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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

AVSI Foundation (AVSI) has proposed the Sustainable Market Inclusive Livelihood Pathways to
Self-Reliance program (SMILES) to the IKEA Foundation to address rural refugee livelihood
challenges in Uganda. In partnership with the American Institutes for Research®; Development
Alternatives Incorporated (DAIl); Renewable Energy, Powering Agriculture and Rural Livelihoods
Enhancement; Innovations for Poverty Action; and Makerere University, SMILES aims to help
ultra-poor refugee and Ugandan (host community) households in the Kikuube and Kyegegwa
Districts graduate from food insecurity and fragile livelihoods to self-reliance and resilience. To
refine the proposed design of SMILES, AVSI is leading a co-creation phase, during which the
consortium partners have analyzed the local context of the implementation sites.

The Youth and Gender Assessment seeks to investigate how marginalized groups, like youth and
women, in planned implementation sites can be engaged with project components. This
assessment also seeks to identify current livelihood options, coping strategies, and opportunities
for this population. By attempting to understand gender dynamics within host and refugee
communities, this report explores how those dynamics can affect livelihood engagement and
starting new businesses, including green businesses. In addition, this report explores women’s
access to, use, and ownership of information and communications technology (ICT) and how
existing ICTs could be better leveraged for project components. Finally, we provide
recommendations on optimizing the project’s approach to fostering women’s empowerment with
positive male and household engagement.

The Youth and Gender Assessment includes quantitative data from a survey of 885 households
in host and refugee communities. To complement the quantitative data, qualitative data were
collected from 19 key informants, including local and religious leaders, local government officials,
youth leaders, and nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), as well as 20 focus group discussions
with young women, young men, adult women, adult men, and persons with disabilities. Insights
from this assessment will inform design decisions for the implementation plan proposed to the
IKEA Foundation. The Youth and Gender Assessment was conducted from March to August
2022.

Findings

Most households owned the most basic household assets, mobile phones, and
agricultural and livestock assets/tools (e.g., hoe, ax, shovel, or machete); more costly
assets like spraying machines, irrigation equipment, transportation-related assets, and shelter for
livestock were uncommon. Many households also owned solar panels and chairs; however,
differences in ownership of the assets were striking between refugee and host communities:
Twice as many refugees as hosts did not own assets, highlighting standard-of-living differences
between these communities. Host community households were also more likely to own chickens
and land compared to refugee households. Mobile phone ownership was common among most
households; men, adults, and respondents in Kyegegwa were more likely to have one. Although
most households had savings, male-headed households saved significantly more than female-
headed households. However, in times of crisis or emergency, spending savings or borrowing
money were not the only coping strategies; prostitution, theft, and begging, as well as selling
assets were other common ways to preserve household income and food security. Relying on
coping strategies is more common among refugees than hosts.




Households typically worked on food crop farming activities, and fewer worked on
nonfarming economic activities such as running a retail shop, selling maize flour, or
transportation. Many of them diversified their income sources by working on more
than one major livelihood, yet the lack of start-up capital and training prevented
them from pursuing new livelihood opportunities. Even though respondents claimed that
men and women could do the same type of work, more men engaged in nonfarming economic
activities than women; only men participated in construction, and they reported having more skill
proficiencies than women in most areas. As a result, it is not surprising that women reported
earning less than men, even if they felt that women made more sound decisions regarding money
than men did, or that women had more opportunities available because programs targeted
women. Women also noted that their husbands would take the money they earned to spend as
the men wished. In terms of work differences by age groups, adults typically worked on food
crop farming, while young men also drove boda-bodas — bicycles or motorcycles used to carry
passengers or items, repaired automobiles, and performed other small labor jobs. Differences
also arose between refugees and hosts: Reported earnings were lower among refugees, although
they noted more NGO or government support and higher rates of business and work-skill
proficiency than hosts. The language barrier appeared to partially explain this inconsistency.

Although most respondents neither agreed nor disagreed with gender equality
statements, there is an unequal division of labor and decision power. This seems to be
explained by the fact that women are primarily responsible for completing household activities
such as cooking, cleaning, fetching water and firewood, and caring for children and elderly/sick
household members. Women complete these household tasks in addition to participating in
economic activities. However, productive livelihood, expenditure, and land use decisions tend to
fall to men rather than women. Women also engage in community activities, mainly village savings
and loan associations (VSLAs) and saving groups.

Although expressions of disagreement with respect to men punishing women were
common, gender-based violence (GBV) was seen as a problem in the community.
Although this slight dissonance may partially be due to a few data collection factors, including
respondent hesitancy and question formulation, beliefs do not always translate to behaviors or
practices. GBV seemed to be largely driven by poverty, cultural norms, polygamy, control of
resources, alcohol, and cell phone usage. The most common forms of GBV reported in the
communities were economic and physical, followed by psychological and sexual violence. The
problem of GBV in the community was more salient among refugees than hosts. Most
respondents noted that services for affected women were available in their communities.
Survivors typically sought help from community leaders, adult women in their family, police, and
NGO:s. Individuals expressed their desire for having NGO services, if they were unavailable, as
well as promoting measures to improve dynamics between men and women, such as sensitization,
engaging men as well as women in development programs, advocacy, education, and employment
opportunities.

Use of mobile phones is widespread, but access to other information and
communications technology (ICT) is limited. Technology, in general, was seen as
something positive that could bring people together or be used for business purposes, but its




high cost, language barriers, and lack of access prevent respondents from using ICT more. Most
respondents used mobile phones daily; making calls and texting were the main uses of cell phones.
However, fewer women than men owned mobile phones, which is probably explained by beliefs
that women’s access to mobile phones caused GBV or that only a few respondents believed that
ICT boosted women'’s access to information. As a result, women used them less frequently and
twice as many women as men asked for permission before using technology. Similarly, the lack of
mobile phones and asking permission to use them were more common among refugees than
among host community members. A third of the respondents with phones reported using mobile
money. Cost was the main driver of the reduced use of cell phones to send or receive money.

Persons with disabilities (PWD) reported being discriminated against and not
listened to; they were unable to work or perform household labor because of their physical
disabilities. Households with PWD were more common among refugee than host communities.
They were more likely to be female-headed and reported lower earnings compared to
households without PWD. Having someone disabled in the household may be linked to greater
desperation in times of crisis, as seen by a higher tendency to engage in coping strategies in
households with PWD. Perceptions of psychological and sexual forms of GBV as well as harmful
traditional practices in their community were more likely among households with PWD
compared to other households.

Recommendations

Based on the Youth and Gender Assessment findings, we recommend several specific adjustments
to the proposed SMILES components.

Include men in programming.

¢ Include male household members in the sensitization and introduction sessions at the
beginning of implementation, clearly defining the program’s concept of gender equality,
outlining how program components are meant to benefit the entire household, and
providing explicit guidance for how men can engage with SMILES, including by participating
in coaching sessions.

e Consider implementing some activities focused specifically on men in the target
communities, like creating male youth groups and identifying male champions within the
community who could serve as advocates for SMILES engagement and for changing norms
surrounding gender roles and GBV.

Implement tailored business coaching before distributing asset transfer funds.

e Provide tailored business coaching for at least a few sessions before distributing asset
transfer funds, and continue business coaching support afterward to monitor the use of
the productive asset. Doing so would help beneficiaries develop concrete business plans
before receiving the cash infusion; it would also meet a highly requested demand.

e Care should be taken to include both the primary beneficiary and their spouse to reduce
GBYV backlash from targeting solely women.




VSLA groups aimed at women could help to address individual savings discrepancies
with men.

VSLA group meetings could serve multiple purposes, including as a venue to provide
linkages with the program’s market systems development component and for group
trainings on financial literacy and business skills.

Women need better support to use cell phone technology in a gender-sensitive way.

SMILES programming could leverage high ownership rates of mobile phones as a means
of sharing information with beneficiaries, but it is likely to encounter obstacles in
communicating with female beneficiaries.

Gender equality sensitization in target communities on phone usage is necessary to
dismiss harmful perceptions.

Beneficiaries need long-term agricultural and business input support.

Sustainable support in these areas in the form of market systems development could
address participants’ needs for access to quality inputs.

Market systems development that focuses on providing agricultural inputs could help
position participants to have better yields and meet demand for quality inputs. This could
provide more reliable food security and free up time to invest in nonfarming activities, as
more resistant seed varieties could require less labor to grow to harvest. This relationship
between agricultural inputs, crop yields, and time costs should be explored further during
the program’s implementation.

Provide additional support to beneficiaries in the Kikuube refugee community.

There is evidence that the Kikuube refugee community had a greater need for business
training, private sector linkages, and market systems development than the Kyegegwa
refugee community.

Greater market systems development investment in Kikuube to connect refugee
community beneficiaries with the local economy could serve to help them achieve self-
reliance in the long-term.




CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION AND METHODOLOGY

I. Background

AVSI Foundation (AVSI) has proposed the Sustainable Market Inclusive Livelihood Pathways to
Self-Reliance program (SMILES) to the IKEA Foundation to address rural refugee livelihood
challenges in Uganda. In partnership with the American Institutes for Research (AIR®);
Development Alternatives Incorporated (DAIl); Renewable Energy, Powering Agriculture and
Rural Livelihoods Enhancement (REPARLE); Innovations for Poverty Action (IPA); and Makerere
University, SMILES aims to help ultra-poor refugee and Ugandan (host community) households
in the in Kyangwali and Kyaka Il refugee settlements, and the surrounding Kikuube and Kyegegwa
Districts, to graduate from food insecurity and fragile livelihoods into self-reliance and resilience.
To refine the proposed design of SMILES, AVSI is leading a co-creation phase, during which the
consortium partners have analyzed the local context of the implementation sites.

SMILES plans to engage 16,000 economically active households that are unable to meet their basic
needs consistently without some form of assistance, in two 24-month cohorts. Half of the
participants will be selected from the host community and half will be refugees evenly split
between the Kyangwali and Kyaka |l refugee settlements and surrounding Kikuube and Kyegegwa
districts. The project plans to focus on women and youth as the primary participants together
with their households as the entry-point for engagement. It will take a multifaceted approach that
combines livelihood promotion, financial inclusion, social empowerment, and social protection
components called the “Graduation Approach” in coordination with market systems
development. The project will provide an integrated mix of interventions, including but not
limited to coaching, market linkages and referrals, savings, consumption support, core technical
skills, asset transfer, and business coaching.

The Youth and Gender Assessment seeks to investigate how marginalized groups, like youth and
women, in planned implementation sites can be engaged with project components. This
assessment also seeks to identify current livelihood options, coping strategies, and opportunities
for this population. By trying to understand gender dynamics within host and refugee
communities, this report explores how those dynamics can affect livelihood engagement,
particularly in new and green businesses. In addition, this report explores women’s access to,
use, and ownership of information and communications technology (ICT) and how existing ICTs
could be better leveraged for project components. Finally, we provide recommendations on
optimizing the project’s approach to fostering women’s empowerment with positive male and
household engagement.

The Youth and Gender Assessment includes quantitative data from a survey of 885 households
in host and refugee communities. To complement the quantitative data, qualitative data were
collected from 19 key informants, including local and religious leaders, local government officials,
youth leaders, and nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), as well as 20 focus group discussions
(FGDs) with young women, young men, adult women, adult men, and persons with disabilities
(PWD). Insights from this assessment will inform design decisions for the implementation plan
proposed to the IKEA Foundation. The Youth and Gender Assessment was conducted from
March to August 2022.




