
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NO. QUESTION CHILD 1 CHILD 2 CHILD 3 CHILD 4 CHILD 5 

I44D Sheep’s milk, or cheese, yogurt, or other products made from 
sheep’s milk? 

YES...................... 1 
NO ....................... 2 
DON’T KNOW ..... 8     

YES ......................1 
NO ........................2  
DON’T KNOW ......8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

I44E Any milk, cheese, yogurt, or other products made from any other 
animals’ milk? 

YES...................... 1 
NO ....................... 2 
DON’T KNOW ..... 8     

YES ......................1 
NO ........................2  
DON’T KNOW ......8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

I45 Any oil, fats, or butter, or foods made with any of these? 
YES...................... 1 
NO ....................... 2 
DON’T KNOW ..... 8     

YES ......................1 
NO ........................2  
DON’T KNOW ......8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

I46 Any sugary foods such as chocolates, sweets, candies, pastries, 
cakes, or biscuits? 

YES...................... 1 
NO ....................... 2 
DON’T KNOW ..... 8     

YES ......................1 
NO ........................2  
DON’T KNOW ......8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

I47 Condiments for flavor, such as chilies, spices, herbs, or fish 
powder? 

YES...................... 1 
NO ....................... 2 
DON’T KNOW ..... 8     

YES ......................1 
NO ........................2  
DON’T KNOW ......8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

I48 Grubs, snails or insects such as white ants, grasshoppers, or 
locusts? 

YES...................... 1 
NO ....................... 2 
DON’T KNOW ..... 8     

YES ......................1 
NO ........................2  
DON’T KNOW ......8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

I49 Foods made with red palm oil, red palm nut, or red palm nut pulp 
sauce? 

YES...................... 1 
NO ....................... 2 
DON’T KNOW ..... 8     

YES ......................1 
NO ........................2  
DON’T KNOW ......8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

YES ...................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8     

CHECK CATEGORIES 33-49 

IF ALL ‘NO,’ GO TO I50 
IF AT LEAST ONE ‘YES’ OR ALL ‘DON’T KNOW,’ GO TO I51 

I50 

Did [CHILD’S NAME] eat any solid, semi-solid, or soft foods 
yesterday during the day or at night? 

IF ‘YES’ PROBE: What kind of solid, semi-solid, or soft foods did 
[CHILD’S NAME] eat? 

YES...................... 1 

GO BACK TO  
I33–I49 AND  
RECORD FOODS 
EATEN.  

THEN CONTINUE 
WITH I51. 

NO ....................... 2 
DON’T KNOW ..... 8 

YES ......................1 

GO BACK TO  
I33–I49 AND  
RECORD FOODS 
EATEN.  

THEN CONTINUE 
WITH I51. 

NO ........................2  
DON’T KNOW ......8  

YES ...................... 1 

GO BACK TO  
I33–I49 AND  
RECORD FOODS 
EATEN.  

THEN CONTINUE 
WITH I51. 

NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8 

YES ...................... 1 

GO BACK TO  
I33–I49 AND  
RECORD FOODS 
EATEN.  

THEN CONTINUE 
WITH I51. 

NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8 

YES ...................... 1 

GO BACK TO  
I33–I49 AND  
RECORD FOODS 
EATEN.  

THEN CONTINUE WITH 
I51. 

NO ........................ 2 
DON’T KNOW ...... 8 

PROCEED TO NEXT 
CHILD OR END MODULE 
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NO. QUESTION CHILD 1 CHILD 2 CHILD 3 CHILD 4 CHILD 5 
PROCEED TO 
NEXT CHILD OR 
END MODULE 

PROCEED TO 
NEXT CHILD OR 
END MODULE 

PROCEED TO 
NEXT CHILD OR 
END MODULE 

PROCEED TO 
NEXT CHILD OR 
END MODULE 

I51 How many times did [child’s name] eat solid, semi-solid, or soft 
foods other than liquids yesterday during the day or at night? 

TIMES 

DON’T KNOW ... 98 

TIMES 

DON’T KNOW ....98 

TIMES 

DON’T KNOW .... 98 

TIMES 

DON’T KNOW .... 98 

TIMES 

TIMES 

DON’T KNOW .... 98 
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MODULE R1. SHOCKS AND STRESSES 

HOUSEHOLD IDENTIFICATION (IN DATA FILE, EACH RESPONDENT MUST BE MATCHED WITH THE HH ID) 

“This module asks what shocks and stressors you have faced and the impacts on your household.” 

Table 58: Module R1 shocks and stresses 
QNO. R102 R103 R104 R105 R106 R107 

How many times 
over the last 5 years 
has your household 
experienced [the 
shock]? 

Enter ‘0’ if none 
and proceed to 

next shock 

Did your household 
experience [the 
shock] within the 
last year (12 
months)? 

 1= Yes 
 2 = No  >>NEXT                 
SHOCK 

How severe was 
the impact on your 
household’s 
income over the 
last 12 months? 

ENTER CODE 
 FROM LIST 

ONLY ASK IF 
R103=1 

How severe was 
the impact on your 
household’s food 
consumption over 
the last 12 months? 

ENTER CODE 
FROM LIST 

ONLY ASK IF 
R103=1 

How did your 
household cope 
with [the shock] 
over the last 12 
months? 

ENTER CODE 
FROM LIST IN 
R106.a 
SELECT ALL 
THAT APPLY 
ONLY ASK IF 
R103=1 

To what extent has 
your household 
been able to 
recover from [the 
shock] you 
experienced over 
the last 12 months? 

ENTER CODE 
FROM LIST 

ONLY ASK IF 
R103=1 

Climatic shocks 
a. Excessive rains/ flooding
b. Variable rain/drought
c. Hail/frost
d. Landslides/erosion
Biological shocks (note: if it’s 
crop failure, identify the cause 
such as weather or pests) 
e. Crop disease (e.g., rust on wheat,
sorghum)
f. Crop pests (e.g., locusts, army
worms, or animals eating crops)
g. Weeds (e.g., associated with
striga)
h. Livestock disease
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QNO. R102 R103 R104 R105 R106 R107 
i. Human disease outbreaks (e.g.,
from contaminated water)
j. Soil degredation/loss of soil fertility/
or salination
Conflict shocks 
k. Theft or destruction of assets
l. Theft of livestock (raids/ cattle
rustling)
m. Conflict over natural
resources/land encroachment
n. Displacement (e.g., due to oil,
gas, etc.)
o. Insecurity/violence (e.g., elections-
related, tribal, extremism, etc.)
Economic shocks 
p. Interruptions or delays in safety
net or humanitarian assistance
q. Increased food prices
r. Increased prices of agricultural or
livestock inputs
s. Decreased prices for sale of
agricultural or livestock products
t. Loss of land/rental property
u. Unemployment for youths (i.e.,
which may lead to youth migration)
v. Illness or death of breadwinners,
or exceptional health expenses of
household member
w.Political strikes
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R104, R105 R107 
Severity of impact Ability to recover 
1. No impact
2. Slight decrease
3. Severe decrease
4. Worst ever happened
-8. Don’t know

1. Did not recover
2. Fully recovered, same as before the shock
3. Fully recovered and better than before the shock
4. Partially recovered
5. Not affected by [event]
-8. Don’t know

R106a 
Coping strategies 
   
LIVESTOCK AND LAND HOLDINGS COPING STRATEGIES TO GET MORE FOOD OR MONEY 

a. Sent livestock in search of pasture m. Took up new  work (casual labor, wage labor)

b. Sold livestock >>IF =1, GO TO R107A n. Sold household items (e.g., radio, bed)

c. Slaughtered livestock o. Sold productive assets (e.g., plough, water pump) >>IF =1, GO TO R107B

d. Leased out land p. Took out a loan (with interest) from a (formal) bank

MIGRATION q. Took out a loan (with interest) from an MFI or village savings group

e. HH member migrated for work r. Took out a loan (with interest) from a money-lender

f. Migrate (the whole family) s. Took out a loan (no interest) from friends or relatives within the community
g. Sent children or an adult to stay with relatives t. Took out a loan (no interest) from friends or relatives outside of the community
COPING STRATEGIES TO REDUCE CURRENT 
EXPENDITURE 

u. Unconditional gift of money (not remittances) or food from family, friends, church or other group within
community

h. Took children out of school v. Unconditional gift of money (not remittances) or food from family, friends, church or other group outside of
community

i. Moved to less expensive housing w. Sent children to work for money (e.g., domestic service)

j. Reduced food consumption (quantity/meal; # of
meals/day) x. Received emergency food aid from the government or NGO
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R106a 
Coping strategies 
   
k. Reduced non-essential HH expenses y. Received emergency cash transfer from the government or NGO

l. Got food on credit from a local merchant z. Participated in government or NGO food-for-work or cash-for-work activities (conditional)
aa. Used own savings 

dd. Did nothing bb. Relied on remittances from a relative that migrated 

ee. Engaged in spiritual efforts (e.g., prayed, sacrifices, etc.) cc. Other (specify)

NO. QUESTION RESPONSE 

R107A 
Which of the following statements best describes the extent 
to which your household been able to recover or re-purchase 
the livestock, land, or other large assets: Were you: 

UNABLE TO RECOVER/RE-PURCHASE ........... 1 
ABLE TO RECOVER/RE-PURCHASE SOME OF THE PRODUCTIVE ASSETS SOLD….2 
ABLE TO RECOVER/RE-PURCHASE ALL OR MORE THAN ALL OF THE PRODUCTIVE 
ASSETS SOLD..................................................... 3 

R107B 
Which of the following statements best describes the extent 
to which your household been able to recover or re-purchase 
those small productive assets: Were you: 

UNABLE TO RECOVER/RE-PURCHASE ........... 1 
ABLE TO RECOVER/RE-PURCHASE SOME OF THE PRODUCTIVE ASSETS SOLD….2 
ABLE TO RECOVER/RE-PURCHASE ALL OR MORE THAN ALL OF THE PRODUCTIVE 
ASSETS SOLD..................................................... 3 

R108 

Thinking about possible times of need in the future, for 
example during the next drought, would you say that: 

…your household is likely to be unable to cope during a time 
of need;  
…your household is able to cope by surviving on less money 
and less-preferred food sources;  
…or would you say that your household would be able to 
cope without difficulty? 

UNABLE TO COPE .............................................. 1 
ABLE TO COPE BUT LESS MONEY/FOOD ....... 2 
ABLE TO COPE WITHOUT DIFFICULTY ............ 3 
DON’T KNOW ..................................................... -8 
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NO. QUESTION RESPONSE 
SHOCK EXPOSURE AND SEVERITY (CONT’D) 

R109 

To what extent has your ability to meet food needs returned to the level 
it was before all the shocks and stressors you experienced in the last 
12 months? 

[PROMPT] 

Ability to meet food needs is the same as before the shock………..1 
Ability to meet food needs is better than before the shock……….2 
Ability to meet food needs is worse than before the shock………….3 

R110 

In light of the shocks and stressors you faced in the last 12 months, to 
what extent do you believe you will be able to meet your food needs in 
the next year? 

[PROMPT] 

Ability to meet food needs will be the same as before the shock……1 
Ability to meet food needs will be better than before the shock…..2 
Ability to meet food needs will be worse than before the shock… .3 

R111 

What have you done to protect your household from the impact of 
shocks in the future? 

[READ LIST; SELECT ALL THAT APPLY] 
If Nothing is selected, do not select any other options 

Nothing…………………1 
Increased savings……….2 
Put aside grains (for HH or animals) …………….3 
Switched to different crop(s)………………….4 
Switched to different livestock…………………5 
Added additional agricultural activity………….6 
Added additional non-agricultural activity……7 
Diversified into agricultural livelihood……….8 
Diversified into non-agricultural activity……….9 
Changed from ag to non-ag livelihood……………………….10 
Changed from non-ag to ag livelihood……….11 
Acquired crop insurance……………12 
Acquired livestock insurance………13 
Acquired other insurance (e.g., health) …….14 
Relocated temporarily………………….15 
Relocated permanently……………….16 
Other ………………17 
-8. Don’t know
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MODULE R2. PRODUCTIVE ASSETS 

HOUSEHOLD IDENTIFICATION (IN DATA FILE, EACH RESPONDENT MUST BE MATCHED WITH 
THE HH ID) 

“This module asks about the assets owned by your household.” 

Table 59: Module R2 productive assets 

R201 
What is the number of ____ owned now by any member of your household? 
-8. Don’t know

a Plough (oxen-pulled) 
b Mechanical plough 
c Sickle 
d Pick axe 
e Axe 
f Pruning/cutting shears 
g Hoe 
h Spade or shovel 
i Traditional beehive 
j Modern beehive 
k Knapsack chemical sprayer 
l Mechanical water pump 
m Motorized water pump 
n Stone grain mill 
o Motorized grain mill 

p Broad bed maker (oxen-
pulled) 

q Small tractor 
r Hand-held motorized tiller 
s Agricultural land (hectares) 

Table 60: Module R2A livestock assets 

R201A 
What is the number of ____ owned now by any member of your household? 
-8. Don’t know

a. Oxen 
b. Cattle 
c. Goats 
d. Sheep 
e. Donkey/mule 
f. Poultry 
g. Camels 
h. Horse 
i. Honey bees (hives) 
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MODULE R4. ACCESS TO MARKETS, INFRASTRUCTURE, AND SERVICES  

HOUSEHOLD IDENTIFICATION (IN DATA FILE, EACH RESPONDENT MUST BE MATCHED WITH 
THE HH ID) 

“This module asks about your access to markets and public services.” 

Table 61: Module R4 access to markets, infrastructure, and services 

R301 
Are the following services available within 5 km of 
your village? 
1= yes 
2= no 
-8. Don’t know

a. Institutions where people can borrow money 
b. Institutions where people can save money 
c. Primary school 
d. Health center 
e. Agricultural extension services 
f. Veterinary services  
g. Electricity 
h. Mobile phone service 
i. A public telephone 
j. National radio signal 
k. National TV signal 
l. Livestock market(s) 
m. Market(s) for selling agricultural products 
n. Market(s) for purchasing agricultural inputs 

R308 
Are there any government or NGO programs or 
activities in this village that help households when 
they are faced with a shock? 

1. Yes
2. No         SKIP TO NEXT 
MODULE
-8. Don’t know

R309 
What type of help do they provide? 

SELECT ALL THAT APPLY 

1. Emergency food assistance
2. Emergency cash assistance
3. Conditional food transfer (FFW)
4. Conditional cash transfer (CFW)
5. Unconditional food transfer (non-emergency)
6. Unconditional cash transfer (non-emergency)
7. Household materials and non-food items
8. Educational assistance/school feeding
9. Agricultural inputs (seeds, fertilizer, etc.)
10. Livestock inputs (feed, fodder, medicine, etc.)
11. WASH
12. Nutrition/supplemental feeding
13. Other (specify):
-8. Don’t know
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MODULE R5. ACCESS TO FINANCIAL SERVICES/CREDIT  

HOUSEHOLD IDENTIFICATION (IN DATA FILE, EACH RESPONDENT MUST BE MATCHED WITH 
THE HH ID) 

“This module asks about your access to financial services, and your ability to borrow and save.” 

Table 62: Module R5 access to financial services/credit 

NO. QUESTION RESPONSE 
R501 Did you or any other household member take out a 

cash loan in the last 12 months? 
1. Yes   SKIP TO R503
2. No
-8. Don’t know   SKIP TO R505

R502 If no, why not? 1. Didn’t need
2. Couldn’t find a loan that met my needs” (i.e. “is
appropriate” in terms of size, terms, etc.);
3. Afraid I couldn’t pay back
4. No loan providers in my area
5. Do not like to be in debt
6. Cannot qualify (e.g., no collateral)
7. Process is too long
8. Other (specify)
-8. Don’t know

SKIP TO R505 

R503 Did you or any other household member take out a 
loan in the last 12 months to deal specifically with a 
shock or stress? 

1. Yes
2. No SKIP TO R505 
-8. Don’t know

R504 What is the primary source of the loan taken out in 
the last 12 months to deal specifically with a shock 
or stress? 

ONLY ASK IF R503 = YES 

1. Friend/family within the village
2. Friend/family outside of the village
3. Money-lender
4. MFI
5. Bank
6. NGO
7. Village-based savings group
8. Religious group
9. Local merchant/trader
10. Other
-8. Don’t know

R505 Is crop insurance available in your area? 1. Yes
2. No
-8. Don’t know

R506 Is livestock insurance available in your area? 1. Yes
2. No
-8. Don’t know

R507 Is health insurance available in your area? 1. Yes
2. No
-8. Don’t know

R508 Have you or does anyone in your household 
currently have any insurance? 

1. Yes
2. No        SKIP TO NEXT MODULE     
-8. Don’t know
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NO. QUESTION RESPONSE 
R509 If yes, what type? 

READ LIST; SELECT ALL THAT APPLY 

1. Crop
2. Livestock
3. Health
4. Other (specify)
-8. Don’t know

Table 63: Module R6 access to financial services/savings 
NO. QUESTION RESPONSE 

R601 
Do you or any other household member regularly 
save cash? 

1. Yes
2. No     SKIP TO NEXT 
MODULE
-8. Don’t know

R602 

Where are the savings primarily held? 

SELECT ONLY ONE 

1. At home
2. MFI
3. Village savings/credit group
4. Bank
5. NGO
6. Mobile banking
7. Other
-8. Don’t know

R603 

Who primarily decides how savings are used? 

SELECT ONLY ONE 

1. Yourself
2. Your spouse/partner
3. You and your spouse/partner jointly
4. Yourself and other HH member jointly
5. Your spouse/partner and other HH member
jointly
6. Other
-8. Don’t know

R604 
Did you or any other household member use savings 
specifically to deal with a shock or stress in the last 12 
months? 

1. Yes
2. No
-8. Don’t know
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MODULE R7. ACCESS TO INFORMATION 
HOUSEHOLD IDENTIFICATION (IN DATA FILE, EACH RESPONDENT MUST BE MATCHED WITH THE HH ID) 

“This module asks about your access to different types of information.” 
Table 64: Module R7 access to information 

R701 R702 R703 
Did you or anyone in your HH 
receive any information on 
[TOPIC] in the last 12 months? 

1. Yes
2. No
-8 Don’t know

IF 2, -8, SKIP TO NEXT 
TOPIC 

What was the main source 
of your information about 
[TOPIC]? 

SEE CODES BELOW 

Did the information influence any 
decisions made by household 
members? 
1. Yes, result of decision benefitted HH
2. Yes, result of decision had a negative
effect on HH
3. Yes, but decision had no effect on HH
4. No, did not influence decisions
5. No decisions made
-8 Don’t know

a. Early warning for natural hazards (flooding, hail, landslide) 
b. Long-term changes in weather patterns 
c. Rainfall/ weather prospects for coming growing season 
d. Water prices and availability in local boreholes, wells, etc. 
e. Animal health (e.g., disease, epidemic, prevention) 
f. Crop health (e.g., pest outbreaks, disease, prevention) 
g. Improved crop production practices/technologies (CA, seeds) 
h. Improved livestock production practices (fodder, husbandry) 
i. Current market prices for live animals in the area 
j. Market prices for animal products (milk, hides, skins, etc.) 
k. Grazing conditions in nearby areas 
l. Conflict or security issues 
m. Business and investment opportunities 
n. Opportunities for borrowing money 
o. Market prices of the food you buy 
p. Child nutrition and health information 
q. Equal rights for women and men 
r. Gender-based violence 
s. Natural resource management 
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CODES FOR R702 - Main Information sources 
1 Relatives, friends, neighbors 9 Gov’t: rural development agents, health/agriculture ext. 
2 Local Adminstration 10 NGOs 
3 Village development committee 11 Newspaper /Radio / TV 
4 School teachers 12 Internet or SMS 
5 Group in community (e.g., savings, forest users, farmers) 13 Private sector (input supplier, veterinarian, etc.) 
6 Religious leaders 14 Police or security individuals 
7 Elders 15 Other (specify) 
8 Local market 99 Don’t know 

MODULE R8. GROUP PARTICIPATION 

HOUSEHOLD IDENTIFICATION (IN DATA FILE, EACH RESPONDENT MUST BE MATCHED WITH 
THE HH ID) 

“This module asks about your participation in community groups and community-based initiatives.” 

Table 65: Module R8 group participation 

R801 R802 
Are any of the following groups 
active in this village? 
Read list 
1= yes 
2= no  
-8 DK
-9 Refused

IF =2 99 OR -8, SKIP TO NEXT 
GROUP 

For any HH member who is in the 
group, how active is s/he in the 
group’s decision-making? 

1. No HH member in group
2. HH member does not
participate in decision-making
3. Somewhat active
4. Very active
5. HH member is a leader
-8 DK
-9 Refused

a Water users’ group 
b Grazing land users’ group 
c Community natural resources group 
d Credit or micro-finance group 
e Savings groups (VSLA, merry-go-round, etc.) 

f Mutual help group (e.g., ritban, afoosha, ofera/ 
webera, burial, etc.) 

g Religious group 
h Mothers’ group 
i Women’s group 
j Youth group 
k Sports group 
l Disaster planning group 
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NO. QUESTION RESPONSE 

R807 

Over the last 12 months, how many times have you 
or anyone in your household been part of a group that 
provided labor to someone in the village who needed 
it? 

1. None, no one needed/asked for help
2. None, I wasn’t part of a group
3. Once or twice
4. 3-5 times
5. 6 or more times
-8 DK
-9 Refused

R808 

Over the last 12 months, how many times have you 
or anyone in your household been part of a group that 
provided food to someone in the village who needed 
it? 

1. None, no one needed/asked for help
2. None, I wasn’t part of a group
3. Once or twice
4. 3-5 times
5. 6 or more times
-8 DK
-9 Refused

R809 

Over the last 12 months, how many times have you 
or anyone in your household been part of a group that 
provided some other type of help to someone else in 
the village? 

1. None, no one needed/asked for help
2. None, I wasn’t part of a group
3. Once or twice
4. 3-5 times
5. 6 or more times
-8 DK
-9 Refused

R810 

Has the amount of help you or anyone in your 
household can provide to others in your village 
changed over the last five years? 

1. No one in HH provided help to anyone in village
over the last 5 years
2. No (stayed the same)
3. Yes, decreased slightly
4. Yes, decreased greatly
5. Yes, increased slightly
6. Yes, increased greatly
-8 DK
-9 Refused

Table 66: Module R9 collective action 

NO. QUESTION RESPONSE 

R901 

In the last 12 months, have you or anyone in your 
household worked with others in your village to do 
something for the benefit of everyone in the village? 

1. Yes
2. No SKIP TO NEXT 
MODULE
-8 DK
-9 Refused

R902 
What activities did you participate in? 

READ LIST; SELECT ALL THAT APPLY 

1. Soil conservation (terracing, bunds, half-
moons, gabions, etc.)
2. Flood diversion activities
3. Repaired/built schools
4. Repaired/built health posts or centers
5. Road maintenance/construction
6. Planted trees on communal land
7. Area enclosure
8. Improving access to drinking water
9. Repaired/built communal irrigation system
10. Other (specify)
-8 DK
-9 Refused
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MODULE R10. LIVELIHOOD ACTIVITIES 

HOUSEHOLD IDENTIFICATION (IN DATA FILE, EACH RESPONDENT MUST BE MATCHED WITH 
THE HH ID) 

“This module asks about your household’s livelihood and income-earning activities” 

Table 67: Module R10 livelihood activities 
NO. QUESTION RESPONSE RESPONSE 

R1001 R1002 
What were all the sources 
of your household’s 
food/income over the last 
12 months? 

READ EACH SOURCE 

1 = Yes 
2 = No 
-8= DK
If = 2 OR -8 SKIP TO
NEXT SOURCE

Rank these sources 
based on the proportion 
of food/income they 
provide for your 
household 

1 = Highest 
2 = 2nd most 
Etc. 

a. Own farming/crop production and sales 
b. Own livestock production/fattening and sales 
c. Agricultural wage labor (WITHIN THE VILLAGE) 
d. Agricultural wage labor (OUTSIDE THE VILLAGE) 
e. Non-agricultural wage labor (WITHIN THE VILLAGE) 
f. Non-agricultural wage labor (OUTSIDE THE VILLAGE) 
g. Salaried work 

h. Sale of wild/bush products (including charcoal, 
firewood) 

i. Honey production and sales 

j. Petty trade (selling other products, e.g., grain, veggies, 
oil, sugar, etc.) 

k. Petty trade (selling own products, e.g., local beer, sex 
work) 

l. Other self-employment/own business (agricultural, e.g., 
buying/reselling chat) 

m. Other self-employment/own business (non-agricultural, 
e.g., stone cutting, hair braiding, etc.)

n. Rental of land, house, rooms 
o. Remittances 
p. Gifts/inheritance 
q. Safety net food/cash assistance (relief) 
r. Hunting 
s. Other (specify): 
t. Fishing 
u. Sale or lease of land or other non-livestock assets 
v. Borrowing 

w. Gathering of wild fruits, vegetables, insects, or other 
wild foods for own consumption 
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NO. QUESTION RESPONSE RESPONSE 
R1001 R1002 
What were all the sources 
of your household’s 
food/income over the last 
12 months? 

READ EACH SOURCE 

1 = Yes 
2 = No 
-8= DK
If = 2 OR -8 SKIP TO
NEXT SOURCE

Rank these sources 
based on the proportion 
of food/income they 
provide for your 
household 

1 = Highest 
2 = 2nd most 
Etc. 

x. Barter/trade 
y. Raiding 
z. Mining or other activities on community land 
R1003 TOTAL NUMBER OF SOURCES 

NOTE: ENUMERATOR DOES NOT RECORD; 
NUMBER IS AUTOMATICALLY GENERATED 

MODULE R13. SOCIAL AND CAPACITY-BUILDING SUPPORT 

HOUSEHOLD IDENTIFICATION (IN DATA FILE, EACH RESPONDENT MUST BE MATCHED WITH 
THE HH ID) 

“This module asks about your social support systems.” 

Table 68: Module R13 social and capacity building support 
NO. QUESTION RESPONSE 
FORMAL SOURCES OF SOCIAL SUPPORT 

R1301 
Has your household received any kind 
of formal support from the government 
or NGO over the past 12 months? 