1.2 Methodology
I.2.1  Study Design

The Youth and Gender Assessment used a mixed-methods approach, including quantitative and
qualitative data collection and analysis. We designed the Youth and Gender Assessment to
address seven assessment objectives (AO) through survey data findings and triangulated these
responses  with data through FGDs and key informant interviews (Klls)
(Exhibit 1).

Exhibit 1. Youth and Gender Assessment Objectives

Understand how youth can be engaged in project components.

Identify current livelihood options, coping strategies, and opportunities for youth in green business or

enterprises, including innovations for improving youth’s participation.
Gender

Understand the nature and magnitude of gender dynamics among refugee and host communities in and

around each settlement.

Explore how gender dynamics and related factors influence and impact livelihoods in refugee and host

communities.

Identify current livelihood options, coping strategies, and opportunities for women in environment-

promoting businesses or enterprises, including innovations for improving women’s participation.

Understand the level of women’s access to, use, and ownership of ICT and how existing ICTs could be

leveraged for use in farming, business, and access to services.

Explore and recommend an optimal approach to fostering women’s empowerment with positive male

and household engagement.

The remainder of this section describes the data sources and analysis used by the assessment team.

1.2.2  Household Survey

Questionnaire

The assessment team conducted a quantitative survey with the planned SMILES implementation
sites of the Kyangwali refugee settlement in Kikuube District and Kyaka Il refugee settlement in
Kyegegwa District. The survey was administered to a household member who was at least 18
years of age, and it explored a range of topics, as shown in Exhibit 2. The questionnaire was built
to respond to the stated assessment objectives and contribute to SMILES co-creation phase
planning for program implementation. The full Household Survey questionnaire is included in
Annex Il

Exhibit 2. Quantitative Survey Topics

Section Topics

I Enumerator Visit

Household Demographics
Livelihoods and Income

Assets and Savings

Role in Household Decision Making
Time Allocation

Group Membership

Information Communications Technology
Coping Strategies

Perceptions of Gender Equality
Gender-Based Violence

V(0NN | |W|N
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The questionnaire featured an assortment of single-choice (categorical question where only one
option could be chosen), multiple-choice (categorical question where multiple options could be
chosen), numeric entry (for continuous variables, e.g. annual earnings), and open-ended questions
(text entry). Findings from single-choice and multiple-choice questions are expressed as
percentages, which should both be interpreted as the share of the sample or specified subsample.
Percentages from single-choice questions add up to 100%, as answer options are mutually
exclusive from one another. Percentages from multiple-choice questions can add up to greater
than 100%, since respondents could choose more than one option; in these cases, percentages
represent the share of the sample rather than just the share of the answers submitted.
Percentages from multiple-choice questions are not exclusive to one another, so there is
frequently overlap between categories.

Sample Selection

Data collection was implemented by the AVSI team, which also led the sample selection process.
The AVSI team used a multi-stage random stratified sampling process to select the quantitative
sample. We stratified our household sample by the geography, age,' and gender of the
respondents to ensure representation of respondents across these characteristics.

In the first stage of sampling, a sample of sub-counties were selected using an updated list of sub-
counties provided by the District Planning Unit. At the second stage, the AVS| team performed
a selection of parishes and villages within each sub-county. In the last stage, the AVSI team
selected households using a systematic random sampling approach based on a list of village
households obtained from the village head. At the village level, the sampling interval for each
village was calculated by dividing the total number of verified and confirmed households by the
calculated sample. The approach did not include carrying out a prespecified listing of the
households. More specifically, the sampling approach adapted in the following ways:

e  Where the number of households in the village is less than or equal to the required
number, all households in the village were selected.

e Where an individual or an entire household selected is absent, the teams took the next
household in that line as a replacement of the missed one.

e  Where the individual or entire household refused to participate, it was registered as a
refusal and replaced by the next Household.

The AVSI team also set a quota to sample for households with PWD? to ensure that this
vulnerable population was captured in the assessment team’s analysis. When seeking out
respondents within households, we excluded children (those younger than |8) and short-term
visitors (residing in the household for less than 6 months).

The assessment team advised AVSI to recruit a minimum sample size of 800 households because
evidence from the Monitoring and Evaluation to Assess and Use Results Demographic and Health
Surveys’, which shows that a household sample size of 800 on woman-based indicators (for high

" Individuals were categorized as youth if they were between the ages of 18 and 30, and adult if older than 30.

2 “Person(s) with disability in household” is defined by whether the respondent answered “yes” to either of the
following questions: Does anyone in the household have any physical impairments (e.g., missing limb, limp)? Does
anyone in the household have any hearing impairment?

3 Within the Monitoring and Evaluation to Assess and Use Results Demographic and Health Surveys catalog, we use
evidence from “Sampling and Household Listing Manual: Demographic and Health Surveys Methodology”
https://dhsprogram.com/pubs/pdf/DHSM4/DHS6_Sampling_Manual_Sept2012_DHSM4.pdf



https://dhsprogram.com/pubs/pdf/DHSM4/DHS6_Sampling_Manual_Sept2012_DHSM4.pdf

fertility countries like Uganda) can deliver reasonable precision for a wide range of demographic
and economic variables. Our sample size was further justified by an influential food security and
livelihood assessment guide® for statistical random sampling, which recommends that between
150 and 250 households be visited for each reporting group to be compared. Thus, our minimum
sample size of 800 was deemed large enough to conduct statistical t-tests of differences between
outcomes of interest at a 95% level of confidence, between host and refugee, youth and adult,
men and women respondents. Even within host (N = 400) and refugee communities (N = 400),
the survey was designed so that sample sizes were expected to be within the 150-250 range to
allow comparison between adults versus youth and men versus women for a range of outcomes.

To allow for nonresponses, refusals, or other factors that prevent a household from being
surveyed, the assessment team provided the field team with information for an additional 10% of
the minimum sample size (80 households), for a total sampling frame of 880 households. At the
outset of data collection, field teams were instructed to end data collection once a total of 880
households had been surveyed. However, due to the AVS| team’s data collection protocols of
interviewing until they reached the quotas for various subgroups, there was a slight oversampling
of the population. Annex |: Additional Exhibits (Exhibit Al. Population Sample Frame) shows the
total sampling frame used to inform data collection for the quantitative Household Survey.

During data collection, enumerators attempted to interview as many of the households as time
and funding would permit, surveying a total of 885 households (Exhibit 3). Among these
respondents, 442 were from refugee communities and 443 were from host communities. A
majority of respondents were adults (N = 552) rather than youth (N = 333), and a majority were
female (N = 587) rather than male (N = 298). The sample was sufficiently distributed across
demographic characteristics of interest, thus providing a representative sample of Cohort |
participants for the purpose of this assessment.

Exhibit 3. Quantitative Actual Sample Collected

Demographic group | Sample Sample Sample
overall Kikuube Kyegegwa

Overall 885 440 445
Refugee 442 220 222
Host 443 220 223
Adult (30+) 552 248 304
Youth (18-30) 333 192 141
Male 298 129 169
Female 587 311 276
Male Household Head 257 113 144
Female Household Head 236 104 132

Note: Survey responses disaggregated by the gender of the head of the household are restricted to respondents who self-
identified the head of their household.

* https://www.actionagainsthunger.org/sites/default/files/publications/acf-fsl-manual-final- 1 0-Ir.pdf
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1.2.3  Focus Group Discussions

Selection of Focus Group Participants

In addition to quantitative data, the team designed 20 FGDs with between eight and |2
respondents each (12 in the host communities, eight in the refugee settlements). The FGDs were
split among five groups: adult women (3 1+ years), adult men (31+ years), youth women (ages
18-30), youth men (ages 18-30), women with disabilities, and men with disabilities. In addition
to gender, groups were separated by host and refugee status. In May and June 2022, AVSI
enumerators completed all FGDs over a 2-week period (Exhibit 4).

Exhibit 4. Final Focus Group Discussion Sample

Host community ‘ Refugee community

FGD participants No. of No. of No. of No. of
FGDs participants FGDs participants

Adult women (31+ years) 2 23 2 24
Adult men (31+ years) 2 22 2 24
Youth women (ages 18-30) 2 23 2 24
Youth men (ages 18-30) 2 24 2 24
Women with disabilities - - 2 24
Men with disabilities - - 2 24
TOTAL PARTICIPANTS 8 92 12 144

Focus Group Discussion Protocols

FGDs helped the assessment team understand the gender attitudes and practices of host and
refugee community members regarding circumstances surrounding livelihoods, key gender issues,
and technology in respondents’ communities. Specifically, FGDs gathered feedback on the
following:

Youth and women’s livelihoods
Barriers to livelihoods

Coping strategies

Youth organizing

Existing livelihoods programming
Desired programming support

Key gender issues in the community
Technology use

The assessment team developed one FGD protocol to explore these dimensions with the target
populations listed in Exhibit 4. After preparing the draft protocol, it was shared with AVSI staff
and the SMILES consortium, who workshopped the questions in the protocols to ensure that all
questions were contextually appropriate and achieved the research objectives detailed earlier. In
addition to workshopping the questions with AVSI staff, we also piloted the FGD protocols with
a select group of participants to ensure the validity and relevance of the questions. We
incorporated participants’ feedback into the final versions of the FGD discussion protocols, which
are included in Annex Il.

1.2.4  Key Informant Interviews

Selection of Key Informant Interview Participants

The team also conducted 19 Klls with community leaders and external project stakeholders who
were involved in providing essential services to these communities (Exhibit 5). AVSI field staff
completed all Klls in person over a 2.5-week period in May and June 2022.




Exhibit 5. Final Key Informant Interview Sample

; Host Refugee Total

Key informant q q
community | community

Local council (LCI) 5 5
Refugee Welfare Committee (RWCQC) 3 3
Religious leaders 2 2 4
Office of the Prime Minister (OPM) Social Protection focal person 2 2
NGO representatives 3 3
NGO serving PWD 2 2
TOTAL PARTICIPANTS 19

K1l Protocols

The KlIs with community leaders collected information relating to livelihoods for youth and
women, key gender issues, and technology use in refugee and host communities. The assessment
team developed one protocol to use for all respondents. After preparing draft protocols for each
group, the assessment team shared the drafts with local AVSI staff and SMILES consortium
members, who reviewed the protocols for relevance. Feedback was incorporated into the final
versions of the Kl protocols, which are included in Annex Il.

1.2.5  Fieldwork

[raining of Enumerators, Supervision and Any Issues in the Field

The team used two teams of enumerators to collect data for the assessment: One team was
based in the Kyangwali refugee settlement and surrounding Kikuube district, and the other team
was based in the Kyaka Il refugee settlement and surrounding Kyegegwa district.

The team conducted a training and pilot of the quantitative survey between May 23 and June 7,
2022, using the KoboCollect platform with 40 male and female coaches, 20 from the host
community and 20 from the refugee community. On May 10-12, 2022, AIR provided training to
AVSI staff on how to use the study tools, their purpose, proper data collection practices, and
ethical considerations. Then AVSI staff provided training to the enumerators in the Kikuube
district and a separate training for enumerators in the Kyegegwa district.

The team launched data collection on May 23. The field team divided the enumerators into two
groups in each district to account for language differences between the host and refugee
community. One village or zone was visited per day as per the data collection plan. Enumerator
teams were overseen by AVSI team data collection supervisors with support from monitoring
and evaluation (M&E) officer. The supervisors visited the field throughout data collection to
answer any questions that enumerators had and resolve issues with the operation of the survey
or mobile phones used in data collection. The field staff attempted to address all issues in the
field as they were identified, and enumerators were encouraged to identify workable solutions
that did not require major logistical changes. Enumerators conducted surveys through June 7,
2022, at which time the team concluded that we had achieved an appropriately large sample size.