1. Yes
2. No SKIP TO R1304 
99. Don’t know

R1302 

What types of support were received? 

READ LIST; SELECT ALL THAT 
APPLY 

1. Emergency food assistance
2. Emergency cash assistance
3. Conditional cash transfer (CFW)
4. Conditional food transfer (FFW)
5. Unconditional cash transfer (non-emergency)
6. Unconditional food transfer (non-emergency)
7. Housing materials/non-food items
8. WASH inputs
9. Educational assistance/school feeding
10. Ag inputs (seeds, fertilizers, etc.)
11. Livestock inputs (e.g., feed, fodder, medicine, dips)
12. Nutrition/supplemental feeding
13. Other (specify) ___________________
-8 DK
-9 Refused

SOCIAL CAPITAL 
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NO. QUESTION RESPONSE 
FORMAL SOURCES OF SOCIAL SUPPORT 

R1304 

If your household had a problem and 
needed help urgently (e.g., food, 
money, labor, transport, etc.), who in 
this village could you turn to for help? 

READ LIST; SELECT ALL THAT 
APPLY 

1. Relatives
2. Non-relatives in my ethnic group/clan
3. Non-relatives in other ethnic group/clan
4. No one
5. Other (specify)
-8 DK
-9 Refused

R1305 

If your household had a problem and 
needed help urgently (e.g., food, 
money, labor, transport, etc.), who 
outside this village could you turn to 
for help? 

READ LIST; SELECT ALL THAT 
APPLY 

1. Relatives
2. Non-relatives in my ethnic group/clan
3. Non-relatives in other ethnic group/clan
4. No one
5. Other (specify)
-8 DK
-9 Refused

R1306 

Compared to one year ago has your 
ability to get help from anyone within or 
outside of your village: 

1. Increased
2. Stayed the same
3. Decreased
-8 DK
-9 Refused

R1307 

Who inside this village would you 
help if they needed help urgently (e.g., 
food, money, labor, transport, etc.)?   

READ LIST; SELECT ALL THAT 
APPLY 

1. Relatives
2. Non-relatives in my ethnic group/clan
3. Non-relatives in other ethnic group/clan
4. No one
5. Other (specify):
-8 DK
-9 Refused

R1308 

Who outside this village would you 
help if they needed help urgently (e.g., 
food, money, labor, transport, etc.)?  

READ LIST; SELECT ALL THAT 
APPLY 

1. Relatives
2. Non-relatives in my ethnic group/clan
3. Non-relatives in other ethnic group/clan
4. No one
5. Other (specify):
-8 DK
-9 Refused

LINKING SOCIAL CAPITAL 

R1309 
Do you or does anyone else in your 
household personally know an elected 
government official? 

1. Yes
2. No SKIP TO R1312 
99. Don’t know

R1310 

How do you (or other household 
member) know the government 
official?  Is he or she a….? 

READ LIST; SELECT ALL THAT 
APPLY 

1. Family member or relative
2. Friend
3. Neighbor
4. Acquaintance (member of a group, friend of a friend, etc.)
5. Other (specify):
-8 DK
-9 Refused

R1311 

Could you ask the official to help your 
family or village if help was needed? 

1. Yes
2. No
-8 DK
-9 Refused
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NO. QUESTION RESPONSE 
FORMAL SOURCES OF SOCIAL SUPPORT 

R1312 
Do you or does anyone else in your 
household personally know a staff 
member of an NGO? 

1. Yes
2. No SKIP TO R1315 
99. Don’t know

R1313 

How do you (or another household 
member) know the NGO staff 
member?  Is he or she a…? 

READ LIST; SELECT ALL THAT 
APPLY 

1. Family member or relative
2. Friend
3. Neighbor
4. Acquaintance (member of a group, friend of a friend, etc.)
5. Other (specify):
-8 DK
-9 Refused

R1314 
Could you ask the NGO staff member 
to help your family or community if help 
was needed? 

1. Yes8 -8 DK
2. No - 9 Refused

BONDING SOCIAL CAPITAL 

R1315 
Has your household given assistance 
to anyone within this village in the 
last 12 months? 

1 Yes 
2 No SKIP TO 1318 
99. Don’t know

R1316 

What types of assistance has your 
household given to someone within 
this village in the last 12 months? 

READ LIST; SELECT ALL THAT 
APPLY 

1. Labor sharing (weeding, plowing, construction, etc.)
2. Donation/gift (cash, animals, materials/ supplies, food, etc.)
3. Loans (cash, seeds, animals, etc.)
4. Other (specify):
-8 DK
-9 Refused

R1317 

Who in this village have you given 
assistance to in the last 12 months?  

READ LIST; SELECT ALL THAT 
APPLY 

1. Relatives
2. Non-relatives in my ethnic group/clan
3. Non-relatives in other ethnic group/clan
4. Other (specify):
-8 DK
-9 Refused

R1318 
Within the last 12 months, has your 
household received assistance from 
anyone within this village? 

1 Yes 
2 No SKIP TO 1321 
99. Don’t know

R1319 

What types of assistance has your 
household received from someone 
within this village in the last 12 
months?   

READ LIST; SELECT ALL THAT 
APPLY 

1. Labor sharing (weeding, plowing, construction, etc.)
2. Donation/gift (cash, animals, materials/ supplies, food, etc.)
3. Loan (cash, seeds, animals, etc.)
4. Other (specify):
-8 DK
-9 Refused

R1320 

Who within this village provided you 
with assistance over the last 12 
months? 

READ LIST; SELECT ALL THAT 
APPLY 

1. Relatives
2. Non-relatives in my ethnic group/clan
3. Non-relatives in other ethnic group/clan
4. Other (specify)
-8 DK
-9 Refused

BRIDGING SOCIAL CAPITAL 

R1321 
Within the last 12 months, has your 
household given assistance to anyone 
outside this village? 

1 Yes 
2 No SKIP TO 1324 
99. Don’t know
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NO. QUESTION RESPONSE 
FORMAL SOURCES OF SOCIAL SUPPORT 

R1322 

What types of assistance did you give 
to someone outside this village in the 
last 12 months?   

READ LIST; SELECT ALL THAT 
APPLY 

1. Labor sharing (weeding, plowing, construction, etc.)
2. Donation/gift (cash, animals, materials/ supplies, food, etc.)
3. Loan (cash, seeds, animals, etc.)
4. Remittances
5. Other (specify):
-8 DK
-9 Refused

R1323 

Who outside this village did you give 
assistance to over the last 12 months? 

READ LIST; SELECT ALL THAT 
APPLY 

1. Relatives
2. Non-relatives in my ethnic group/clan
3. Non-relatives in other ethnic group/clan
4. Other (specify):
-8 DK
-9 Refused

R1324 
Within the last 12 months, has your 
household received assistance from 
anyone outside this village? 

1 Yes 
2 No SKIP TO 1327 
99. Don’t know

R1325 

What types of assistance did you 
receive from someone outside this 
village in the last 12 months?   

READ LIST; SELECT ALL THAT 
APPLY 

1. Labor sharing (weeding, plowing, construction, etc.)
2. Donation/gift (cash, animals, materials/ supplies, food, etc.)
3. Loan (cash, seeds, animals, etc.)
4. Remittances
5. Other (specify):
-8 DK
-9 Refused

R1326 

Who outside this village provided you 
with assistance over the last 12 
months? 

READ LIST; SELECT ALL THAT 
APPLY 

1. Relatives
2. Non-relatives in my ethnic group/clan
3. Non-relatives in other ethnic group/clan
4. Other (specify):
-8 DK
-9 Refused

EDUCATION AND TRAINING SUPPORT 

R1327 Have you or anyone in your household ever received any vocational 
(job) or skill training? 

1. Yes
2. No
-8 DK
-9 Refused

R1328 Have you or anyone in your household ever received any business 
development training (including financial literacy)? 

1. Yes
2. No
-8 DK
-9 Refused

R1329 Have you or anyone in your household ever received any early 
warning training? 

1. Yes
2. No
-8 DK
-9 Refused

R1330 Have you ever or anyone in your household received any natural 
resource management training? 

1. Yes
2. No
-8 DK
-9 Refused
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NO. QUESTION RESPONSE 
FORMAL SOURCES OF SOCIAL SUPPORT 

R1331 Have you or anyone in your household ever received adult 
education? 

1. Yes
2. No
-8 DK
-9 Refused

R1332 Have you or anyone in your household ever received training in how 
to use your mobile phone to get market information like prices? 

1. Yes
2. No
-8 DK
-9 Refused

R1333 Have you or anyone in your household ever received seed 
packets/starter packets from the government or an NGO? 

1. Yes
2. No
-8 DK
-9 Refused

R1334 Can you or any other adult in your household read or write? 

1. Yes
2. No
-8 DK
-9 Refused

MODULE R14. ASPIRATIONS AND CONFIDENCE TO ADAPT 

HOUSEHOLD IDENTIFICATION (IN DATA FILE, EACH RESPONDENT MUST BE MATCHED WITH 
THE HH ID) 

“This module asks about some of your views and beliefs.” 
Table 69: Module R14 aspirations and confidence to adapt 

NO. QUESTION RESPONSE 

R1401 Please tell me which one of these two views you most agree 
with. 

1. “Each person is primarily responsible for
his/her success or failure in life”.
2. “One’s success or failure in life is a matter
of his/her destiny”.

R1402 Please tell me which one of these two views you most agree 
with. 

1. “To be successful, above all one needs to
work very hard”.
2. “To be successful above all one needs to
be lucky”.

R1403 Are you willing to move somewhere else to improve your life? 
1. Yes
2. No 

R1404 Are you hopeful about your children’s future? 1. Yes
2. No

R1405 What level of education do you want for your children? 

1. No preference
2. Any level of primary
3. Graduated from primary
4. Graduated from secondary
5. Post-secondary (college, university)
6. No children in HH

R1406 Do you agree that one should always follow the advice of the 
elders? 

1. Yes
2. No

R1407 Do you communicate regularly with at least one person outside 
the village?   

1. Yes
2. No
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NO. QUESTION RESPONSE 

R1408 
During the past week, have you engaged in any economic 
activities with other villages or clans? For example, farming, 
trading, employment, borrowing or lending money.   

1. Yes
2. No

R1409 
How many times in the past month have you gotten together 
with friends, family, neighbors, etc. to discuss issues or share 
food/drinks, either in someone’s home or in a public place? 

_________ times 

R1410 How many days in the past month have you attended a 
church/mosque or other religious service? ___________ days 

R1411 In the last year, how many times have you stayed more than 2 
days outside your village? _________ times 

“Below is a series of statements that you may agree or disagree with. Using the scales below indicate your agreement 
with each item.” 

1= Disagree 
2= Agree 

R1412 My experience in life has been that what is going to happen will happen. 
R1413 My life is chiefly controlled by other powerful people. 

R1414 It is not always wise for me to plan too far ahead because many things turn out to be 
a matter of good or bad fortune. 

R1415 I can mostly determine what will happen in my life. 
R1416 When I get what I want, it is usually because I worked hard for it. 
R1417 My life is determined by my own actions. 
R1418 Most people are basically honest. 
R1419 Most people can be trusted. 
R1420 I trust my neighbors to look after my house if I am away. 



  |  REAL | Resilience, Evaluation, Analysis & Learning 200 

MODULE R15. GENDER NORMS 

HOUSEHOLD IDENTIFICATION (IN DATA FILE, EACH RESPONDENT MUST BE MATCHED WITH 
THE HH ID) 

“This module asks about activities that you and your spouse do.” 

Table 70: Module R15 gender norms 
NO. QUESTION RESPONSE 

R1501 How often do you and your spouse sit and eat 
together within your household? 

1. Never
2. Rarely (1 Meal per day)
3. Sometimes   (Two meals Per day)
4. Always
5. Not applicable (no spouse)
-8 DK
-9 Refused

R1502 How often do you and your spouse sit together in 
public? 

1. Never
2. Rarely
3. Sometimes
4. Always
5. Not applicable (no spouse)
-8 DK
-9 Refused

R1503 Who is the primary caregiver for your children? 

1. Yourself
2. Yourself and other household members
3. Your spouse/partner
4. Your spouse/partner and other household members
5. Both you and your spouse/partner
6. Other household members
7. Not applicable (no children in HH)
8. Other (specify)
-8 DK
-9 Refused

R1504 Who most frequently collects firewood for your 
household? 

1. Yourself
2. Yourself and other household members
3. Your spouse/partner
4. Your spouse/partner and other household members
5. Both you and your spouse/partner
6. Other household members
7. Other (specify)
-8 DK
-9 Refused

R1505 Who most frequently fetches water for your 
household? 

1. Yourself
2. Yourself and other household members
3. Your spouse/partner
4. Your spouse/partner and other household members
5. Both you and your spouse/partner
6. Other household members
7. Not applicable (water is piped in toi the house)
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NO. QUESTION RESPONSE 

R1501 How often do you and your spouse sit and eat 
together within your household? 

1. Never
2. Rarely (1 Meal per day)
3. Sometimes   (Two meals Per day)
4. Always
5. Not applicable (no spouse)
-8 DK
-9 Refused
8. Other (specify)
-8  DK
-9  Refused

MODULE R17. WOMEN’S DECISION-MAKING 

HOUSEHOLD IDENTIFICATION (IN DATA FILE, EACH RESPONDENT MUST BE MATCHED WITH 
THE HH ID) 

ONLY ASK THESE QUESTIONS OF THE PRIMARY FEMALE DECISION-MAKER. 
Table 71: Module R17 women’s decision making 

NO. QUESTION RESPONSE 

R1701 Overall, who primarily makes most household decisions? 

1. I am solely responsible for decision
2. I ask other HH members but I most always have
final say
3. Spouse/partner and I jointly
4. Spouse/partner or other male asks for my opinion
but I don’t have final say
5. Spouse/partner or other male informs me of
decision but I don’t have final say
6. I have no say in the decision

R1702 Who primarily makes decisions on how household income is 
used? 

1. I am solely responsible for decision
2. I ask other HH members but I most always have
final say
3. Spouse/partner and I jointly
4. Spouse/partner or other male asks for my opinion
but I don’t have final say
5. Spouse/partner or other male informs me of
decision but I don’t have final say
6. I have no say in the decision

R1703 Who primarily makes household decisions over health care 
and nutrition? 

1. I am solely responsible for decision
2. I ask other HH members but I most always have
final say
3. Spouse/partner and I jointly
4. Spouse/partner or other male asks for my opinion
but I don’t have final say
5. Spouse/partner or other male informs me of
decision but I don’t have final say
6. I have no say in the decision

R1704 Who primarily makes decisions about major household 
purchases? 

1. I am solely responsible for decision
2. I ask other HH members but I most always have
final say
3. Spouse/partner and I jointly
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NO. QUESTION RESPONSE 

R1701 Overall, who primarily makes most household decisions? 

1. I am solely responsible for decision
2. I ask other HH members but I most always have
final say
3. Spouse/partner and I jointly
4. Spouse/partner or other male asks for my opinion
but I don’t have final say
5. Spouse/partner or other male informs me of
decision but I don’t have final say
6. I have no say in the decision
4. Spouse/partner or other male asks for my opinion
but I don’t have final say
5. Spouse/partner or other male informs me of
decision but I don’t have final say
6. I have no say in the decision

R1705 Who primarily makes decisions about your children’s 
education? 

1. I am solely responsible for decision
2. I ask other HH members but I most always have
final say
3. Spouse/partner and I jointly
4. Spouse/partner or other male asks for my opinion
but I don’t have final say
5. Spouse/partner or other male informs me of
decision but I don’t have final say
6. I have no say in the decision
7. Not applicable (No children in the HH)

IF HOUSEHOLD DOES NOT ENGAGE IN A 
PARTICULAR ACTIVITY, ENTER CODE 3 FOR 
“DECISION NOT MADE” AND SKIP TO NEXT 
DECISION CATEGORY. 

 Did you yourself 
participate in decisions 
about [ACTIVITY] in the 
last 12 months? 

1. Yes
2. No
3. Decision not

made 
 2,3 SKIP TO

NEXT
[ACTIVITY]

How much input do 
you have in the 
decision for 
[ACTIVITY]? 

CODE ↓ 

How much input 
did you have in 
decisions on the 
use of income 
generated from 
[ACTIVITY] 
CODE ↓ 

R1706 R1707 R1708 
a. Crop production 
b. Livestock rearing 

c. Major household expenditures (large 
appliances, etc.) 

d. Spending money that you have earned 

e. Spending money that your spouse has 
earned 

f. Children’s education 
g. Seeking medical treatment for your children 

h. 
Whether or not to use family planning 
(including contraception) to space or limit 
births 
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R1707/R1708  Input into decisions 
I am solely responsible for the decision ……………………..1 
I ask other HH members, but I most always have final say …………………2 
Spouse/partner and I jointly decided …………..3 
Spouse/partner or other male asks for my opinion but I don’t have final say …….4 
Spouse/partner or other male informs me of decision but I don’t have final say …....5 
I have no say in the decision ….…….6 

ANNEXES 

Annex 1. Age/Birth Date Consistency Chart for Survey in 2018 

The purpose of this chart is to check the consistency of reported ages and dates, and to help resolve any apparent 
inconsistencies. Please refer to the Interviewer’s Manual for instructions on how to use the chart. 

Table 72: Age/birth date consistency chart for survey in 2018 
Current Year of birth Current Year of birth 

Age Has not had 
birthday in 

Has already had 
birthday in  Age Has not had 

birthday in 
Has already had 
birthday in  

2018 2018 2018 2018 

Don’t know Don’t know 

0 2018 -- 30 1988 1989 

1 2017 2018 31 1987 1988 

2 2016 2017 32 1986 1987 

3 2015 2016 33 1985 1986 

4 2014 2015 34 1984 1985 

5 2013 2014 35 1983 1984 

6 2012 2013 36 1982 1983 

7 2011 20012 37 1981 1982 

8 2010 2011 38 1980 1981 

9 2009 2010 39 1979 1980 

10 2008 2009 40 1978 1979 

11 2007 2008 41 1977 1978 

12 2006 2007 42 1976 1977 

13 2005 2006 43 1975 1976 

14 2004 2005 44 1974 1975 

15 2003 2004 45 1973 1974 

16 2002 2003 46 1972 1973 

17 2001 2002 47 1971 1972 

18 2000 2001 48 1970 1971 

19 1999 2000 49 1969 1970 

20 1998 1999 50 1968 1969 
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Current Year of birth Current Year of birth 

Age Has not had 
birthday in 

Has already had 
birthday in  Age Has not had 

birthday in 
Has already had 
birthday in  

2018 2018 2018 2018 

Don’t know Don’t know 

21 1997 1998 51 1967 1968 

22 1996 1997 52 1966 1967 

23 1995 1996 53 1965 1966 

24 1994 1995 54 1964 1965 

25 1993 1994 55 1963 1964 

26 1992 1993 56 1962 1963 

27 1991 1992 57 1961 1962 

28 1990 1991 58 1960 1961 

29 1989 1990 59 1959 1960 
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ANNEX 2: RESILIENCE CAPACITY INDEXES AND 
CALCULATIONS 

RESILIENCE CAPACITY INDEXES AND FACTOR 
ANALYSIS  
In this annex, we explain the calculation of the indices used to measure resilience. The question 
numbers from the household and community questionnaires used for each index are listed after 
the explanation of its calculation are given, with those from the household questionnaire preceded 
by “R” and those from the community questionnaire preceded by “CR.”  

Absorptive Capacity Index 

The absorptive capacity index is constructed from seven indicators, some of which are themselves 
indices. The indicators and explanations of their calculation are as follows. 

1. Availability of informal safety nets. This indicator is the total number of community
organizations that typically serve as informal safety nets that are available in a community and
have been active in the 12 months prior to the survey. The six groups are:

• Credit or microfinance group
• Savings group
• Mutual help group
• Religious group
• Mother’s group
• Women’s group

Survey questions: CR401, CR402 

2. Bonding social capital index. The bonding social capital index is based on the responses to
two questions:

• Whether the household indicates it would be able to get help from various categories of people
living WITHIN their community if they needed it;

• Whether the household indicates it would be able to give help to people living WITHIN their
community who needed it.

The possible responses for whom a household could get help from or to whom they would give 
help are “relatives,” “non-relatives/neighbors within my ethnic group/clan”, “non-
relatives/neighbors of other ethnic groups/clan,” and “no one.” An additive index ranging from 0 
to 6 is calculated based on the responses to each of the two questions, with “no one” = 0 and 
each of the other responses = 1.  

Survey questions: R1304, R1307 
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3. Access to cash savings. This indicator is a binary (dummy) variable equal to 1 if the
respondent reported that a household member regularly saves cash.

Survey question: R601 

4. Access to remittances. This indicator is a binary (dummy) variable equal to 1 if the
respondent reported that the household receives remittances.

Survey questions: R1001_15 

5. Asset ownership index. Asset ownership is a measure of the number of types of assets a
household currently possesses across three categories, durable, productive, and livestock.

Survey questions: RE702, R201, R201A 

6. Shock preparedness and mitigation. Summary variable ranging from 0 to 4 summing up the
points assigned to the following:

• There is a government disaster planning and/or response program in the village (1); Survey
questions: CR501, CR502

• There is an emergency plan for livestock off-take in the village if a drought hits (1); Survey
question: CR350

• Household reports participating in any of the following activities: soil conservation activities,
flood diversion structures (i.e., protection of land/infrastructure from flooding), planting trees
on communal land, or improving access to health services (1); Survey questions: R902

• Household reports engaging in any of the following ways of protecting their household from the
impact of future shocks: increasing savings, putting aside grains/fodder, switching to different
crops/livestock, added ag activity to non-ag activity, added non-ag activity to ag activity, acquiring
crop and/or livestock insurance (1); Survey question: R111 (2, 3, 4, 5 6, 7, 12 13)

7. Access to agricultural insurance. This indicator is a binary (dummy) variable equal to 1 if
crop or livestock insurance is available in the respondent’s village OR the respondent’s household
reports having crop or livestock insurance.

Survey questions: CR364, R509 

8. Availability of/access to humanitarian assistance. This indicator is a binary (dummy)
variable equal to 1 if government or NGO emergency food or cash assistance is available in the
respondent’s village OR the household reported receiving emergency food or cash assistance
from the government or NGO during the 12 months prior to the survey.

Survey questions: CR502, CR504, R1302 

Adaptive Capacity Index 

The adaptive capacity index is constructed from nine indicators, including some which are indices. 
The indicators and calculations are as follows. 
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1. Aspirations/confidence to adapt index. This index is based on indicators of the underlying
concepts around people’s aspirations, confidence to adapt, and a sense of control over one’s life.

The aspirations index is based on two sub-indices: a) absence of fatalism, and b) belief in the 
future. The absence of fatalism sub-index involves two sets of binary variables. The first is based 
on two binary (dummy) variables equal to 1 if the respondent agrees that:  

• Each person is responsible for his/her own success or failure in life. (1)
• To be successful one needs to work very hard rather than rely on luck. (1)

The second set of variables regarding fatalism is based on a 6-point agreement scale regarding 
two statements. For each question, calculate a binary (dummy) variable equal to 1 if the 
respondent reports they “strongly agree,” “agree,” or “slightly agree” with the question. Reverse-
code where indicated. 

• My experience in life has been that what is going to happen will happen. (reverse-code)
• It is not always good for me to plan too far ahead because many things turn out to be a matter

of good or bad fortune.

The belief in the future sub-index is based on two binary (dummy) variables equal to 1 regarding 
the respondent’s view of the future.  

• They are hopeful for their children’s future. (1)
• The level of education they want for their children. (binary = 1 if they want their children to

graduate from secondary or post-secondary school)

Survey questions: R1401, R1402, R1404, R1405, R1412, R1414 

The confidence to adapt indicator is based on six variables regarding the degree to which the 
respondent is exposed to alternatives. Three binary variables each equal to 1 if the respondent: 

• Is willing to move somewhere else to improve his/her life.
• Communicates regularly with at least one person outside of the village.
• Engaged in any economic activities with members of other villages or clans during the week

prior to the survey.

The remaining three variables are based on binary (dummy) variables to the following questions: 

• How many times in the past month have you gotten together with people to have food or
drinks, either in their home or in a public place?

• How many times in the past month have you attended a church/mosque or other religious
service?

• How many times in the past month have you stayed more than two days outside of this kebele?

To create the binary variables: binary = 1 if response > 1, otherwise binary = 0. 

Survey questions: R1403, R1407-R1411 
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The locus of control indicator is constructed from a 6-point agreement scale of four questions. 
For each question, calculate a binary (dummy) variable equal to 1 if the respondent reports they 
“strongly agree,” “agree,” or “slightly agree” with the question. Reverse-code where indicated. 

• My life is chiefly controlled by other powerful people. (reverse-code)
• I can mostly determine what will happen in my life.
• When I get what I want, it is usually because I worked hard for it.
• My life is determined by my own actions.

Survey questions: R1413, R1415-R1417 

The aspirations/confidence to adapt index is calculated by combining all of the binary variables 
into an additive index. The index ranges from 0 to 16. 

2. Bridging social capital. The bridging social capital index is based on the responses to two
questions:

• Whether the household indicted it would be able to get help from various categories of people
living OUTSIDE OF their community if they needed it;

• Whether the household indicated it would be able to give help to people living OUTSIDE OF
their community who needed it.

The possible responses for whom a household could get help from or to whom they would give 
help are: “relatives,” “non-relatives/neighbors within my ethnic group/clan”, “non-
relatives/neighbors of other ethnic groups/clan,” and “no one.” An additive index ranging from 0 
to 6 is calculated based on the responses to each of the two questions, with “no one” = 0 and 
each of the other responses = 1.  

Survey questions: R1305, R1308 

3. Linking social capital. The linking social capital index is based on answers to questions
regarding whether household members know a government official and/or NGO leader and
whether they believe the official/leader would help their family or community if help was needed.
The index ranges from 0 to 4.