1.2.6  Ethical Considerations

Institutional Review Board

The team outlined the ethical considerations of the study and processes for protecting
participants’ privacy and confidentiality and reducing potential harm in an application to the AIR
Institutional Review Board (IRB). We submitted the IRB package, encompassing the study
proposal, protection of human subjects plan, data collection instruments, and informed consent
forms, to the review board and received approval on May 4, 2022. We submitted an amendment
with revised protocols, which received approval on May 20, 2022.

Informed Consent

We informed all survey, FGD, and KII participants before they agreed to participate that their
responses would be confidential. Participants were informed that they could refuse to answer
any question or leave the interview or discussion at any time. Participants were assured that
refusing to participate or leaving any interview would not harm them in any way or affect their
selection to participate in the project. Individuals who agreed to participate were required to sign
a written consent form—either by signature or thumbprint—and a copy of the consent form
remained with the participants. The interviewers then ensured that the surveys, FGDs, and KlIs
were conducted in a private setting to guarantee the confidentiality of responses. Interviewers
ensured that surveys were conducted one-on-one with a respondent or spouse (where
applicable) so no one else could hear the respondent’s answers. Group discussion facilitators
ensured that FGDs were held where respondents felt free to speak openly so community
members outside the group could not overhear their responses. Finally, interviewers and
facilitators were instructed during training on how to request informed consent.

1.2.7  Limitations
The assessment had some limitations that may affect the findings presented in this report.

Household Survey Limitations. The quantitative survey instrument experienced the following
limitations:

I. The assessment team was unable to conduct an in-person training of data collection
enumerators or the AVSI team on the survey tool. Travel restrictions during the
COVID-19 pandemic limited the AIR team’s ability to travel to Uganda to train the AVSI
assessment team as well as the actual enumerators who went to households. To ensure
common understanding of the instruments and approach, AIR trained the team remotely
and maintained constant communication with AVSI through email during data collection.
The assessment team also conducted high-frequency checks of incoming data on the
KoboCollect platform.

2. This report features a high number of hypothesis tests for significant differences between
subgroups of the sample. Because of the inherent randomness underlying the data
collected, some portion of the significant differences observed in the findings do not
represent true population differences. Interpretation of significant differences should be
taken with appropriate caution in recognition of the inherent limitation of the sample’s
ability to represent the overall population in the Kyangwali refugee settlement and Kyaka
Il refugee settlement and their accompanying host communities.




3. The survey tool features a number of detailed questions about household finances. It is
uncommon for this population to keep detailed bookkeeping of their exact incomes,
expenses, and savings. The assessment team provided instructions for enumerators to
request estimates from respondents on these questions. Appropriate caution should be
taken when interpreting monetary figures in the report.

4. The assessment was conducted at a time when communities were anticipating food
shortages due to an expected low crop output due to the delayed rains. Although
respondents were informed that the assessment was an information gathering exercise
only, unrelated to any kind of service or distribution of aid, it is possible that some
respondents may have exaggerated or misrepresented their situation slightly in the hope
of receiving some benefits.

Qualitative Limitations. The qualitative component of this assessment has two primary limitations:
(a) the inability to conduct an in-person training of trainers, and (2) a relatively small sample size.
First, travel restrictions during the COVID-19 pandemic limited the AIR team’s ability to travel
to Uganda to train the trainers and to oversee the training of the data collection team. To ensure
common understanding of the instruments and approach, AIR trained the team remotely and
maintained constant communication with AVSI through email during data collection. We also
reviewed interview transcripts in English on a rolling basis to provide feedback and ask clarifying
questions to ensure a common understanding. Second, we designed a sample that would offer a
“wide” rather than “deep” perspective to explore the needs of youth and women from the host
and refugee communities in Uganda rather than to produce generalizable results. Time and
resource constraints limited the sample size, but we were able to achieve saturation in terms of
the main themes presented in this assessment.




CHAPTER 2. FINDINGS

In this chapter, we present findings from the quantitative and qualitative analysis. First, we
describe the demographic characteristics of Household Survey respondents. Then we share
quantitative and qualitative findings by topic area. These topics begin with households’ and
respondents’ asset ownership, savings, livelihoods, earnings, barriers to those earnings, and how
households coped during times of great stress on their livelihoods. These sections capture
opportunities for SMILES to engage women and youth, and to explore how gender dynamics in
livelihoods could impact program implementation. Next, we cover existing programming in the
target population’s communities, examining where SMILES programming would be redundant
versus where it could meet local needs. We also delve into respondents’ perceptions of economic
self-reliance and how SMILES could affect those perceptions and help program beneficiaries gain
confidence in their sustained security. Then, we cover individual characteristics of household
decision-making norms, gender-equality perceptions, time allocation, GBV, and specifically
requested gender support to understand how gender dynamics and age dynamics influence the
population’s livelihood opportunities and hurdles to program implementation. We include a
section specifically on the relationship between gender and ICT to capture and determine how
existing ICTs could be leveraged for use in farming, business, and access to services. Lastly, we
provide targeted insights into how households with PWD differ from other households and the
ways they might face unique challenges in program participation; we offer suggestions on how to
accommodate this vulnerable subgroup.

2.1 Demographics of Household Sample

For the Household Survey, a majority of the overall sample was female (66%), but only 32% of
households interviewed were female-headed households. Thirty-eight percent of the overall
sample was 18-30 years of age, with a similar gender distribution across both youth and adult
respondents, who made up about two-thirds of each gender.

The average household size among those surveyed was about six members, and about [.6
members were children under the age of 5, which was similar across host and refugee households.
There was no significant difference between household size or number of children by the
respondents’ gender, but youth respondents reported significantly more young children (1.7) than
adult respondents (1.5) (p < 0.05). However, adults reported significantly larger households (6.6
members) compared to youth (5.2 members) (p < 0.01). This suggests that adult respondents
had larger, older families with fewer young children but more total members in the household.

Refugee respondents in our sample were significantly more likely (38%) to be female-headed than
host households (25%) (p < 0.01) and were more likely to have PWD (45%) than host households
(33%) (p < 0.01). There was no significant difference in the rate of PWD when we explored
geographic differences between the refugee communities in Kikuube and Kyegegwa. Exhibit 6
below shows the distribution of households with PWD.




Exhibit 6. Share of Households With Person(s) With Disability (Percentage of Responses)
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Overall Male- Female- Refugee Host
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Source: Household Survey, N = 885

Note: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01

Note: Responses disaggregated by the gender of the head of the household are restricted to respondents who self-identified
the head of their household.

Fifty-six percent of respondents were heads of household, with male respondents being
significantly more likely to self-identify as the head of the household (83%) than female
respondents (42%) (p < 0.01). If the respondent was male, they were significantly less likely to
say the household head was female (5%) compared to female respondents (46%) (p < 0.01). This
suggests that there may have been some gender response bias in identifying the household’s head
as female if the respondent was male. For this reason, when data are shown by the gender of the
household head throughout the findings, it is restricted to the subsample that self-identified as
the head of the household (male-headed N = 257; female-headed N = 236).

Regarding the religions practiced by respondents, 89% of the overall sample of households
practiced some form of Christianity, with a similar proportion across districts and in both host
and refugee communities. About 5% of households practiced Islam, and the remaining households
practiced “other” faiths, including the One Faith of Unity and Jehovah’s Witness.

Exhibit 7 shows respondents’ self-reported marital status. Male respondents were significantly
more likely to report being monogamously married (69%) than female respondents (52%) (p <
0.01), and youth were significantly more likely to report being monogamously married (63%) than
adult respondents (54%) (p < 0.01). Women were also significantly more likely to be divorced,
widowed, or separated from their partner than men (p < 0.01). This may be related to the fact
that refugee community respondents were significantly more likely than host community
respondents to be widowed (p < 0.01) or separated (p < 0.05) from their partner. Unsurprisingly,
adult respondents were significantly more likely to report being a widow/er (17%) than youth
(0%) (p < 0.01), whereas youth were significantly more likely to report never having married
(12%) than adults (2%) (p < 0.01).




Exhibit 7. Marital Status (Percentage of Responses)
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Source: Household Survey, N = 885
Notes: Significance levels are as follows: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.

2.2 Assets and Savings
2.2.1 Household Assets

Households’ assets and savings played an important role in understanding their quality of life.
Exhibit 8 depicts household asset ownership for an array of items not directly related to
communications technology (communications items will be discussed later in this report in
Section 2.14). The most common household assets owned were chairs for all household members
(52%) and solar panels (48%). The high rate of solar panel ownership suggests that this is the
most common way that off-grid households access electricity. Relatively few households owned
transportation-related assets like bicycles (8%) and motorcycles (7%), which could also serve as




sources of income. Many qualitative respondents from Kikuube and Kyegegwa reported the
desire to own motorcycles so that they can drive boda-bodas but expressed that they could not
afford them. A Kyegegwa LC
Secretary explained that, for those
who do drive boda-bodas, “the
motorcycles are not theirs, they
always rent, and they pay daily [for the
motorcycle].” Significantly more male-
headed households owned chairs for
all their members, solar panels,
bicycles, and motorcycles than female-
headed households (p < 0.05). This
suggests that male-headed households
favor transportation-related assets as
a use of their earnings; the difference '
in solar panel and chair ownership | .\ ") &
suggests that male-headed households  Source: AVSI data collection team
enjoy a higher standard of living overall

than female-headed households.

There were fewer differences in household asset ownership when examined by age group.
Significantly more youth own motorcycles than adults (p < 0.01), but adults are more likely to
own solar panels than youth (p < 0.05). Higher youth motorcycle ownership might be linked to
using motorcycles as a source of income, whereas higher adult ownership of solar panels could
be linked to having older families with greater incomes to spend on luxuries like electricity.

Asset ownership also provides a window into differences in standard of living between host and
refugee communities. Refugee community households (40%) were significantly more likely than
host community households (21%) to say they did not own any of the physical assets listed below
in Exhibit 8 (p < 0.01). Concurrently, host community respondents were significantly more likely
to say that they owned most of these assets, with nearly twice as many host community
respondents saying they owned solar panels (62%) compared to refugee community respondents
(33%) (p < 0.01).

Looking into geographic differences, significantly more refugee community respondents from
Kikuube (49%) said they owned none of the household assets listed than refugee community
respondents from Kyegegwa (31%) (p < 0.0l). Host community respondents from the two
districts were more similar in their responses to this question (23% in Kikuube and 18% in

Kyegegwa).
Households with PWD were also significantly more likely to say they did not own any of the
physical assets listed in Exhibit 8 (35%) than those without PWD (28%) (p < 0.01). This suggests

that households with PWD may have less expendable capital for assets and instead must reserve
it for accommodations for disabled household members.




Exhibit 8. Household Assets Owned (Percentage of Responses)
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Source: Household Survey, N = 885
Notes: Significance levels are as follows: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. Respondents could select multiple responses
to this question, so percentages exceed 100%. Showing head of household’s gender if they self-identified as the head.

2.2.2 Agricultural and Livestock Assets

There was a consistent narrative when examining the asset ownership reported for agriculture
and livestock-rearing purposes: Most households owned only the most basic agricultural and
livestock assets/tools. More advanced tools like spraying machines, irrigation equipment, and
shelter for livestock were uncommon by comparison, suggesting that these more costly assets
may be out of reach for many households. Exhibit 9 and Exhibit 10 show household ownership
of agricultural assets and livestock assets, respectively.

There was little variation in tool ownership between host or refugee community members
sampled, as well as by district and households with and without PWD. However, adults were
significantly more likely to own basic tools than youth were (p < 0.01), perhaps indicative of the
time they have had to acquire such items and of a preference for on-farm livelihood activities.




A surprisingly high proportion of households answered these questions about agricultural and
livestock asset ownership with “Do not know.” This could be because the respondent was
unfamiliar with this aspect of their household’s livestock-rearing activities, or as a substitute for
“none of the above,” since this option was not available. Many of the “other, specify” clarification
responses were some variation of “none of the above.”

Exhibit 9. Agricultural Assets Owned or Accessible (Percentage of responses)

Full Sample 79 15 4 1 1 1 1] 0 4 15
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Youth 18-30 74 16 4 0 0 0 ] 0 7 16
Clder 31+ 82 14 4 2 1 1 0 0 3 14
Host 79 22 5 2 1 0 0 1 5] 14
Refugee 80 7 3 0 0 1 ] 0 2 17
Disability: someone 81 15 4 1 1 1 ] 0 3 14
Dizability: no one 78 14 4 1 0 0 0 0 5 16
Kyegegwa 76 7 4 2 1 0 ] 0 4 18
Kikuube 82 22 4 0 0 1 0 0 4 12
N T T T T T T T T T
Tools Spraying Bicycle Cart Pump/ Seed Conwven- Ox Other Do not
{e.g., Hoe, machine (agri. orwheel irrigaticn planter fional plough knowe/
ax, showvel asset/  barrow equipment yoke refuse to
pick ax, basket) answer
machete)

Source: Household Survey, N = 885
Notes: Significance levels are as follows: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. Respondents could select multiple responses
to this question, so percentages exceed 100%. Showing head of household’s gender if they self-identified as the head.




Exhibit 10. Livestock-Rearing Assets Owned or Accessible (Percentage of Responses)
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Source: Household Survey, N = 885
Notes: Significance levels are as follows: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. Respondents could select multiple responses
to this question, so percentages exceed 100%. Showing head of household’s gender if they self-identified as the head.

Regarding the types of livestock that households raised, chickens were the most popular option
owned, followed by goats, pigs, and ducks. Large livestock that require ample grazing land, like
sheep and cows, were unpopular with the households surveyed. Exhibit | | shows the percentage
of households that owned at least one animal of a given livestock type, and Exhibit 12 shows the
average number of livestock owned. Male-headed households were significantly more likely to
own goats (p < 0.05), chickens (p < 0.10), and rabbits (p < 0.05) than female-headed households.
Beyond being more likely to own any goats and chickens, male-headed households also owned
significantly higher quantities of goats (p < 0.05) and chickens (p < 0.05) than female-headed
households.

Host community households owned significantly more of most types of livestock (cows, chickens,
goats, sheep, pigs) (p < 0.01) compared to refugee community households. The exception being
that refugee community households were significantly more likely to own ducks (p < 0.01) than
host community households. Both community types were similarly likely to own rabbits. These
differences suggest that refugee community households did not have the land resources needed
to properly rear most livestock, save ducks. Differences in land ownership rates are explored
below, confirming this constraint for refugee community households.




Exhibit | 1. Percentage of Households That Own at Least One Animal by Livestock Type
(Percentage of Responses)

Full Sample

Female Head

IMale Head

Youth 13-30

Older 31+

Host

Refuges

Dizability: someone

Dizability: no one

Kyegegwa

Fikuube

Source: Household Survey, N = 885

19 . 1 5 4 &
ok dedk
19 10 & 4 @
19 12 . 3 @
17 9 . 4 @
21 12 . 3 @
dakdk =4 s+ i+
29 7 . 6 @
9 14 i q o
19 11 . 5 o
19 1 . 3 4
ok Ak
18 13 . 5 .
20 8 @ 2 @
T T T T T T
Goats Pigs Ducks Cows Sheep Rabbits

Notes: Significance levels are as follows: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. Respondents could select multiple responses

to this question, so percentages exceed 100%. Showing head of household’s gender if they self-identified as the head.
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Exhibit 12. Average Number of Livestock Owned (No.)

Livestock (#) Overall Male Female Adult Youth Refugee Host No PWD Kikuube Kyegegwa

head head PWD

Chickens 2.20 2.22 [.33%* 2.17 2.26 1.0l 3.39%F | 233 2.00 2.03 2.38
Goats 0.77 0.88 0.43** 0.72 0.86 0.31 [.23%% | 0.76 0.79 0.85 0.69
Ducks 0.38 0.31 0.27 0.39 0.37 0.49 0.27%% | 0.37 0.39 0.25 0.50%*
Pigs 0.36 0.28 0.20 0.35 0.38 0.08 0.64** | 0.38 0.33 0.33 0.40
Cows 0.25 0.10 0.08 0.15 0.41 0.02 0.47%% 1 0.20 0.32 0.23 0.26
Rabbits 0.13 0.23 0.08 0.11 0.16 0.15 0.11 0.16 0.09 0.07 0.19%
Sheep 0.12 0.11 0.04 0.13 0.11 0.02 0.23** | 0.09 0.17 0.08 0.16
N size 885 257 236 552 333 442 443 540 345 440 445

Source: Household Survey, N = 885
Notes: Significance levels are as follows: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. Showing head of household’s gender if they
self-identified as the head.

2.2.3 Land Ownership

Exhibit |3 shows rates of land ownership for the sample and the amount of land owned, as well
as any additional land that households cultivated but did not own. Adults were significantly more
likely to own land than youth were (p < 0.01) (and in significantly greater quantities; p < 0.05),
and male-headed households were more likely than female-headed households to cultivate land
they did not own (p < 0.05). The majority of households acquired non-owned land by renting it
from a private citizen (62%) or receiving it free from the government or an NGO (20%).

Host community households were significantly more likely than refugee community households
to own land (p < 0.01) and owned it in significantly greater quantities (p < 0.01). This was also
true for land that was cultivated but not owned by the households; host community households
were more likely to have cultivated land that they did not own (p < 0.01) and were cultivating
greater quantities of land they did not own (p < 0.01). Host households generally acquired this
land by renting it from a private citizen (82% for host community households vs. 26% for refugee
community households), whereas a majority of refugee community households accessed their
unowned land by receiving it free from the government or an NGO (57% for refugee community
households vs 0% for host community households) (p<0.01).

We also observed regional differences on land ownership, with households from Kikuube (34%)
being significantly less likely than households in Kyegegwa (75%) to own any land (p < 0.01) and
owned significantly greater quantities (p<0.05). Conversely, households from Kikuube (49%)
were significantly more likely to cultivate land they did not own than households in Kyegewa
(30%) (p < 0.01), but Kyegegwa households cultivated larger plots of unowned land on average
than those from Kikuube (p < 0.01). Refugee households in Kikuube were significantly more likely
to have received their unowned land from the government or an NGO (69%) compared to
refugee households in Kyegegwa (4%) (p < 0.01), suggesting the increased presence of a recent
land-allocation program for the refugee community in Kikuube.

There were no significant differences in land ownership rates or amounts for households with
PWD compared to those without PWD.
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Exhibit 13. Land Ownership

head head PWD
47% 45% 36% 52% | 39%*** 4% 74%*%%% | 49% 44% 34% 75%*%*

Overall Male Female Adult Youth Refugee Host No PWD Kikuube Kyegegwa

% of households that
own land
Number of acres
owned
% of households that
cultivate land that the
household does not
own
Number of acres
cultivated but not
owned
(rented/borrowed/etc.)
N size 885 257 236 552 333 442 443 540 345 440 445
Source: Household Survey, N = 885
Notes: Significance levels are as follows: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. Number of acres is trimmed at the 95th
percentile and those high-end values trimmed are replaced with the mean of the trimmed version of the variable to preserve
sample size. Showing head of household’s gender if they self-identified as the head.

2.2.4 Savings

Exhibit 14 describes households’ level of overall savings in Ugandan Shillings® (UGX), as well as
respondents’ additional individual savings. The pooled household savings was on average more
than twice the size of respondents’ individual savings. Female-headed households reported having
significantly lower household savings than male-headed households (difference of 12,000 UGX)
(p < 0.05). Furthermore, female household heads had significantly lower individual savings than
male household heads (a difference of 3,500 UGX) (p < 0.05). This gender gap in savings also
reflects a gender gap in earnings. There were no significant differences in savings by age group.

0.60 0.56 0.42% 0.65 | 0.51** 0.13 [.06%F* | 0.63 0.55 0.52 0.67+*

40% 43% | 34%** 40% 39% 27% 529%%% | 42% 36% 49% 309%***

0.57 0.6 0.51** 0.58 0.57 0.41 0.73% | 0.6 0.54 0.53 0.627**

Respondents from host community households reported having significantly higher individual
savings (12,800 UGX) than refugee community households (5,000 UGX) (p < 0.01), although the
two community types reported similar amounts of household savings (about 20,000 UGX).
Households with PWD had significantly lower household and individual savings than those
without PWD (p < 0.10), reflecting a household income disparity or perhaps the additional costs
of medical needs or accommodations for disabilities in the home.

Exhibit 14. Savings (UGX)

Savings

:;‘:‘geshdd 21,349 | 28,934 | 16,494% | 21,882 | 20,464 | 20,331 22,363 | 23529 | 17,936% | 24,406 | 18326%*
Respondents’ 8908 | 10,132 | 6,585+ | 8,193 | 10,095 | 4,959 12,849+ | 9865 | 7.412% | 9,120 8,699
individual savings

N size 885 257 236 552 333 44 443 540 345 440 445

Source: Household Survey, N = 885

5 At the start of data collection on May 23, 2022, the exchange rate for USD to UGX was | USD = 3658 UGX.
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Notes: Significance levels are as follows: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. Monetary values are trimmed at the 95th
percentile and those high-end values trimmed are replaced with the mean of the trimmed version of the variable to preserve
sample size. Showing head of household’s gender if they self-identified as the head.

2.3 LlLivelihoods, Income, Opportunities

Error! Reference source not found. shows the major livelihoods worked by households in
the Household Survey. These “major” categories refer to formal or informal economic activities,
grouped under a handful of on-farm and off-farm activity types. The most popular livelihoods
were food crop farming (79%) and nonfarming economic activities (29%), followed by cash crop
farming (17%) and livestock rearing (16%). Qualitative findings were consistent with those found
in the Household Survey for popular livelihood choices.

The number of major livelihoods worked by respondents informs the extent to which households
pursue multiple simultaneous earnings paths. The average number of major livelihoods per
respondent was |.52, suggesting that many people had diversified into multiple livelihoods during
the last 12 months.

Exhibit 15. Major Types of Livelihood Worked by Respondents in Past |12 Months (Percentage of
Responses)

Major livelihood Overall Male Female Adult Youth | Refugee Host No PWD Kikuube Kyegegwa

PWD
Food crop farming 79% 76% 80% 81% T4%*+* 69% 89%*+* 78% 79% 82% 75%*+*
Cash crop farming 17% | 20% 16% 17% 18% 7% 27%F | 20% | 13%* 20% | 49+
Livestock rearing 16% 15% 16% 17% 13% 1% 2| ¥k 15% 17% 17% 15%
Livestock selling or 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 1% 2% 1% 2% 2%
trading
Non-farming 29% 37% | 5% | 27% 32% 35% 23%+ | 29% 28% 32% 26%*
economic activities
VWage and salary 8% 0% | 7% 7% 9% 12% | 4% | 9% 7% 10% 6%+
employment
Fishing or fishpond 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 1% 1% 2% 3% 9%
culture
N size 885 298 587 552 333 442 443 540 345 440 445

Source: Household Survey, N = 885
Notes: Significance levels are as follows: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. Respondents could select multiple responses
to this question, so percentages exceed 100%.