Survey questions: R1309-R1314 

4. Social network index. This community-level indicator is a summary variable ranging from 0
to 6 based on the following community level variables:

• A binary (dummy) variable equal to 1 if there is a savings group in the village;
• A binary (dummy) variable equal to 1 if there is a mutual help group in the village;
• A binary (dummy) variable equal to 1 if there is a women’s group in the village;
• The proportion of households in a village that reports any household member participated in a

group that provided food to someone in that village at least once in the last 12 months;
• The proportion of households in a village that reports any household member participated in a

group that provided labor to someone in that village at least once in the last 12 months;
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• The proportion of households in a village that reports any household member participated in a
group that provided some other type of help to someone in that village at least once in the last
12 months;

Survey questions: CR401, CR404-CR406 

5. Education/training. The variable is based on an index calculated from three variables:

• A binary (dummy) variable is equal to 1 if any adults in the household can read or write
• A binary (dummy) variable is equal to 1 if any household adult has a primary or higher

education
• A binary (dummy) variable is equal to 1 if the respondent or any adult household member has

had any of the following training: vocational (job) training, business development training
(including financial literacy), early warning training, natural resources management training, adult
education (literacy or numeracy), or how to use your cell phone to get market information
(e.g., prices)

Survey questions: R1334, RC12, R1327-R1332 

Compute an additive index with the three binary variables. The index ranges from 0 to 3. 

6. Livelihood diversification. The total number of livelihood activities engaged in over the last
year. The question asked to identify these livelihoods is “What were the sources of your
household’s food/income over the last 12 months?” The possible options are:

• Own farming/crop production and sales
• Own livestock production and sales
• Ag wage labor (within the village)
• Ag wage labor (outside the village)
• Non-ag wage labor (within the village)
• Non-ag wage labor (outside the village)
• Salaried work
• Sale of wild/bush products (e.g., charcoal, firewood)
• Honey production
• Petty trade (reselling other products, e.g., grains, veggies, oil, sugar, etc.)
• Petty trade (own products, e.g., local beer, sex work)
• Other self-employment/own business (agricultural, e.g., buying/selling chat)
• Other self-employment/own business (non-agricultural, e.g., stone cutting, hair braiding, etc.)
• Rental of land, house, rooms
• Remittances
• Gifts/inheritance
• Safety net food assistance
• Other

Survey questions: R1001, R1002 

7. Exposure to information. The number of informational topics (out of 19) received by
anyone in the respondent’s household over the last year.

• Early warning for natural hazards (flooding, hail, landslide)
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• Long-term changes in weather patterns 
• Rainfall/weather prospects for coming growing season 
• Water prices and availability in local boreholes, wells, etc. 
• Animal health (e.g., disease, epidemic, prevention) 
• Crop health (e.g., pest outbreaks, disease, prevention) 
• Improved crop production practices/technologies (CA, seeds) 
• Improved livestock production practices (fodder, husbandry) 
• Current market prices for lives animals in the area 
• Market prices for animal products (milk, hides, skins, etc.) 
• Grazing conditions in nearby areas 
• Conflict or security issues 
• Business and investment opportunities 
• Opportunities for borrowing money 
• Market prices of the food you buy 
• Child nutrition and health information 
• Equal rights for women and men 
• Gender-based violence 
• Natural resource management 

Survey question: R701 

8. Asset ownership index. See above.  

9. Availability of financial services. The variable is equal to zero if there is no institution in a 
village that provides credit or savings support, to one if there is only one type of support, and to 
two if there are both types of support.  

Survey questions: CR360-CR364  

Transformative Capacity Index 

The transformative capacity index is constructed from fifteen indicators, some of which are 
indices. The indicators and calculations are as follows. 

1. Availability of/access to formal safety nets. This community-level variable is the number 
of formal safety nets available in a household’s village. The possible safety nets are: 

• Places in a village where people can get food assistance  
• Places in a village where people can get housing materials and other non-food items  
• Places in a village where people can get assistance due to losses in livestock  
• The availability of a government or NGO disaster response program  
• Places in a village where people can get government or NGO help when they are faced with a 

shock 
• Whether the household received assistance (i.e., formal safety net) from the government or NGO 

Survey questions: CR366-CR368, CR501-CR504, R308-R309, R1301-R1302 

Calculate as an additive index of the six binary (dummy) variables. The index ranges from 0 to 6. 
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2. Availability of markets. This community-level variable is the sum of the number of markets 
listed below that are available within 5 km of a village. A binary (dummy) variable is equal to 1 
for each of the markets the respondent reports are available within his/her village. The three 
binary variables are used to calculate an additive index that ranges from 0 to 3.  

• Livestock market 
• Markets for selling agricultural products 
• Markets for purchasing agricultural inputs 

Survey questions: CR347, CR351, CR354 

3. Availability of communal natural resources. This community-level variable is the sum of 
the number of communal natural resources listed below that are available in a village. A binary 
(dummy) variable is equal to 1 for each of the types of natural resources the respondent reports 
are available within his/her village. The binary variables are used to calculate an additive index 
that ranges from 0 to 4 (depending on the irrigation option).  

• Communal grazing land 
• Communal water source for livestock 
• Communal source of firewood 
• Communal source of irrigation water (optional) 

Survey questions: CR208, CR211, CR214, CR217  

4. Availability of basic services. This community-level variable is the number of basic services 
available in a village and responses to questions regarding whether certain services generally 
provided by the government are of a minimum quality of service.  

 Roads/trails. This binary (dummy) variable is equal to 1 if respondents report 
they live in a village whose main route is a paved, dirt or mixed paved/dirt 
road, AND people are not prevented from traveling at certain times of year 
due to “poor road/trail conditions.” 

 Survey questions:  CR313, CR314 

 Primary schools. A binary (dummy) variable is equal to 1 if there is a primary 
school within 5 km of the village AND its physical condition is “good” or “very 
good” AND there are enough teachers.  

 Survey questions: CR320-CR312, CR324 

 Health services (post, clinic, center). A binary (dummy) variable is equal to 1 if 
there are health services within 5 km of the village AND its physical condition 
is “good” or “very good” AND there were no problems accessing services over 
the last year (3) 

 Survey questions: CR330-CR334 
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 Police/security force. A binary (dummy) variable equal to 1 if there are 
government security forces (local or national) that can reach the village within 
one hour. 

 Survey questions: CR358-CR359 

 Financial services. A binary (dummy) variable equal to 1 if there are formal 
institutions (i.e., government regulated banks) in a village where people can 
borrow or save money. 

 Survey questions: CR360-CR363  

The binary variables are used to calculate an additive index that ranges from 0 to 5. 

5. Availability of infrastructure. This community-level variable is the number of types of 
infrastructure available in a village, as determined by the following conditions: 

• At least one-half of households in the village have access to piped water; 
• At least one-half of households in the village have electricity from the main grid;  
• The village either has mobile phone service/network coverage OR a public telephone/kiosk; 
• The village can be reached with a paved road all year OR is served by a public transportation 

system 

Survey questions: RD08, CR306-CR308, CR311, CR313-CR315 

The binary variables are used to calculate an additive index that ranges from 0 to 4. 

6. Availability of/access to agricultural extension services. This community-level is a 
binary (dummy) variable equal to 1 if there are agricultural extension services within 5 km of the 
village AND people were able to get the services they needed over the last year. 

Survey questions: CR343, C4344 

7. Availability of/access to livestock services. This community-level variable is a binary 
(dummy) variable equal to 1 if there are veterinary services within 5 km of the village AND 
people were able to get the services they needed over the last year. 

Survey questions: CR335, CR336, CR338 

8. Bridging social capital. See above. 

9. Linking social capital. See above. 

10. Collective action. A household-level summary variable based on the number of types of 
collective action a household engaged in over the last 12 months to benefit the entire community. 
The variable ranges between 0 and 10. 

• Soil conservation  
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• Flood diversion activities 
• Repaired/built schools 
• Repaired/built health posts or centers 
• Road maintenance/construction 
• Planted trees on communal land 
• Area enclosure 
• Improving access to drinking water 
• Repaired/built communal irrigation system 
• Other 

Survey questions: R901, R902 

11. Social cohesion. A community-level summary variable based on binary (dummy) variables 
regarding whether groups come together either socially or to help others. Each binary variable is 
equal to 1 if a group of community members came together at least once during the 12 months 
prior to the survey in order to: 

• provide labor to someone else in the village who needed it (1); 
• provide food to someone else in the village who needed it (1);  
• provide other types of help to someone else in the village who needed it (1); 
• get together with other members of the village for social events (e.g., weddings, sports events, 

celebrations, etc.) at least once over the last 12 months (1); and 
• get together with members of other villages for social events (e.g., weddings, sports events, 

celebrations, etc.) at least once over the last 12 months (1) 

Survey questions: CR404-CR406, CR408-CR409 

The binary variables are used to calculate an additive index ranging from 0 to 5. 

12. Women’s decision-making index. This household-level variable is based on four types of 
decision-making control within households: control of income, control over health and nutrition 
decisions, control over household purchases, and control over children’s education.  

The summary variable is constructed using a 5-point scale and ranges from 0 to 20 based on the 
primary female decision-maker’s response to each of the four types of decision-making as follows:  

• She has no say in the decision (0) 
• Her spouse/partner or other male informs her of his decision but she does not have final say (1) 
• Her spouse/partner or other male asks her opinion but she does not have the final say (2) 
• She and her spouse/partner jointly decide (3) 
• She asks other HH members their opinions but most always has the final say (4) 
• She is solely responsible for the decision (5) 

Survey questions: R1702-R1705 

13. Local government responsiveness. This community-level variable is based on whether – 
and how – the local government responded to community requests for improving community 
assets or services over the five years prior to the survey. The community asset/service needs 
include: 
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• Roads 
• Schools 
• Health center/post/clinic 
• Piped water/boreholes/wells 
• Natural resource conservation 
• Irrigation systems 
• Public transportation 
• Security 

Possible responses are:  

• Completely addressed/being addressed (i.e., may be ongoing) = 6 
• Partially addressed (i.e., response completed but need not fully addressed) = 5 
• Positive response, will be addressed = 4 
• Promised but not yet addressed = 3 
• Not addressed, response pending = 2 
• Not addressed, attempts failed = 1 
• Leaders did nothing = 0  

The local government responsiveness variable is a mean score, calculated as the sum of the 
response value for identified community asset/service needs divided by the total number of 
community asset/service needs for which any community member requested assistance from the 
local government. The mean score ranges from 0 to 6.  

Survey questions: CR804, CR805 

14. Gender norms index. This community-level indicator is a summary variable ranging from 0 
to 4 based on binary (dummy) variables regarding gender-neutral practices at the community 
level. Each binary variable is equal to 1 if: 

• Men and women regularly sit and eat together within their households (1); 
• Men and women regularly sit together in public (1); 
• Men in the village help with childcare (1); and  
• Men in the village help fetch firewood OR carry water for the household (1) 

Survey questions: CR901-CR905 

15. Participation in local decision-making. A binary (dummy) variable equal to 1 if the 
respondent reports any household member’s level of participation in any group’s decision-making 
as “leader”, “very active”, or “somewhat active”. 

Survey questions: R801, R802  
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Computing resilience capacity indices 

Computation of the three resilience capacity indices – absorptive, adaptive, and transformative – 
follows USAID/TANGO methods; principal components factor analysis is the key feature of these 
methods. Accordingly, the first factor is retained and variables with negative loadings are 
dropped. Factor analysis is re-run until the remaining variables all have positive loadings.  

Table 73 shows baseline factor loadings for the components of the absorptive capacity index. 
The “initial baseline loadings” column shows that remittances had a negative loading; it was thus 
dropped from the index. The “final baseline loadings” column shows the variables and loadings 
that were used to compute the absorptive capacity index. The same column shows that savings, 
ISN, preparation & mitigation, assets, and humanitarian assistance had the highest factor 
loadings. This means that they have the highest weights or scores in the index. 

Table 73: Baseline absorptive capacity factor loadings 
Initial baseline loadings Final baseline loadings 

Component variables 
Savings 0.6776 0.6797 
ISN 0.6056 0.6045 
Preparation & mitigation 0.5563 0.5549 
Assets 0.5258 0.5290 
Humanitarian assistance 0.4585 0.4583 
Bonding social capital 0.2361 0.2349 
Agricultural insurance 0.1791 0.1808 
Remittances -0.0717 drop 
Eigenvalues 1.72 1.71 
Proportion of variance explained 21.4 24.5 

drop: variable was dropped because it had a negative factor loading

Table 74 shows baseline factor loadings for adaptive capacity components. All the components had 
positive loadings, thus none were dropped.  
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Table 74: Baseline adaptive capacity factor loadings 
 Final baseline loadings 

Component variables 
 

Assets 0.7095 

Exposure to information 0.6805 

Education 0.6562 

Social network index 0.5845 

Livelihood diversity 0.4995 

Aspirations/confidence to adapt 0.4838 

Linking social capital 0.4411 

Bridging social capital 0.2965 

Access to financial resources 0.0543 

Eigenvalues 2.51 

Proportion of variance explained 27.9 

Table 75 shows final factor loadings for transformative capacity index components. Access to 
natural resources, collective action, social cohesion, and government responsiveness had negative 
factor loadings and were thus dropped from the index. The final factor included access to basic 
services, access to infrastructure, access to agricultural extension services, access to markets, 
access to livestock services, formal safety nets, gender neutral practices, linking social capital, 
participation in local decision making, and bridging social capital.  

Table 75: Baseline transformative capacity factor loadings 
 Initial baseline loadings Final baseline loadings 

Component variables 
 

 
Access to basic services 0.7942 0.7966 
Access to infrastructure 0.7285 0.7167 
Access to agricultural extension 0.5876 0.5975 
Access to markets 0.4258 0.3661 
Access to livestock services 0.4133 0.4876 
Formal safety nets  0.3750 0.4372 
Gender neutral practices 0.3559 0.3494 
Linking social capital 0.3536 0.2793 
Participation in local decision making 0.2109 0.2341 
Bridging social capital 0.0940 0.0982 
Access to natural resources -0.3595 drop 
Collective action -0.0692 drop 
Social cohesion -0.2070 drop 
Government responsiveness -0.0398 drop 
Eigenvalues 2.42 2.33 
Proportion of variance explained 17.3 23.3 

drop: variable was dropped because it had a negative factor loading
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ANNEX 3: SUPPLEMENTAL TABLES 
Table 76: Sample size and sample weights 

County Stratum 
Number of 
households 

Sample weight 

Garissa 
LI 
MI 
HI 

112 
101 
128 

0.8419 
1.6345 
2.2332 

Isiolo 
LI 
MI 
HI 

29 
57 
102 

0.1893 
0.3951 
1.5920 

Marsabit 
LI 
MI 
HI 

81 
78 
57 

0.5114 
1.0137 
0.6733 

Turkana 
LI 
MI 
HI 

164 
100 
100 

0.6747 
1.9145 
1.2060 

Wajir 
LI 
MI 
HI 

83 
138 
88 

0.4038 
0.4442 
0.9671 

Baringo Control 58 0.3639 

Mandera Control 608 0.9764 

Samburu Control 354 0.5211 

Tana River Control 382 1.3709 

All Control 2,820  
 
Table 77: Exposure to information by type 

Information type 
Intervention 

Poverty 
 

 
All 

Control Treatment LI MI HI 

Market prices of the food you buy 35.1 35.4 28.6 35.5 38.0 35.2 

Child nutrition and health information 26.6 30.2 32.0 38.3 23.4 28.5 

Animal health (e.g., disease, epidemic, 
prevention) 

20.6 23.8 23.7 25.8 22.4 22.3 

Market prices for animal products (milk, 
hides, skins, etc.) 

19.3 23.7 23.7 23.8 23.5 21.6 

Conflict or security issues 19.1 21.1 24.4 15.7 23.8 20.2 

Current market prices for live animals in 
the area 

18.5 21.3 20.9 21.0 21.6 20.0 

Early warning for natural hazards 
(flooding, hail, landslide) 

15.3 22.2 24.2 23.9 20.0 18.9 
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Information type 
Intervention Poverty 

 
 

All 

Control Treatment LI MI HI 

Rainfall/ weather prospects for coming 
growing season 

16.9 17.8 18.6 18.0 17.3 17.4 

Long-term changes in weather patterns 12.4 20.1 18.5 24.5 17.5 16.5 

Equal rights for women and men 11.1 16.2 15.9 19.1 14.3 13.8 

Water prices and availability in local 
boreholes, wells, etc. 

15.0 12.8 16.5 12.4 11.5 13.8 

Grazing conditions in nearby areas 11.4 12.5 17.2 13.2 10.0 12.0 

Gender-based violence 11.8 11.1 11.2 13.1 9.6 11.5 

Opportunities for borrowing money 12.4 5.6 4.2 4.8 6.8 8.8 

Business and investment opportunities 7.1 5.6 3.9 4.1 7.5 6.3 

Crop health (e.g., pest outbreaks, 
disease, prevention) 

9.2 3.5 1.8 3.5 4.1 6.1 

Improved livestock production practices 
(fodder, husbandry) 

6.1 5.4 5.2 7.2 4.1 5.7 

Improved crop production 
practices/technologies (CA, seeds) 

6.1 1.9 1.4 1.9 2.1 3.9 

Natural resource management 4.5 2.7 2.7 1.5 3.7 3.6 

N 1,402 1,418 469 474 475 2,820 
*Bold values denote a statistically significant difference (5% level) in relation to control group. 

RESILIENCE CAPACITIES AND WELL-BEING OUTCOMES 
Table 78: Relationship between resilience capacity indices and expenditures 

Predictor 

Absorptive Adaptive Transformative 

Estimated 
coefficient  

Estimated 
coefficient 

Estimated 
coefficient 

Absorptive capacity 0.083 ***   

Adaptive capacity  0.130 ***  

Transformative capacity   0.071 ** 

Index of shock exposure (0–184) -0.016 *** -0.048 *** -0.008 *** 

Household demographics (Percent male 
30+) 

   

Percent males 0–16 -0.058 *** -0.049 *** -0.059 *** 

Percent males 16–30 -0.014 -0.013 -0.017 * 

Percent females 0–16 -0.044 *** -0.041 *** -0.045 *** 

Percent females 16–30 0.003 0.002 0.001 

Percent females 30p 0.001 0.003 -0.004 
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Predictor 

Absorptive Adaptive Transformative 

Estimated 
coefficient  

Estimated 
coefficient 

Estimated 
coefficient 

Household type (Adults are male and 
female) 

   

All adults are female 0.832 * 0.983 ** 0.629 

All adults are male 3.511 *** 3.241 *** 3.135 *** 

Number of household adult equivalents -0.160 * -0.268 *** -0.167 ** 

Intervention group (Treatment) -0.104 -0.138 -0.249 

Constant 4.438 *** 3.253 *** 5.279 *** 

Observations 2811 2811 2811 

R2 0.235 0.289 0.222 

Tests for difference between treatment 
and control (p-values) 

   

Chow test for all coefficients 0.588 0.195 0.530 

Coefficient on resilience capacity 0.749 0.417 0.810 

Coefficient on shock exposure 0.688 0.091 * 0.796 
**** indicates estimated coefficients are significant at 1%, ** at 5% and * at 10% For Chow test: 
*** indicates that estimated regression coefficients for treatment and control are significantly different at 1%,  
For other tests: 
*** indicates that estimated resilience coefficient for treatment and control are significantly different at 1%, ** 

Table 79: Relationship between resilience capacity indices and poverty 

Predictor 

Absorptive Adaptive Transformative 

Estimated 
coefficient  

Estimated 
coefficient 

Estimated 
coefficient 

Absorptive capacity -0.039 ***   

Adaptive capacity  -0.066 ***  

Transformative capacity   -0.033 ** 

Index of shock exposure (0–184) 0.021 *** 0.037 *** 0.018 *** 

Household demographics (Percent male 
30+) 

   

Percent males 0–16 0.018 *** 0.016 *** 0.018 *** 

Percent males 16–30 0.007 0.007 * 0.008 * 

Percent females 0–16 0.016 ** 0.016 *** 0.015 ** 

Percent females 16–30 -0.008 -0.006 -0.006 

Percent females 30p -0.002 -0.002 0.001 

Number of household members 0.107 0.044 0.149 

Household type (Adults are male and 
female) 

   

All adults are female -0.020 -0.087 0.052 
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Predictor 

Absorptive Adaptive Transformative 

Estimated 
coefficient  

Estimated 
coefficient 

Estimated 
coefficient 

All adults are male -1.140 ** -1.059 ** -0.944 * 

Number of household adult equivalents -0.003 0.137 -0.054 

Intervention group (Treatment) 0.268 0.312 0.367 

Constant -1.193 ** -0.704 -1.601 *** 

Observations 2,811 2,811 2,811 

R2    

Tests for difference between treatment 
and control (p-values) 

   

Chow test for all coefficients 0.432 0.386 0.034 ** 

Coefficient on resilience capacity 0.552 0.279 0.545 

Coefficient on shock exposure 0.117 0.377 0.038 ** 
*** indicates estimated coefficients are significant at 1%, ** at 5% and * at 10% For Chow test: 
*** indicates that estimated regression coefficients for treatment and control are significantly different at 1%, 
** at 5% and * at 10% For other tests: 
*** indicates that estimated resilience coefficient for treatment and control are significantly different at 1%, ** 
at 5% and * at 10% 

Table 80: Relationship between resilience capacity indices and HDDS 

Predictor 

Absorptive Adaptive Transformative 

Estimated 
coefficient  

Estimated 
coefficient 

Estimated 
coefficient 

Absorptive capacity 0.006 ***   

Adaptive capacity  0.010 ***  

Transformative capacity   0.005 *** 

Index of shock exposure (0–184) -0.003 ** -0.006 *** -0.003 * 

Household demographics (/Percent male 
30+) 

   

Percent males 0–16 -0.001 0.000 -0.001 

Percent males 16–30 -0.001 0.000 -0.001 

Percent females 0–16 0.001 0.001 0.001 

Percent females 16–30 0.004 *** 0.003 *** 0.004 *** 

Percent females 30p 0.001 0.001 0.001 

Number of household members -0.026 -0.015 -0.037 

Household type (Adults are male and 
female) 

   

All adults are female -0.056 -0.040 -0.074 * 

All adults are male 0.155 *** 0.125 ** 0.131 ** 

Number of household adult equivalents 0.049 0.027 0.062 ** 
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Predictor 

Absorptive Adaptive Transformative 

Estimated 
coefficient  

Estimated 
coefficient 

Estimated 
coefficient 

Intervention group (Treatment) 0.084 * 0.086 ** 0.076 

Constant 1.388 *** 1.296 *** 1.450 *** 

Observations 2,683 2,683 2,683 

R2    

Tests for difference between treatment 
and control (p-values) 

   

Chow test for all coefficients 0.001 *** 0.001 *** 0.003 *** 

Coefficient on resilience capacity 0.164 0.053 * 0.615 

Coefficient on shock exposure 0.001 *** 0.028 ** 0.000 *** 
*** indicates estimated coefficients are significant at 1%, ** at 5% and * at 10%  
For Chow test: 
*** indicates that estimated regression coefficients for treatment and control are significantly different at 1%, 
** at 5% and * at 10%  
For other tests: 
*** indicates that estimated resilience coefficient for treatment and control are significantly different at 1%, ** at 5% and * 
at 10% 

Table 81: Relationship between resilience capacity indices and FIES 

Predictor 

Absorptive Adaptive Transformative 

Estimated 
coefficient  

Estimated 
coefficient 

Estimated 
coefficient 

Absorptive capacity -0.030 ***   

Adaptive capacity  -0.039 ***  

Transformative capacity   -0.017 * 

Index of shock exposure (0–184) 0.111 *** 0.121 *** 0.102 *** 

Household demographics (Percent male 
30+) 

   

Percent males 0–16 0.001 -0.001 0.001 

Percent males 16–30 0.001 0.001 0.001 

Percent females 0–16 -0.004 ** -0.004 -0.004 

Percent females 16–30 -0.015 -0.144 ** -0.015 ** 

Percent females 30p 0.001 0.001 0.002 

Number of household members 0.465 ** 0.440 ** 0.491 *** 

Household type (Adults are male and 
female) 

   

All adults are female 0.090 0.030 0.142 

All adults are male -0.417 -0.341 -0.337 

Number of household adult equivalents -0.552 ** -0.498 ** -0.590 *** 

Intervention group (Treatment) -0.095 -0.065 -0.076 
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Predictor 

Absorptive Adaptive Transformative 

Estimated 
coefficient  

Estimated 
coefficient 

Estimated 
coefficient 

Constant 0.883 * 1.084 ** 0.466 

Observations 2,730 2,730 2,730 

R2    

Tests for difference between treatment 
and control (p-values) 

   

Chow test for all coefficients 0.043 0.194 0.220 

Coefficient on resilience capacity 0.016 0.647 0.310 

Coefficient on shock exposure 0.324 0.504 0.827 
*** indicates estimated coefficients are significant at 1%, ** at 5% and * at 10%  
For Chow test:  
*** indicates that estimated regression coefficients for treatment and control are significantly different at 1%,  
For other tests:  
*** indicates that estimated resilience coefficient for treatment and control are significantly different at 1%, ** 

Table 82: Relationship between resilience capacity indices and recovery from flooding 

Predictor 

Absorptive Adaptive Transformative 

Estimated 
coefficient  

Estimated 
coefficient 

Estimated 
coefficient 

Absorptive capacity 0.025 ***   

Adaptive capacity  0.029 ***  

Transformative capacity   0.003 

Index of shock exposure (0–184) -0.022 -0.027 ** -0.016 

Household demographics (Percent male 
30+) 

   

Percent males 0–16 -0.006 -0.005 -0.007 

Percent males 16–30 -0.005 -0.005 -0.005 

Percent females 0–16 0.002 0.002 0.001 

Percent females 16–30 0.002 0.002 0.002 

Percent females 30p -0.001 -0.001 -0.002 

Number of household members -0.071 -0.032 -0.093 

Household type (Adults are male and 
female) 

   

All adults are female -0.116 -0.091 -0.166 

All adults are male 0.214 0.138 0.180 

Number of household adult equivalents 0.131 0.068 0.170 

Intervention group (Treatment) 0.471 * 0.518 * 0.454 * 

Constant -1.878 ** -1.988 ** -1.199 

Observations 1,096 1,096 1,096 
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Predictor 

Absorptive Adaptive Transformative 

Estimated 
coefficient  

Estimated 
coefficient 

Estimated 
coefficient 

R2    

Tests for difference between treatment 
and control (p-values) 