Among those who selected “non-farming economic activities,” the most popular choices for
activities worked in the last year were running a retail shop (18%), selling maize flour (11%),
transportation/taxi service (8%), tailoring (7%), trading in palm oil (7%), and selling charcoal or
firewood (7%). Multiple options could be selected. These options are listed in Error! Reference
source not found. at the overall level, and in greater subgroup disaggregated detail in Error!
Reference source not found.. “Other” responses included variations of casual labor,
carpentry, and selling fish or produce. Despite the long list of options provided, respondents
were eager to be as specific as possible in their nonfarming livelihoods. The qualitative interviews
also found that some respondents mentioned being enumerators for short-term research
projects.

The average number of nonfarming activities (among those who had worked at least one) per
respondent was 1.22, suggesting that most people had worked only one nonfarming activity.
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Exhibit 16. Types of Livelihood Worked by Respondent in Past 12 months

Major Livelihoods

Non-farm Economic Activities

Running a retail shop [} 18%
Selling maize flour ] 11%

Transportation
Tailoring
Trading in palm oil
Selling charcoal/firewood
Construction or masonry
Hairdressing
Restaurant/catering
Clothes trading
Motorbike repairs
Shoe repair or sales
Butcher/ meat roasting
Milling of grains
Bicycle repairs
Phone charging
Solar shop
Photography

Food crop farming - 79%
Non-farm economic
0,
activities . 29% <
Cash crop farming I 17%
Livestock rearing I 16%
Wage and salar
g y I8%
employment
Livestock selling or
. 2%
trading
Fishing or fishpond
g p 2%
culture
0% 50% 100%

Source: Household Survey, N = 885

— Selling water

i 3%
I 7%
i 7%
I 7%
| 6%
| 5%
| 4%
| 3%
| 2%
| 2%
| 2%
| 2%
| 1%
| 1%

0%

0%

0%

0%

50%

100%

Notes: Significance levels are as follows: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. Respondents could select multiple responses

to this question, so percentages exceed 100%.
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Exhibit 17. Nonfarming Economic Activities Worked by Respondent in Past 12 months

Nonfarming Overall Male Female Adult Youth Refugee Host @ No PWD Kikuube Kyegegwa
economic activities PWD

Transportation (boda-

boda driving, taxi

service, or similar) 8% 16% 296+H* 3% | 496°+* 5% 13%** | 9% 5% 8% 8%
Motorcycle/motorbike

repairs 2% 4% 0%** 1% 2% 1% 3% 1% 2% 1% 3%
Bicycle repairs 1% 2% 0%* 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
Shoe repair or sales 2% 3% 1% 2% 1% 2% 1% 1% 2% 1% 3%
Solar shop 0% 1% 0% 1% 0% 0% 1% 1% 0% 0% 1%
Tailoring 7% 5% 9% 6% 9% 5% 11% 8% 6% 5% 9%
Secondhand or new

clothes trading 3% 1% 5%* 4% 2% 1% 6%** 3% 3% 1% 5%
Selling maize flour 11% 8% 12% 13% 8% 16% 2%5 | 8% 14% 16% 4%k
Trading in palm oil 7% 5% 10% 9% 5% 12% 0%+ | 6% 10% 8% 7%
Salon (hairdressing and

barber) 5% 7% 3% 4% 7% 6% 3% 4% 6% 5% 5%
Restaurant/catering 4% 2% 5% 4% 4% 1% 89k 4% 3% 4% 4%
Running a retail shop or

grocery 18% 15% 20% 17% 19% 19% 15% 18% 16% 21% 14%
Photography 0% 0% 1% 0% 1% 1% 0% 0% 1% 0% 1%
Butcher/meat roasting 2% 2% 1% 2% 1% 1% 2% 1% 2% 1% 3%
Construction or

masonry 6% 1% 3%k 7% 5% 8% 4% 8% 4% 5% 8%
Phone charging 1% 2% 1% 1% 2% 2% 0% 0% | 3%+ 2% 0%
Selling charcoal or

firewood 7% 6% 7% 10% 3%k 10% 3%k 7% 7% 1% 3%%*
Selling water for

domestic use 0% 1% 0% 1% 0% 1% 0% 1% 0% 0% 1%
Milling of grains (e.g.,

maize or millet) 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 4% 0%**
Other 36% 38% 35% 36% 35% 35% 37% 34% 39% 40% 32%
N size 256 109 147 151 105 154 102 159 97 139 117

Source: Household Survey, N = 885
Notes: Significance levels are as follows: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. Respondents could select multiple responses
to this question, so percentages exceed [00%.

With regard to respondents’ primary livelihood in the past 12 months, the responses followed
the same trend as their overall livelihoods. Fifty-eight percent of respondents said food crop
farming was their primary economic activity, and the next most popular was a nonfarming activity
at 20%. Fewer respondents selected food crop farming as their primary activity when they could
choose multiple responses; so, while many household engaged in food crop farming, the
difference (21% of the sample) engaged in food crop farming as secondary to another livelihood.
Among those who selected nonfarming activity as their primary livelihood, the most popular
option was running a retail shop or grocery (17%), then driving a boda-boda or taxi (7%), then
selling maize flour (7%), then tailoring (6%), and selling charcoal or firewood (6%).
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Error! Reference source not found. shows the distribution of respondents’ individual and
household earnings. The average income during a month in the rainy season® exceeded dry season
earnings by about 10,000 UGX for individuals and was 25,000 UGX higher in the rainy season at
the household level. However, when asked about annual earnings, respondents gave more
modest estimates, which were only four to five times higher than their reported monthly
earnings. This disconnect between monthly earnings estimates and yearly earnings estimates is
likely due to seasonality and irregular income streams. Indeed, qualitative interviews found that
agriculture jobs were widely recognized as seasonal, but not necessarily temporary, and that few
permanent jobs were available.

¢ The “rainy” and “dry” seasons were left intentionally to the interpretation of what the respondents experienced
as the rainy and dry seasons during the past 12 months. This allowed respondents to provide better estimates for
monthly earnings that coincide with real weather patterns, rather than expected seasonal delineations along certain
months.
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Exhibit 18. Earnings (UGX)

Respondent’s earnings | Overall Male Female Adult | Youth @ Refugee Kikuube Kyegegwa

Respondent’s monthly

income in dry season

Respondent’s monthly

income in rainy season

:f\‘zipn:’;‘de"t s annual 380,353 | 460,661 | 339,583 | 373,344 | 391,970 | 244,880 | 515,519%% | 413,004 | 329,246*% | 422,891 | 338292%*x

N size 885 298 587 552 333 442 443 540 345 440 445
Source: Household Survey, N = 885

Notes: Significance levels are as follows: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. Monetary values are trimmed at the 95th percentile and those high-end values trimmed are
replaced with the mean of the trimmed version of the variable to preserve sample size.

78841 | 95,064 | 70,606 | 78,462 | 79,470 | 46,827 | 110,783* | 87,967 | 64,558%* 93,757 64,093

88,589 | 103,151 | 8I,196% | 92297 | 82,44| 55,079 | 122,023%* | 94,643 79,113%* 105,880 | 71,492%+

head head PWD
128,636 | 144,918 | 98,358** | 121,585 | 140,323 | 78,78l 178,377 | 137,697 | |14,453%* 157,945 99,655%+*

Household earnings Overall Male Female Adult Youth Refugee Host No PWD Kikuube Kyegegwa

Household’s monthly
income in dry season
Household’s monthly
income in rainy season
Household’s annual
income
N size 885 257 236 552 333 442 443 540 345 440 445
Source: Household Survey, N = 885

Notes: Significance levels are as follows: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. Monetary values are trimmed at the 95th percentile and those high-end values trimmed are
replaced with the mean of the trimmed version of the variable to preserve sample size.

153,041 | 154,093 | [19,195%F | 142,978 | 169,721 | 88,747 | 217,190 | 167,202 | 130,875*** | 189,805 | |16,690%**

560,566 | 676,946 | 396,886*** | 547,302 | 582,553 | 366,102 | 754,591*** | 602,006 | 495,704** | 643,702 | 478,364+
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Earnings were also linked to respondents’ skills. Error! Reference source not found.
describes the various skills that respondents claimed to be proficient in, mainly agricultural
techniques (59%), business skills (28%), and livestock rearing (19%). Average yearly individual
earnings for those who reported being skilled in livestock rearing were significantly greater than
those without that skill set, with a difference of 104,000 UGX (p < 0.01), and average yearly
individual earnings for those who reported being skilled in business practices were significantly
greater than those without that skillset, with a difference of 76,000 UGX (p < 0.01). However,
there was no statistical difference in the yearly earnings of those who were versus were not
skilled in agricultural techniques. This could be because agricultural techniques do not guarantee
higher yields, or that those who pursue nonagricultural livelihoods earn similar incomes to even
skilled farmers.

Exhibit 19. Skills

Overall Male Female Adult Youth Refugee | Host No PWD Kikuube Kyegegwa

PWD
Agricuh:u ral techniques 59% 62% 58% 61% 56%* 58% 60% 58% 61% 60% 59%
Business skills (retail
shop, trading, or 28% 32% 26%* 26% 31%* 36% 20%*#* 29% 27% 30% 26%
grocery)
Livestock rearing 19% 23% | 7%** 21% 16%* 23% | 5%k 18% 21% 20% 18%
Tailoring 8% 5% 1 0% 6% | | 9 10% 6%** 9% 7% 8% 9%
Salon (hairdressingand | go | 9o | gg 6% | 129 | 12% | s | 9% | 7% 7% 9%
barber)
Restaurant/catering 5% 1% 7%++% 3% 9% FHk 7% 3%k 5% 5% 4% 6%
Construction or 3% 9% | 1% | 3% 3% 5% 2wk | 4% | 2%+ 3% 4%
masonry
Shoe repair 3% 6% | SpHk 2% 5% 5% | 96 Hwk 3% 3% 4% 2%*
Bicyde repairs 2% 4% | 967H* 1% 2% 3% | 96+ 2% 1% 1% 2%
:1‘;:?::’"‘*’ motorbike | oo 1 gy | o | g% | 4ge 3% 1% | 3% | 2% 1% 455
Photography I % 2% 0%*** I % I % I % 0%* I % 0% I % O‘%)>l<
Butcher 1% 1% 0%* 1% 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 0% 1%
Digital skills (how to
use a computer or 1% 2% 0% 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 1% 0% 1%
smart phone)
N size 885 298 587 552 333 249 257 540 345 440 445

Source: Household Survey, N = 885
Notes: Significance levels are as follows: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. Respondents could select multiple responses

to this question, so percentages exceed [00%.

Error! Reference source not found. presents respondents’ perceptions of what opportunities
enable them to practice their skills, with hard work and determination (60%) being seen as the
primary driver of opportunity. High demand for their skills was seen as the second most popular
driver of opportunity (34%), followed by financial readiness (17%) and NGO support (16%).
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Exhibit 20. Opportunities to Practice Skills (Percentage of Responses)

Full Sample 60 34 17 16 9 2
* ik —
Female 60 32 14 15 7 3
Male 6l 39 23 19 13 2
£ ok
Youth 18-30 56 42 17 14 9 3
Older 31+ 63 30 17 13 9 2
£ ok s sk s *
Host 64 42 13 6 5 3
Refugee 57 28 20 26 12 I
i
Disability: someone 56 32 l6 17 8 3
Disability: no one 63 36 17 16 10 2
- sk e—— —
Kyegepwa 62 26 20 25 9 4
Kikuube 59 42 14 ] 9 |
T T T T T
Hard workl/  High demand Financial NGO or Social Private
Determination  for skills/ readiness government network sector
business support to help linkage
start-up/
find work

Source: Household Survey, N = 782
Notes: Significance levels are as follows: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. Respondents could select multiple responses
to this question, so percentages exceed [00%.