   

Chow test for all coefficients 0.137 - 0.189 0.321 

Coefficient on resilience capacity 0.146 0.657 0.232 

Coefficient on shock exposure 0.022 ** 0.017 ** 0.017 ** 
*** indicates estimated coefficients are significant at 1%, ** at 5% and * at 10%  
For Chow test: 
*** indicates that estimated regression coefficients for treatment and control are significantly different at 1%, 
** at 5% and * at 10%  
For other tests: 
*** indicates that estimated resilience coefficient for treatment and control are significantly different at 1%, ** at 5% and * 
at 10% 

Table 83: Relationship between resilience capacity indices and recovery from drought 

Predictor 

Absorptive Adaptive Transformative 

Estimated 
coefficient  

Estimated 
coefficient 

Estimated 
coefficient 

Absorptive capacity 0.028 ***   

Adaptive capacity  0.032 ***  

Transformative capacity   0.000 

Index of shock exposure (0–184) -0.006 -0.007 -0.007 

Household demographics (Percent male 
30+) 

   

Percent males 0–16 -0.006 -0.007 -0.007 

Percent males 16–30 -0.005 -0.004 -0.003 

Percent females 0–16 -0.006 -0.007 -0.006 

Percent females 16–30 0.001 -0.002 0.000 

Percent females 30p 0.005 0.004 0.003 

Number of household members 0.654 0.709 0.595 

Household type (Adults are male and 
female) 

   

All adults are female -0.171 -0.113 -0.220 

All adults are male 0.953 0.877 0.916 

Number of household adult equivalents -0.654 -0.743 -0.560 

Intervention group (Treatment) -0.001 * 0.054 * -0.091 * 

Constant -1.738 ** -1.773 ** -1.036 

Observations 928 928 928 

R2    
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Predictor 

Absorptive Adaptive Transformative 

Estimated 
coefficient  

Estimated 
coefficient 

Estimated 
coefficient 

Tests for difference between treatment 
and control (p-values) 

   

Chow test for all coefficients 0.037 ** 0.021 0.031 

Coefficient on resilience capacity 0.049 0.022 0.016 

Coefficient on shock exposure 0.342 0.346 0.200 
*** indicates estimated coefficients are significant at 1%, ** at 5% and * at 10%  
For Chow test: 
*** indicates that estimated regression coefficients for treatment and control are significantly different at 1%, ** at 5% and 
* at 10%  
For other tests: 
*** indicates that estimated resilience coefficient for treatment and control are significantly different at 1%, ** at 5% and * 
at 10% 

Table 84: Relationship between resilience capacity indices and recovery from livestock disease 

Predictor 

Absorptive Adaptive Transformative 

Estimated 
coefficient  

Estimated 
coefficient 

Estimated 
coefficient 

Absorptive capacity 0.009   

Adaptive capacity  0.007  

Transformative capacity   -0.011 

Index of shock exposure (0–184) -0.051 *** -0.052 *** -0.048 *** 

Household demographics (Percent male 
30+) 

   

Percent males 0–16 0.001 0.001 -0.001 

Percent males 16–30 0.006 0.007 0.007 

Percent females 0–16 0.005 0.004 0.002 

Percent females 16–30 0.010 0.010 0.008 

Percent females 30p 0.005 0.004 0.001 

Number of household members 0.357 0.365 0.381 

Household type (Adults are male and 
female) 

   

All adults are female -0.150 -0.127 -0.123 

All adults are male 0.953 0.887 0.840 

Number of household adult equivalents -0.472 -0.485 -0.491 

Intervention group (Treatment) -0.664 * -0.645 * -0.626 * 

Constant -0.809 -0.766 -0.228 

Observations 626 626 626 

R2    
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Predictor 

Absorptive Adaptive Transformative 

Estimated 
coefficient  

Estimated 
coefficient 

Estimated 
coefficient 

Tests for difference between treatment 
and control (p-values) 

   

Chow test for all coefficients 0.117 0.129 0.226 

Coefficient on resilience capacity 0.346 0.561 0.859 

Coefficient on shock exposure 0.097 0.086 0.116 
*** indicates estimated coefficients are significant at 1%, ** at 5% and * at 10%  
For Chow test: 
*** indicates that estimated regression coefficients for treatment and control are significantly different at 1%, 
** at 5% and * at 10%  
For other tests: 
*** indicates that estimated resilience coefficient for treatment and control are significantly different at 1%, ** 
at 5% and * at 10% 

Table 85: Relationship between resilience capacity indices and recovery from increased food prices 

Predictor 

Absorptive Adaptive Transformative 

Estimated 
coefficient  

Estimated 
coefficient 

Estimated 
coefficient 

Absorptive capacity 0.013   

Adaptive capacity  -0.001  

Transformative capacity   -0.008 

Index of shock exposure (0–184) -0.083 *** -0.085 *** -0.085 *** 

Household demographics (Percent male 
30+) 

   

Percent males 0–16 0.011 0.010 0.009 

Percent males 16–30 0.003 0.002 0.003 

Percent females 0–16 0.013 0.013 0.013 

Percent females 16–30 0.013 0.013 0.013 

Percent females 30p 0.009 0.009 0.009 

Number of household members 0.274 0.235 0.237 

Household type (Adults are male and 
female) 

   

All adults are female -0.403 -0.437 -0.423 

All adults are male 0.821 0.830 0.870 

Number of household adult equivalents -0.349 -0.296 -0.294 

Intervention group (Treatment) 1.238 *** 1.255 *** 1.282 *** 

Constant -2.695 *** -2.150 ** -1.971 * 

Observations 1,387 1,387 1,387 

R2    
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Predictor 

Absorptive Adaptive Transformative 

Estimated 
coefficient  

Estimated 
coefficient 

Estimated 
coefficient 

Tests for difference between treatment 
and control (p-values) 

   

Chow test for all coefficients 0.010 ** 0.020 ** 0.044 

Coefficient on resilience capacity 0.755 0.599 0.957 

Coefficient on shock exposure 0.666 0.669 0.650 
*** indicates estimated coefficients are significant at 1%, ** at 5% and * at 10%  
For Chow test: 
*** indicates that estimated regression coefficients for treatment and control are significantly different at 1%, 
** at 5% and * at 10%  
For other tests: 
*** indicates that estimated resilience coefficient for treatment and control are significantly different at 1%, ** 
at 5% and * at 10% 

RESILIENCE COMPONENTS AND WELL-BEING 
OUTCOMES 
Table 86: Percentage change in economic outcomes associated with resilience capacity 

Indicator 
Expenditure Poverty 

Coeff. % Change Coeff. % Change 

Absorptive components     

Availability of informal safety nets (0-6) -0.051 14.1 0.094 -10.2 

Bonding social capital (0–6) -0.014 6.3 -0.077 -7.2 

Access to cash savings (0–1) 0.408 68.2 -0.140 -55.3 

Access to remittances (0–1) 0.914 42.2 -0.682 ** -39.4 

Asset Index (0–65) 0.340 *** 78.9 -0.255 *** -48.3 

Shock preparedness & mitigation (0–4) 0.146 15.4 -0.233 * -18.5 

Availability of/access to insurance (%) 0.012 2.9 -0.530 -11.5 

Access to humanitarian assistance (%) -0.063 6.1 0.127 0.2 

Adaptive components     

Aspirations and confidence to adapt 
(0–16) 

0.069 29.9 -0.028 -20.0 

Bridging social capital (0–6) -0.011 8.5 0.023 -6.7 

Index of social network (0–6) -0.096 36.7 0.001 -31.3 

Linking social capital (0–4) 0.413 * 0.0 -0.095 0.0 

Education/training (0–3) 0.407 *** 107.8 -0.227 ** -44.7 

Livelihood diversification (0–18) 0.154 13.5 -0.147 -17.7 

Exposure to information (0–19) 0.062 43.3 -0.040 -30.0 

Access to financial institutions (0–2) -0.209 0.0 0.093 0.0 
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Indicator 
Expenditure Poverty 

Coeff. % Change Coeff. % Change 

Transformative components     

Availability of formal safety nets (0-5) -0.486 ** -4.9 0.319 ** 10.3 

Availability of markets (0-3) 0.270 43.3 -0.213 * -25.8 

Access to communal natural resources (0-
4) 

-0.121 -28.4 0.069 17.3 

Access to basic services (0-5) 0.260 23.6 0.222 -6.6 

Access to infrastructure (0-4) 0.686 *** 44.2 -0.518 *** -27.1 

Access to ag extension services (%) 0.396 18.1 -0.706 -0.4 

Access to livestock services (%) 0.217 12.4 -0.658 -31.4 

Collective action (0-10) 0.078 0.0 0.140 0.0 

Social cohesion (0-5) 0.028 -13.1 -0.023 11.8 

Local government responsiveness (0-6) 0.136 -2.2 -0.236 * -6.0 

Index for gender-neutral practices - 
community (0-4) 

0.038 11.7 -0.098 -8.2 

Participation in local decision making (%) -0.141 36.3 -0.174 -41.0 

Household characteristics     

Index of shock exposure (0-184) -0.008  0.023 **  

Household demographics (/Percent male 
30+) 

    

Percent males 0-16 -0.045 ***  0.016 *  

Percent males 16-30 -0.014 *  0.007  

Percent females 0-16 -0.037 **  0.017 **  

Percent females 16-30 -0.012  0.003  

Percent females 30p -0.005  0.002  

Number of household members   0.012  

Household type (/Adults are male and 
female) 

    

All adults are female 1.102 **    

All adults are male 2.324 **    

Number of household adult equivalents -0.361 ***  0.285  

Intervention group (Treatment) 0.039  -0.021  

Constant -0.033  2.218 **  

Observations 2,810  2,810  
Note: Asterisks (*) represent statistical significance at the 0.01 (***), 0.05 (**), and 0.10 (*) levels. 
% change represents the percent change from the lowest to the highest quartile (25th to 75th percentile) of the sample for 
continuous variables. For binary variables (recovery), the change is defined as the difference between 0 and 1. 
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Table 87: Percent change in food security outcomes associated with resilience capacity 

Indicator 
HDDS FIES 

Coeff. % Change Coeff. % Change 

Absorptive components     

Availability of informal safety nets (0-6) 0.008 5.6 0.128 1.5 

Bonding social capital (0-6) -0.004 2.8 0.066 -1.0 

Access to cash savings (0-1) 0.026 20.9 -0.421 *** -25.7 

Access to remittances (0-1) 0.041 15.7 -1.096 *** -38.4 

Asset Index (0-65) 0.016 *** 17.3 -0.113 *** -17.0 

Shock preparedness & mitigation (0-4) -0.002 3.1 -0.229 -8.6 

Availability of/access to insurance (%) -0.015 0.2 0.301 6.5 

Access to humanitarian assistance (%) -0.005 1.6 -0.273 -7.1 

Adaptive components     

Aspirations and confidence to adapt (0-16) 0.008 9.8 0.044 -4.9 

Bridging social capital (0-6) 0.005 3.7 -0.096 -3.2 

Index of social network (0-6) -0.012 11.0 0.088 -5.5 

Linking social capital (0-4) -0.011 0.0 -0.352 *** 0.0 

Education/training (0-3) 0.032 *** 26.1 -0.187 *** -21.4 

Livelihood diversification (0-18) 0.055 *** 8.7 0.029 -4.7 

Exposure to information (0-19) 0.008 ** 12.9 0.036 -5.0 

Access to financial institutions (0-2) 0.019 0.0 0.194 0.0 

Transformative components     

Availability of formal safety nets (0-5) -0.045 *** -1.0 0.207 * 4.6 

Availability of markets (0-3) -0.008 8.4 0.031 -6.4 

Access to communal natural resources (0-
4) 

-0.007 -10.7 -0.107 0.2 

Access to basic services (0-5) -0.013 5.8 0.023 -4.0 

Access to infrastructure (0-4) 0.100 *** 14.3 -0.545 *** -13.7 

Access to ag extension services (%) 0.014 3.7 -0.279 -2.0 

Access to livestock services (%) 0.056 7.6 -0.231 -0.7 

Collective action (0-10) -0.002 0.0 -0.021 0.0 

Social cohesion (0-5) -0.008 -6.7 -0.078 2.3 

Local government responsiveness (0-6) 0.002 -1.2 0.063 0.7 

Index for gender-neutral practices - 
community (0-4) 

-0.001 2.0 0.254 ** 11.7 

Participation in local decision making (%) 0.004 13.4 -0.071 -11.2 

Household characteristics     
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Indicator 
HDDS FIES 

Coeff. % Change Coeff. % Change 

Index of shock exposure (0-184) -0.004 **  0.100 ***  

Household demographics (/Percent male 
30+) 

    

Percent males 0-16 0.000  0.000  

Percent males 16-30 -0.001  -0.001  

Percent females 0-16 0.001  -0.001  

Percent females 16-30 0.002  -0.006  

Percent females 30p 0.000  0.011  

Number of household members -0.016  0.305 *  

Household type (/Adults are male and 
female) 

    