2.3.1 Gender Differences

With respect to major livelihoods worked, men (37%) were significantly more likely than women
(25%) to engage in nonfarming economic activities (p < 0.01). Beyond that, young men (26%)
were significantly more likely than young women (14%) to engage in cash crop farming (p < 0.01).
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When we examined gender differences for non-
farm economic activities worked, we observed
that men were significantly more likely than

women to drive a boda-boda or taxi service (p < Yes, some of these job opportunities
OOI), as well as work in construction or d"ffer from the ones available for
masonry (P < 005) This was also true of young men because men engage more in
men compared to young women. These heavy activities such as welding and
differences are in line with gendered construction.

expectations of “men’s work” versus “women’s
work.” In the qualitative research, many claimed
that there were no differences between what
men could do or what women could do.
However, it was consistent that men
participated in construction jobs, and women were restricted from this line of work. The FGDs
also found that women tended to report being teachers, as opposed to men. Men were perceived
to be more “energetic,” which usually meant more capable of harder labor tasks (such as brick
laying, or more labor-intensive agriculture options).

Religious Leader, Kyegagwa Host Community

Men worked significantly more major livelihoods (1.62) than women (1.47) (p < 0.05), having
diversified their earnings more. Young men also worked significantly more major livelihoods
(1.73) than young women (1.40) (p < 0.01). Men and women worked a similar number of non-
farm economic activities overall, but young men (1.33) worked significantly more non-farm
economic activities than women (1.11) (p < 0.01).

When asked which activities they saw women in their community engaging in, food crop farming
(60%) and nonfarming economic activities (57%) were the two most popular. The next two most
popular were cash crop farming (13%) and wage or salary employment (11%). Of the nonfarming
economic activities women in their community engaged in, the most popular were running a retail
shop (36%), selling maize flour (28%), tailoring (27%), trading in palm oil (23%), and
salon/hairdressing (22%). These findings were also corroborated by the qualitative data, in which
women predominantly reported working in salons and being seamstresses. Interestingly, when
asked specifically about the primary activity that they worked, young women (54%) were
significantly more likely than young men (36%) to say their primary activity was a non-farm
economic activity, though the non-farm activities selected were similar.

We observed a gender gap in earnings between men and women on their reported incomes
which was also echoed for young men and young women. Female (both overall and youth)
respondents reported earning significantly less at the
individual level than their male counterparts in both the
dry and rainy seasons, and annually (p < 0.01). In male-
headed vs. female-headed households, we observed this
statistical difference for all the earnings variables at the
household level, with male-headed households earning
significantly more than female-headed households both
Adult Female Refugee, Kikuube monthly across seasons, as well as in annual income (p <
0.01). This finding comes despite qualitative interviews

reporting that women tended to feel that they made

more sound decisions about money than men do, including business decisions. However, it was

Our husbands are also another
challenge to our economy.
When we get the benefit, men
steal our money.
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in line with women’s reports that men made it difficult for women to earn money. Many female
respondents reported that their husbands would steal their money and claim it as their own.

With respect to skills held,
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Exhibit 21 depicts how men generally reported a wider range of proficiencies. Men were
significantly more likely than women to say they were skilled in livestock rearing (p < 0.05) and
business (p < 0.10), as well as skills related to shoe (p < 0.01), bicycle
(p <0.01), and motorcycle repairs (p < 0.01). Women were significantly more likely than men to
say they were skilled in tailoring (p < 0.05) or catering (p < 0.01). When comparing the skills of
youth men and youth women, we found that there were no differences in the share of
respondents skilled in agricultural techniques, livestock rearing, and business skills. Young men
were significantly more likely than young women to be skilled in motorcycle repair (p < 0.01),
shoe repair (p < 0.01), and construction (p < 0.01), while young women were more likely to be
skilled in catering (p < 0.05). These gendered skill proficiencies were linked to respondents’
recent livelihoods and reported earnings, as well as to their opportunities for starting new
livelihoods.

With respect to the relationship between skill proficiencies and earnings, women did not see a
significant change in individual annual earnings from being skilled in agricultural techniques or
business. Women did however earn significantly more if they were skilled in livestock rearing,
with a difference of 97,000 UGX annual individual earnings for those with livestock rearing skills
(p < 0.05). Men skilled in business also earned significantly more than men without business skills,
with a difference of 201,000 UGX (p < 0.01) annual individual earnings. When looking at young
women, skill proficiencies in agriculture, livestock, and business were not associated with
increased annual individual earnings, though young men who were skilled in business earned more
than young men without business skills (p < 0.05). Sample sizes were too small to draw reliable
conclusions from the impacts of other skill proficiencies on annual individual earnings.
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Exhibit 21. Skill Proficiencies by Gender

H Male HFemale

62%
58%

Agricultural techniques

. . 0
Business skills 32%

23%

Livestock rearing 79% *

E
X

Tailoring 10%**

9%

Salon (Hairdressing and Barber)

]
X

D\o.

Restaurant/catering

B

7%***

fex)
X

Shoe repair

5
X
*
*
*

9%

[
X
*
*
*

Construction or masonry

. . 9
Bicycle repairs H%if*

Motorcycle/motorbike repairs H

1/)***
B 2%

Photography 9% **
Butcher I 1%

Digital skills 2%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

Source: Household Survey, N = 885
Notes: Significance levels are as follows: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. Respondents could select multiple responses
to this question, so percentages exceed [00%.

Regarding livelihood opportunities, significantly more men than women reported their financial
readiness for savings or access to loans (23% for men vs. 14% for women) (p < 0.01) and using
their social network to find work (13% for men vs. 7% for women) (p < 0.0l) as drivers of
opportunity to practice their skills, suggesting that there may be an opportunity here to promote
female social groups for skilled labor. These differences were consistent with those observed
when comparing young women and young men on livelihood opportunities. Qualitative interviews
also revealed that there was also the perception in many instances that women and youth had
more opportunities available to them, because most development/empowerment programs
target them. This created resentment, because men felt left out and discriminated against. Future
programming should seek to address this resentment by including men as direct beneficiaries or
offering clear justification for program targeting.
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The qualitative data sought to understand the seasonality and dependence on energy of
respondents’ livelihoods. Many respondents reported that food crop farming and fetching and
supplying water were seasonal jobs, while other jobs, such as being a tailor, boda-boda driver,
or brick layer, are available all year round. There was a clear understanding among respondents
that jobs that could be done all year were more attractive options because seasonal workers,
as a refugee religious leader from Kyegagwa described, “tend to look around for another paying
activity so as to survive.” However, with regard to energy dependency, there was a lack of
understanding among respondents : e T :

regarding the importance of energy.
For example, no respondent referred
to boda-boda driving as a livelihood
that depended on energy sources
despite the need for fuel. However, a
few respondents did note that
welding and operating salons required
electricity and other forms of energy.
Nonetheless, the qualitative data
reflected little concern among
respondents about access to energy
sources.

232 Age Group Differences Source: AVSI data collection team

Regarding major livelihoods chosen, adult respondents (81%) were significantly more likely than
youth respondents (74%) to work in food crop farming (p < 0.05). However, there were few
other differences on this question between the groups. Youth and adults worked a similar number
of major livelihoods, as well as a similar number of noneconomic activities.

When it came to noneconomic activities, youth (14%) were significantly more likely than adult
respondents (3%) to drive a boda-boda/taxi service (p < 0.01), while adults (10%) were
significantly more likely to sell firewood or charcoal than youth (3%) (p < 0.05). The qualitative
interviews confirmed that young men were the most common group to engage in earning money
by driving a taxi service or doing auto repair.

When asked which activities they saw youth in their community engaging in, respondents
answered food crop farming (84%) and nonfarming economic activities (47%) as the two most
popular. The next two most popular were cash crop farming (16%) and livestock rearing (15%).
Of the nonfarming economic activities youth in their community engaged in, the most popular
were transportation/driving a boda-boda or taxi (73%), salon/hairdressing (29%), tailoring (21%),
and running a retail shop (21%). Although many respondents seemed to associate driving a boda-
boda with the youth, only 14% of the youth population actually reported that they engaged in this
activity, so this prevailing view may have been overstating the truth. There were also reports
from qualitative interviews of youth performing small labor jobs, such as fetching water or doing
laundry for others, and that young women sometimes worked as housemaids or waitresses.

Despite differences in livelihood activities, there were no statistical differences in monthly or
annual earnings for adults versus youth both at the individual and household levels. This suggests
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that the mix of livelihoods pursued by both youth and adults yielded similar results in the
aggregate.

With respect to skill proficiencies, Exhibit 22 shows differences by age group. Adults were
significantly more likely than youth to say they were skilled in agricultural techniques (p < 0.10)
and livestock rearing (p < 0.10). Youth were significantly more likely to say they were skilled in
business (p < 0.10), tailoring (p < 0.01), hairdressing (p < 0.01), catering (p < 0.01), as well as
motorbike (p < 0.05) and shoe repair (p < 0.05).

Average yearly individual earnings for youth who reported being skilled in agricultural techniques,
livestock rearing, or business skills were statistically similar to those without that skill set. Small
sample sizes on other skill categories make it difficult to draw conclusions on the impact
possessing other skills might have on youths’ earnings.

Exhibit 22. Skill Proficiencies by Age Group
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61%
56%*

Agricultural techniques

Business skills 319*

21%
6%*

Livestock rearing

Tailoring 110g%*

mr
N

Salon (Hairdressing and Barber) 190k

w
X

Restaurant/catering Qogras

xX

Shoe repair

™

w
X
*
*

. 0,

Construction or masonry I 2;
. . 1%

Bicycle repairs L 2%

(=}
X
\O
[=)
*
*

Motorcycle/motorbike repairs

Photography

g
X R

Butcher 1%

Digital skills

S5
XX R

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

Source: Household Survey, N = 885
Notes: Significance levels are as follows: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. Respondents could select multiple responses
to this question, so percentages exceed 100%.

Opportunities to make use of these skills varied by age group. Significantly more youth (42%)
than adults (30%) (p < 0.01) saw high demand for their skills as a driver of opportunity, while
significantly more adults (63%) than youth (56%) (p < 0.05) saw hard work as a driver of
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opportunity. There was also the perception from qualitative interviews that in many instances
youth had more opportunities available to them because most programs target them.

2.3.3 Host/Refugee Community Differences

According to quantitative findings, differences in livelihoods, incomes, and opportunities between
host and refugee community populations could affect project planning. Host community
respondents were significantly more likely than refugee community respondents to work in food
crop farming (89% vs. 69%) (p < 0.01), cash crop farming (27% vs. 7%) (p < 0.01), and livestock
rearing (21% vs. 11%) (p < 0.01). Refugee community respondents were significantly more likely
than host community respondents to work in nonfarming economic activities (35% vs. 23%) (p <
0.01) and wage employment (12% vs. 4%) (p < 0.01). These differences were linked to disparities
in land ownership mentioned previously, with host community households having greater land
access and ownership than refugee community households. Host community respondents also
worked significantly more livelihoods (1.66) than refugee community respondents (1.39) (p <
0.01), suggesting that host community households had greater ability to diversify earnings and
greater protection from economic shocks. Qualitative findings did not present any clear
difference between the two communities.

With respect to noneconomic activities, host community respondents were significantly more
likely than refugee community respondents to drive a boda-boda (p < 0.05), though this might
have been linked to access to capital to afford the motorbike in the first place. This difference in
transportation livelihoods was driven by host community males who were significantly more likely
than males from the refugee community to drive a boda-boda (32% vs 10%) (p < 0.01). Women
from the refugee community were more likely than women from the host community to engage
in nonfarming activities (29% vs. 10%) (p < 0.01), echoing the unavailability of land and livestock
in refugee communities, particularly for women.

Refugee community respondents were significantly more likely than host community respondents
to earn money by selling maize flour (16% vs. 2%) (p < 0.01) or selling charcoal (10% vs. 3%) (p
< 0.05), whereas refugee community respondents were significantly less likely than host
community respondents to work in a restaurant (1% vs. 8%) (p < 0.01). The average number of
nonfarming activities (among those who worked at least one) for refugee community respondents
was significantly higher (1.29) than host community respondents (I.11) (p < 0.01).

Regarding earnings, host community respondents reported earning significantly more than
refugee community respondents at the individual and household levels, both monthly across
seasons, as well as in annual income (p < 0.01). These significant differences were rather striking,
with an average annual household reported income of 366,000 UGX for refugee community
households and 755,000 UGX for host community households. Additionally, the gender gap in
individual earnings was greater between host community respondents (642,000 UGX for host
men vs. 461,000 UGX for host women) than refugee community respondents (312,000 UGX for
refugee men vs. 205,000 UGX for refugee women), although host respondents earned more
overall on average. While host community women earned much less than their male
counterparts, they still earned more than refugee community men on average. Earnings also
differed across regions for the communities: Host community households earned similar incomes
across the regions, but refugee community households in Kyegegwa earned about half of those
in Kikuube (242,000 UGX vs. 491,000 UGX).
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There were also differences in the skills held by the two communities. Refugee community
respondents reported significantly higher rates of skill proficiency than host community
respondents in business skills (p < 0.01), livestock rearing (p < 0.01), hairdressing (p < 0.01),
catering (p < 0.01), and construction (p < 0.01). Beyond that, there were geographic differences
between the communities: Only 29% of Kyegegwa refugee community respondents reported that
they were proficient in business skills, compared to 44% of Kikuube refugee community
respondents (p < 0.01). Agricultural and livestock proficiency rates were similar.

Significantly more host community respondents reported high demand for skills (42%) as a driver
of opportunity to use their skills, compared to refugee community respondents (28%) (p < 0.01).
However, refugees were significantly more likely to report NGO or government support (26%)
as a driver of opportunity compared to host community respondents (6%) (p < 0.01). Forty
percent of Kyegegwa refugee community respondents identified NGO support as generating
opportunities to practice their skills, compared to 12% of Kikuube refugee community
respondents (p < 0.01). Geographic differences in NGO presence and program type could
present opportunities for SMILES to fill a gap in services for the Kikuube refugee community.

2.4 Barriers to Livelihoods and Income-Generating Activities

Most respondents to the Household Survey reported that they had experienced at least some
barriers to practicing their skills, with only 4% of respondents overall having reported that they
did not experience barriers “at all.”
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Exhibit 23 shows the extent of barriers experienced by subgroups.
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Exhibit 23. Extent of Barriers Experienced (Percentage of Responses)

Full Sample | 4 19 27 50
° *% *kE
Female | 4 16 25 54
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° * *
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Kyegegwa | T 23 21 - 4
Kikuube @ 15 33 I
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Percentage of responses
Mot al all Small extent
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Source: Household Survey, N = 782

Note: Significance levels are as follows: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
Exhibit 24 shows the types of barriers that respondents reported experiencing to practicing their
skills, and Exhibit 25 reports the types of barriers to engaging in new livelihood opportunities.

Most of these youth are in
professional skills but the
challenge they have is the issue
of capital. They have skills but
they don't have adequate capital
to begin some business.

NGO Representative, Kikuube

The ranked responses to these two questions were
similar, with lacking start-up capital being the
overwhelming obstacle in both cases (70% and 72%,
respectively). This was echoed in the qualitative data,
in which respondents predominantly reported lack of
access to resources, such as start-up capital, as their
primary barrier. Overcoming this barrier requires an
infusion of cash, akin to the proposed asset transfer
planned as a component of SMILES. Qualitative
interviews found that, when trying to fund business
ventures, regardless of whether it was youth or
women, primary sources of funding were loans

(especially from savings groups, some from banks or others in the community) or money earned
from another livelihood or coping strategy. After lacking start-up capital, the next most prevalent
barriers were lacking training or a degree (24%), difficulty finding inputs (23%), lack of available

jobs (21%), and lack of connections (18%).
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As discussed earlier, qualitative interviews explored the extent to which energy dependency
proved to be a barrier. Generally, there seemed to be little dependency on electricity for
earnings, likely due to how many people relied on agriculture and selling in markets. Quantitative
findings confirmed that only 4% of respondents reported that limited or the lack of electricity
was a barrier to practicing their skills, and only 3% said it was a barrier to new livelihood
opportunities. One of the few livelihoods recognized as dependent on energy was hairdressing.
Solar power was widely reported as the most needed source of energy.

Exhibit 24. Types of Barriers to Practicing Skills Experienced (Percentage of Responses)

Types of barriers Overall Male Female Adult Youth Refugee Host No PWD Kikuube Kyegegwa

to practicing skills PWD

experienced

Lack of necessary

training or academic 24% 25% 24% 22% 28% 22% 27% 25% 24% 32% | 69+
degree/diploma

Lack of available iobs 21% 27% | 9%*** 20% 24% 31% |1 %*** 21% 22% 20% 23%
Lack of soft skills or 9% | 1% | 9% | 9% | 10% 1% 8% | 10% | 8% 1% 8%
communication skills

Lack of connections 18% 21% 16% 15% 21%** 20% I 5%* 19% 16% 19% 16%
Lack of reference to 5% | 7% | 4% | 4% | 6% 7% | 2 | 4% | 6% 6% 4%
advocate for them

Language barrier 10% 1% 10% 12% 8% 17% 3%k 1% 10% 9% 12%
t:;:::a?f start-up 70% | 70% | 70% | 75% |e2%es | 80% | 59wt | e7% | 75% | 68% 71%
:ag[j‘t::'t tofindquality | 5300 | 209 | 23% | 24% | 21% | 20% | 2e% | 23% | 2% | 25% 20%*
Gender . 1% 0% 1% 0% 2% 0% 2% 1% 1% 1% 1%
expectations/barriers

Limited/Noaccess to | 4o | 3% | 4% | 4% | 3% 2% | 6% | 4% | 4% 1% 6%
electricity

Lack of information

about available 12% 14% 1% 1% 14% 15% 9% HHE 12% 12% 14% 10%*
opportunities

N size 782 274 508 480 302 406 376 471 311 394 388

Source: Household Survey, N = 782
Notes: Significance levels are as follows: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. Respondents could select multiple responses
to this question, so percentages exceed [00%.

Exhibit 25. Types of Barriers to New Opportunities Experienced (Percentage of Responses)

Types of barriers Overall Male Female Adult Youth Refugee Host No PWD Kikuube Kyegegwa

to new PWD

opportunities

experienced

Lack of necessary

training or academic 30% 29% 30% 27% | 34%** 29% 31% 28% 33% 39% 2| %
degree/diploma

Lack of available jobs 24% 29% | 22%** 21% | 29%*+* 32% 169+ | 21% | 28%** 23% 25%
Lack of soft skills or 13% | I5% | 12% | 12% | 14% 12% 13% | 13% | 12% 14% 1%
communication skills

Lack of connections 18% 17% 18% 18% 19% 19% 17% 18% 19% 17% 19%
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Lack of reference to | g0 | 79 | 6% | 6% | 6% 0% | 3% | 6% | 7% 8% 4%+
advocate for them

Language barrier 12% | 13% | 12% 12% | 13% 21% 4% | 12% | 13% 1% 13%
IE:;:(tan start-up % | 7% | 2% | 2% | 72% | 74% | 9% | 70% | 75%¢ | 70% 74%
i?gﬂ:;"t tofindquality |\ g0 | 19% | 8% | 18% | 18% | 17% 20% | 18% | 19% | 20% 16%
Gender , 3% 1% | 4% | 3% | 4% 3% 3% 4% | 2% 6% | 960k
expectations/barriers

L|m|t§d{No access to 3% 2% 4% 4% 29% 2% 4% 3% 4% 3% 4%
electricity

Lack of information

about available 15% 19% | 3964+ 15% 15% 18% | 3967+ 16% 14% 19% | | 9%
opportunities

N size 782 | 274 | 508 480 | 302 406 376 471 301 394 388

Source: Household Survey, N = 782
Notes: Significance levels are as follows: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. Respondents could select multiple responses

to this question, so percentages exceed 100%.
Gender Differences

Women (53%) were significantly more likely than men (41%) (p < 0.01) to say they had
experienced barriers to a “high” extent, but the types of barriers they experienced were ranked
similarly. That being said, women (4%) were significantly more likely than men (1%) (p < 0.01) to
say they had faced gender expectations as a barrier to new livelihood opportunities. Conversely,
men were significantly more likely to say they had faced a lack of available jobs (29% vs. 22% for
women) (p < 0.01) and lack of information about available opportunities (19% vs. 13% for women)
(p < 0.01) as barriers to new livelihoods. Interestingly, when comparing the barriers reported by
young men and young women, there were few significant differences. Young women (75%) were
significantly more likely than young men (64%) to report lack of startup capital (p < 0.05) as a
barrier to new livelihoods, but young women (14%) were significantly less likely than young men
(28%) to report difficulty finding inputs as a barrier to new livelihoods (p < 0.01).

Qualitative interviews found that women reported that their husbands would take money they
had earned to spend as they wished. In addition, women becoming financially viable was often
seen as “undermining the man” and the woman becoming too strong and led to GBV in the home.
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2.4.2 Age Group Differences

Adults and youth reported a similar
distribution in the extent to which
they had faced barriers to practicing
their skills. However, youth were
significantly more likely than adults to
say that lacking training or a degree
(34% vs. 27%) (p < 0.05) and job
availability (29% vs. 21%) (p < 0.01)
were Dbarriers to accessing new
opportunities. The difference in
experience, training, and connections
that come with age might be linked to
access to new livelihoods, so youth
were eager to overcome these
hurdles.

Source: AVSI data collection team

2.4.3 Host/Refugee Community Differences

There was little difference in the extent to which host and refugee community members faced
barriers to practicing their skills, but the types of barriers they faced differed greatly. Refugee
community respondents were significantly more likely than host community respondents to
mention that language was a barrier to practicing their skills (17% vs. 3%) (p < 0.01); they were
also significantly more likely to mention the lack of available jobs (31% vs. 11%) (p < 0.01) and
lack of information about available opportunities (15% vs. 9%) (p < 0.01). These findings were
corroborated by qualitative findings, in which one refugee respondent reported issues with
language barriers. When comparing refugee and host community respondents’ responses on
barriers to new livelihood opportunities, there were nearly identical gaps. In both cases, refugees
seemed constrained by their language skills and information networks when it came to finding
income. Qualitative interview findings also indicated that refugee community respondents
reported challenges with academic documentation. Many refugees reported that they either lack
academic documentation from their home country or their academic documentation from their
home country is not valid or recognized in Uganda, which became a barrier to livelihood
opportunities. As one youth female refugee said, “l need education so that | can get a Uganda
academic document, because | have an academic document from Congo which does not work in
Uganda.”

It also bears mentioning that there were no differences between men and women within either
the host or refugee communities that deviated from overall host or refugee community
differences.