All adults are female -0.037  -0.133  

All adults are male 0.037  0.111  

Number of household adult equivalents 0.023  -0.286  

Intervention group (Treatment) 0.109  **  -0.106  

Constant 1.175 ***  1.273  

Observations 2,682  2,729  
Note: Asterisks (*) represent statistical significance at the 0.01 (***), 0.05 (**), and 0.10 (*) levels. 
% change represents the percent change from the lowest to the highest quartile (25th to 75th percentile) of the sample for 
continuous variables. For binary variables (recovery), the change is defined as the difference between 0 and 1. 
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Table 88: Percent change in recovery from excessive rains/flooding and variable rain/drought associated with resilience capacity 

Indicator 
Variable rain/drought FIES Excessive rains/ 

flooding 

Coeff. % Change Coeff. % Change 

Absorptive components     

Availability of informal safety nets (0-6) -0.106 -11.1 -0.106 -10.3 

Bonding social capital (0-6) -0.329 ** 0.7 -0.329 ** -18.1 

Access to cash savings (0-1) 0.198 100.8 0.198 95.2 

Access to remittances (0-1) 0.407 -27.7 0.407 -9.7 

Asset Index (0-65) 0.037 45.1 0.037 29.8 

Shock preparedness & mitigation (0-4) 0.711 *** 87.3 0.711 *** 109.7 

Availability of/access to insurance (%) -0.215 -51.3 -0.215 -17.2 

Access to humanitarian assistance (%) 0.032 74.5 0.032 5.2 

Adaptive components     

Aspirations and confidence to adapt (0-16) 0.144 * 74.0 0.082 * 74.0 

Bridging social capital (0-6) -0.108 -3.5 0.187 ** -3.5 

Index of social network (0-6) 0.300 * 123.6 0.362 *** 123.6 

Linking social capital (0-4) -0.121 0.0 -0.264 ** 0.0 

Education/training (0-3) -0.215 -5.6 -0.245 ** -5.6 

Livelihood diversification (0-18) 0.195 -2.5 -0.104 -2.5 

Exposure to information (0-19) 0.026 52.3 0.050 52.3 

Access to financial institutions (0-2) 0.227 0.0 0.042 0.0 

Transformative components     

Availability of formal safety nets (0-5) -0.643 ** -35.1 -0.417 ** -33.9 

Availability of markets (0-3) -0.485 ** -15.2 -0.383 *** -22.9 

Access to communal natural resources (0-
4) 

-0.049 -0.6 -0.032 -5.6 

Access to basic services (0-5) -0.310 -0.1 0.304 11.9 

Access to infrastructure (0-4) 0.155 *** 15.0 0.015 8.4 

Access to ag extension services (%) -0.319 -54.7 -0.174 1.3 

Access to livestock services (%) 0.261 -16.5 -0.077 -13.0 

Collective action (0-10) 0.491 ** 0.0 0.452 ** 0.0 

Social cohesion (0-5) 0.223 41.5 0.091 21.5 

Local government responsiveness (0-6) 0.115 10.9 -0.251 *** -0.5 

Index for gender-neutral practices - 
community (0-4) 

0.411 ** 24.4 0.039 7.5 

Participation in local decision making (%) 0.357 89.5 0.361 43.2 

Household characteristics     
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Indicator 
Variable rain/drought FIES Excessive rains/ 

flooding 

Coeff. % Change Coeff. % Change 

Index of shock exposure (0–184) -0.093 ***  -0.004  

Household demographics (Percent male 
30+) 

    

Percent males 0–16 -0.016  -0.006  

Percent males 16–30 -0.003  -0.004  

Percent females 0–16 -0.013  0.005  

Percent females 16–30 -0.004  0.011  

Percent females 30p 0.002  0.003  

Number of household members 0.730 **  -0.327  

Household type (Adults are male and 
female) 

    

All adults are female 0.289  0.187  

All adults are male 0.836  0.746  

Number of household adult equivalents -0.795 *  0.501 *  

Intervention group (Treatment) -0.397  0.490  

Constant -4.061 ***  -2.928 *  

Observations 928  1,096  
Note: Asterisks (*) represent statistical significance at the 0.01 (***), 0.05 (**), and 0.10 (*) levels. 
% change represents the percent change from the lowest to the highest quartile (25th to 75th percentile) of the sample for 
continuous variables. For binary variables (recovery), the change is defined as the difference between 0 and 1. 

Table 89: Percent change in recovery from livestock disease and increased food prices associated with resilience capacity 

Indicator 
Livestock disease Increased food prices 

Coeff. % Change Coeff. % Change 

Absorptive components     

Availability of informal safety nets (0–6) -0.197 -24.9 -0.221 ** -39.8 

Bonding social capital (0–6) 0.084 -5.6 0.480 *** -25.9 

Access to cash savings (0–1) 0.275 42.2 0.615 ** 72.3 

Access to remittances (0–1) -0.353 -6.5 -0.052 -26.9 

Asset Index (0–65) 0.089 ** 29.4 0.064 8.9 

Shock preparedness & mitigation (0–4) 0.497 ** 28.8 0.503 ** 83.6 

Availability of/access to insurance (%) 0.395 -17.1 0.373 -4.3 

Access to humanitarian assistance (%) 0.216 -10.3 0.307 13.8 

Adaptive components     

Aspirations and confidence to adapt 
(0–16) 0.039 16.4 0.049 26.0 
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Indicator 
Livestock disease Increased food prices 

Coeff. % Change Coeff. % Change 

Bridging social capital (0–6) -0.085 1.5 0.227 ** -2.4

Index of social network (0–6) 0.165 25.9 0.148 6.0 

Linking social capital (0–4) -0.252 0.0 -0.310 ** 0.0 

Education/training (0–3) -0.751 *** -46.2 -0.480 *** -41.3

Livelihood diversification (0–18) -0.045 -2.7 -0.326 ** -18.8

Exposure to information (0–19) 0.067 ** 28.5 0.037 21.9 

Access to financial institutions (0–2) 0.506 ** 0.0 0.567 ** 0.0 

Transformative components 

Availability of formal safety nets (0–5) -0.714 ** -40.4 -0.483 ** -46.9

Availability of markets (0–3) -0.381 ** -18.3 -0.195 -25.7

Access to communal natural resources 
(0–4) 0.265 15.0 -0.015 18.2 

Access to basic services (0–5) -0.127 0.9 0.223 8.0 

Access to infrastructure (0–4) 0.196 -7.1 -0.161 -11.6

Access to ag extension services (%) -0.647 3.7 0.823 45.1 

Access to livestock services (%) 0.340 7.5 -1.848 ** -44.8

Collective action (0–10) 0.155 0.0 0.725 *** 0.0 

Social cohesion (0–5) -0.127 6.9 -0.042 25.0 

Local government responsiveness (0–6) 0.444 ** 22.3 0.238 11.1 

Index for gender-neutral practices– 
community (0–4) 0.017 -16.1 -0.161 -28.3

Participation in local decision making (%) 0.794 ** 40.2 0.564 ** 26.0 

Household characteristics 

Index of shock exposure (0–184) -0.059 *** -0.074 **

Household demographics 
(Percent male 30+) 

Percent males 0–16 0.002 -0.002

Percent males 16–30 0.012 0.005 

Percent females 0–16 0.008 0.005 

Percent females 16–30 0.013 0.006 

Percent females 30p 0.005 -0.002

Number of household members 0.141 0.316 

Household type (Adults are male and 
female) 

All adults are female -0.104 -0.011

All adults are male 0.952 0.623 
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Indicator 
Livestock disease Increased food prices 

Coeff. % Change Coeff. % Change 

Number of household adult equivalents -0.172 -0.362

Intervention group (Treatment) -0.748 0.784 

Constant -2.217 -1.684

Observations 626 1,387 
Note: Asterisks (*) represent statistical significance at the 0.01 (***), 0.05 (**), and 0.10 (*) levels. 
% change represents the percent change from the lowest to the highest quartile (25th to 75th percentile) of the sample for 
continuous variables. For binary variables (recovery), the change is defined as the difference between 0 and 1. 

Table 90: Percent change in child nutrition outcomes associated with resilience capacity 

Indicator 

Moderate or severe 
Stunting (<-2sd) 

Moderate or severe 
Underweight (<-2sd) 

Moderate or severe 
Wasting (<-2sd) 

Est. 
Coeff. 

% 
Change 

Est. 
Coeff. 

% 
Change 

Est. 
Coeff. 

% 
Change 

Absorptive components 

Availability of informal safety 
nets (0–6) 0.077 -1.8 0.144 ** 9.7 0.105 8.1 

Bonding social capital (0–6) -0.013 5.1 0.022 22.0 0.017 14.0 

Access to cash savings (0–1) -0.002 -19.9 -0.001 -27.9 0.001 -17.6

Access to remittances (0–1) -0.010 ** -62.1 0.000 -17.0 0.007 ** 29.7 

Asset Index (0–65) -0.016 -9.2 -0.058 -18.6 -0.080 * -20.9

Shock preparedness & 
mitigation (0–4) 

-0.053 -4.6 -0.138 -9.1 -0.048 -0.5

Availability of/access to 
insurance (%) -0.002 -16.7 -0.001 6.6 0.003 31.8 

Access to humanitarian 
assistance (%) 

0.001 -3.7 0.002 8.3 0.002 24.3 

Adaptive components 

Aspirations and confidence to 
adapt (0–16) 

-0.011 -2.6 -0.025 -6.7 -0.041 -11.5

Bridging social capital (0–6) 0.055 8.0 0.114 23.8 0.070 14.9 

Index of social network (0–6) -0.016 -5.1 0.013 8.6 -0.010 0.8 

Linking social capital (0–4) 0.012 0.0 0.161 * 0.0 0.143 0.0 

Education/training (0–3) -0.143 * -25.8 -0.212 * -37.1 -0.090 -26.5

Livelihood diversification (0–18) -0.142 * -11.1 0.041 3.6 0.014 -1.2

Exposure to information (0–19) 0.038 * -2.0 0.012 -7.9 -0.056 * -23.3

Access to financial institutions 
(0–2) 0.068 0.0 0.091 0.0 -0.046 0.0 

Transformative 
components 
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Indicator 

Moderate or severe 
Stunting (<-2sd) 

Moderate or severe 
Underweight (<-2sd) 

Moderate or severe 
Wasting (<-2sd) 

Est. 
Coeff. 

% 
Change 

Est. 
Coeff. 

% 
Change 

Est. 
Coeff. 

% 
Change 

Availability of formal safety 
nets (0–5) 

0.013 -8.5 -0.006 0.6 -0.027 2.5 

Availability of markets (0–3) -0.129 -15.7 -0.144 -21.9 -0.043 -9.2

Access to communal natural 
resources (0–4) -0.118 -15.0 -0.022 5.1 0.051 22.5 

Access to basic services (0–5) -0.050 -6.1 0.031 -5.4 0.062 -1.7

Access to infrastructure (0–4) 0.001 -8.0 -0.215 ** -19.8 -0.102 -12.4

Access to ag extension services 
(%) 

-0.004 -20.2 -0.002 -2.3 -0.005 -8.1

Access to livestock services (%) 0.000 -14.5 -0.002 -7.0 -0.003 -6.6

Collective action (0–10) 0.335 ** 0.0 0.334 ** 0.0 0.275 0.0 

Social cohesion (0–5) -0.017 -0.1 0.054 15.7 0.122 * 24.0 

Index for gender equitable 
decision-making (0–20) 

0.011 0.0 -0.002 0.0 -0.030 0.0 

Local government 
responsiveness (0–6) -0.015 -0.6 -0.065 1.4 -0.090 2.4 

Index for gender-neutral 
practices - community (0–4) 

0.002 -1.7 0.068 0.7 0.132 12.1 

Participation in local decision 
making (%) 

-0.004 * -26.5 -0.001 -15.7 0.000 -6.2

Household characteristics 

Index of shock exposure 
(0–184) -0.002 -0.008 0.000 

Household demographics 
(/Percent male 30+) 

Percent males 0–16 0.024 * 0.010 -0.025

Percent males 16–30 0.006 0.016 * -0.005

Percent females 0–16 0.028 ** 0.012 -0.034 *

Percent females 16–30 0.025 0.009 -0.039 *

Percent females 30p 0.027 0.006 -0.035

Number of household members -0.167 0.104 -0.074

Number of children in 
household -0.004 -0.208 0.146 

Child age (months) 0.008 ** 0.011 *** 0.000 

Sex of child (female) 0.171 0.323 * -0.235

Household type (Adults are 
male and female) 
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Indicator 

Moderate or severe 
Stunting (<-2sd) 

Moderate or severe 
Underweight (<-2sd) 

Moderate or severe 
Wasting (<-2sd) 

Est. 
Coeff. 

% 
Change 

Est. 
Coeff. 

% 
Change 

Est. 
Coeff. 

% 
Change 

All adults are female -0.822 *** -0.282 0.756 * 

All adults are male -0.686 1.249 * 1.017 

Number of household adult 
equivalents 

0.152 -0.110 0.111 

Intervention group (Treatment) -0.104 -0.181 -0.013

Constant -2.325 * -2.004 0.981 

Observations 1,964 1,964 1,964 
Note: Asterisks (*) represent statistical significance at the 0.01 (***), 0.05 (**), and 0.10 (*) levels. 
% change represents the percent change from the lowest to the highest quartile (25th to 75th percentile) of the sample for 
continuous variables. For binary variables (recovery), the change is defined as the difference between 0 and 1. 
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