In terms of geographic differences, refugee community respondents from Kikuube were more
likely than those from Kyegegwa to mention lack of training/degree (30% vs. 15%) (p < 0.01), lack
of connections (25% vs. 15%) (p < 0.01), and lack of information about available opportunities
(21% vs. 8%) (p < 0.01) as barriers to practicing their skills. Gaps between these subgroups for
barriers to new livelihood opportunities were similar. These differences suggest that refugee
community respondents from Kikuube are in greater need of support in the form of market
system development and linkages to that private market than respondents from Kyegegwa.
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2.5 Coping Strategies

In times of crisis or emergency, households engaged in a variety of coping strategies to preserve
their incomes and access food. The most obvious recent economic shock was the COVID-19
pandemic; 83% of respondents reported that the pandemic and associated restrictions had
reduced their earnings at least a little, and 71% said it had decreased their earnings “a lot.” This
was consistent across subgroups. Beyond earnings losses, 27% of respondents across subgroups
changed their primary economic activity because of the pandemic.

Of those who changed their livelihood due to the pandemic, many of them shifted away from
non-farming economic activities like running a retail shop or other market-related or
transportation-related activities and instead chose to generate income primarily through food
crop farming. Exhibit 26 shows this transition in respondents’ primary livelihoods from before
the pandemic to their current livelihoods among the subsample who said they changed their
primary livelihood. This shift toward subsistence food farming was probably to ensure the family’s
food security in this time of crisis. Those who did not change their livelihood because of COVID-
|9 were already much more likely to be primarily engaged in food crop farming. Even for those
who were not primarily food crop farmers, greater confidence in food farming could have
promoted feelings of security and resilience, given the uncertainty of other livelihoods to
guarantee that the household remained fed in the wake of economic shocks.

Host community respondents were less likely than refugee community respondents to change
their primary livelihood because of COVID-19 (22% vs. 33%), suggesting that host livelihoods
were more resilient to the effects of the pandemic on the economy or that host households were
more entrenched in their current livelihoods. There were no significant differences between men
and women within community types, or between the two districts within community types.

Exhibit 26. Pre- vs. Post-COVID-19 Primary Livelihoods (Percentage of Responses)

Sample of those whose livelihoods
changed due to the pandemic

Primaryliveihood @ Livelihood Livelihood e
pre-COVID ost-COVID

Nonfarming economic activities 45% E— 31% -14%
Food crop farming 34% * 47% +13%
Cash crop farming 2% 6% +4%
Wage and salary employment 8% 6% -2%
Livestock selling or trading 4% 4% 0%
Livestock rearing 3% 5% +2%
Fishing or fishpond culture 3% >1% -2%

N Size 236 236 -

Source: Household Survey, N = 236
Note: Sample is restricted to those who said they had changed their livelihood due to COVID-19.

Beyond just the pandemic, households described a variety of coping strategies they had engaged
in to adapt to other crises they had encountered.
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Exhibit 27 shows the quantitative data collected from households on the types of coping strategies
they used in emergencies. Spending money from savings (54%), borrowing food/money from a
formal lender (53%), and reducing essential nonfood expenditure such as education or health
(45%) were among the top strategies respondents used. There were few differences by gender,
except that men were more likely than women to sell household possessions like nonproductive
assets (38% vs. 31%) (p < 0.05) or productive goods/means of transport (15% vs. 10%) (p < 0.05).

Regarding age differences, adults (39%) were significantly more likely than youth (26%) (p < 0.01)
to remove children from school to cope with emergencies. This was likely linked to the
household’s member composition, with school-aged children being more common in older
households and youth households having more children under five years of age. Adults could be
removing children from school to save on tuition costs or to have them help with household
activities or farm labor.

Refugee community respondents were significantly more likely than host households to engage
in many of the coping strategies, with particularly large differences in the likelihood of begging
(53% vs. 18%) (p < 0.01), borrowing money (74% vs. 32%) (p < 0.01), and selling nonproductive
household assets (49% vs. 19%) (p < 0.01).

Households ~with PWD  were F
significantly more likely than those  °
without PWD to engage in coping
strategies like borrowing money,
reducing nonfood  expenditures,
removing children from school, selling
nonproductive household assets, and
begging (b < 0.01). Having someone F§J @
disabled in the household may be ¥ -~

linked to greater desperation in times l"ég\\’\f\"gd
of crisis. N e

In terms of coping strategy differences \;* Q:Q , ,

across districts, Kyegegwa refugee &M @t N

respondents were more |||(e|y than Source: AVSI data collection team

those from Kikuube to borrow money

from a formal lender (81% vs. 67%) (p < 0.01), perhaps indicating greater accessibility to lenders
in Kyegegwa. Also, Kyegegwa refugee respondents were more likely than those from Kikuube to
reduce essential nonfood expenditures like education/health (63% vs. 46%) (p < 0.01) and remove
children from school (54% vs. 37%) (p < 0.01). Host community respondents were more similar
across regions, although those from Kyegegwa were more likely than those from Kikuube to
reduce essential nonfood expenditures like education/health (43% vs. 29%) (p < 0.01).
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Exhibit 27. Coping Strategies Used in Times of Hardship (Percentage of Responses)

Full Sample 54 53 45
Female 55 52 45
Male 52 53 44

Youth 18-30 % 51 44
Older 31+ 5 54 45
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Refugee 61 T4 55
EE EEE EEE

Someone 59 62 52
No one 51 47 M
K EE® EEK

Kyegegwa 58 58 53
Kikuube 51 43 37

35 35 34 31 19 12 9
% *%
35 36 i 29 19 10 3
35 35 38 33 15 15 2
A
26 33 35 30 19 11 g
39 7 33 3 19 13 9
K *hE ThE *% %
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45 33 49 33 22 14 &
EEE EEE EEE x x
42 46 “ 32 19 14 11
30 28 29 30 192 10 &
wEE x *® ®EE ®E
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23 33 33 28 15 b T
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Spend Borrow Reduce Remove Begging Sell  Sell more Sell the Sell Sell the
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food from spending
formal like:
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Source: Household Survey, N = 885

from prod. than female goods or orland
school assets  usual animals means of
transport

Notes: Significance levels are as follows: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. Respondents could select multiple responses

to this question, so percentages exceed 100%.

When there is no income, female
youth turn to prostitution in
nearby towns, while male youth
turn to theft and crime to survive.

Refugee Welfare Committee
Woman, Kyegagwa

Although the qualitative findings aligned very closely
with the quantitative findings, criminal activity and
prostitution arose in the qualitative data as common
coping strategies that were not present in the
quantitative findings. Regarding criminal activity,
respondents from the host and refugee communities
reported that theft was a common barrier they faced to
maintain their livelihoods. Some respondents reported
boda-boda passengers running away before paying for
their rides, and others reported thieves stealing their

livestock and crops. In addition, numerous respondents from all demographic groups reported
that people engaged in sex for money when they had no other means of making money. Generally
speaking, respondents seemed to believe that men engaged in theft and other criminal activities

while women engaged in prostitution.

2.6 Programming

Respondents often reported existing programs for livelihood training that ranged from skill-
building programming for soap making, hairdressing, and agriculture to cash assistance and savings
groups. However, sustainable employment opportunities for youth and/or women were noted
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as being absent. Many respondents said that organizations and the government had attempted to
implement programs, but they had little follow-
through and left participants without the means
to execute the skills they had obtained. For
example, vocational training was noted, but then
participants mentioned how they did not have
the capital to start a business using their
newfound training or an established market in
which to sell their products.

But now the issue is that they
make the soap but don’t have a
market. If those NGOs were
buying the soap women make, it
would motivate them to continue
producing more. But now they

Respondents also mentioned two key made it once and failed to get to
government programs that targeted their market, so they ended losing their
communities. The first was Emyooga, money because they are the only
Presidential Initiative on Wealth and Job ones who ended up using the soap.

Creation, an old program that was highly
criticized for not reaching the community level
and not being as impactful as hoped. The second
program was the Parish Development Model, which is a forthcoming program. Although
respondents did not know much about the latter program, they reported that the government
had already started advertising it in their communities.

Adult male refugee, Kikuube

Finally, there were a few mentions of programming around other types of activities for youth,
such as sports and music, which appear to have been well received. Programs such as these were
perceived to be good outlets for youth, especially those who were unemployed, because it kept
them from “idleness,” which many respondents blamed for the high frequency of crime in their
communities.

NGO presence also differed by region, according to responses from the household survey.
Significantly more respondents from Kyegegwa (25%) than Kikuube (8%) reported that NGO or
government support provided them with opportunities to put their skills into practice (p <0.01).
This discrepancy in external support for livelihoods is indicative of the relative presence of the
programs discussed above across the regions.

2.7 Group Membership and Activities

There was active membership in groups among the sample, with 63% of respondents being active
members of a group. Exhibit 28 presents the prevalence of different groups in the sample. Credit
and microfinance groups were the most common type of grouping (38%), followed by religious
groups (27%), and agricultural groups (21%). There were no significant differences by gender in
group membership. However, there were a few differences in group membership by district.
Religious groups were more common (p < 0.01) in Kikuube (32%) relative to Kyegegwa (22%).
Respondents in Kikuube were also more likely (p < 0.01) to be part of an agricultural group (26%)
compared to Kyegegwa (17%). Although there were no forest groups in Kyegegwa, 6% of
respondents in Kikuube were part of such groups. With respect to age, older respondents were
also more likely (p < 0.05) to be part of a religious group (30%) relative to younger respondents
(23%). Membership in mutual help or insurance groups was also more common (p <0.01) among
older respondents (24%) relative to younger respondents (14%). Finally, 29% of refugee
respondents were members of agricultural groups compared to 14% of host respondents (p <
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0.01). A larger proportion (p < 0.05) of refugee respondents (42%) was also part of credit or
microfinance groups relative to host respondents (35%).

Exhibit 28. Prevalence of Community Groups (Percentage of Responses)

Full Sample |l 21 I B 38 20 5 8 7
Female| 20 I 3 38 19 4 7 26
Male| 24 I B 39 22 7 10 30
f %
Youth 18-30( 19 10 3 35 14 ] 7 13
Older 31+|[ 22 I 3 40 24 5 9 30
bk Ak ok ook
Host| (14 7 2 35 21 4 7 19
Refugee| 29 14 4 42 19 ] 9 36
Ak ®
Disability: someone|| 21 [ 2 40 20 ] 10 26
Disability: ne one|| 21 a8 3 37 20 5 7 28
ek sk ok o ok
Kyegegwa| | 17 [ Q 35 19 6 8 22
Kikuube| 26 6 6 42 21 5 8 32
T T T h | T T T g
Agricultural, Water Forest Credit or Mutual Trade and Civic or Religious
livestock users micrefinance  help or business charitable
fisheries insurance  association

Source: Household Survey, N = 885
Note: Significance levels are as follows: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.

In terms of the number of groups that respondents were active members of, on average 28% of
the sample were active members of at least one group, with 35% being active in at least two
groups (Exhibit 29). Only 9% of the sample was part of three or more groups. There were no
significant differences between men and women in the number of groups they were part of.
While 33% of older respondents were not part of any group, this rose to 44% among youth
respondents. On average, refugee respondents were active members of more groups than were
host respondents. 31% of refugee respondents were part of at least one group compared to
25% of host respondents. There were also differences by district, with 30% of respondents in
Kyegegwa being active members of at least two groups compared to 26% respondents in
Kikuube.
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Exhibit 29. Active Membership: Number of Groups (Percentage of Responses)

Full Sample 36 w7 9 e
Female 37 s s 8 e
Male 34 mmmgrmmmm e 12 o
’ Aok #
Youth 18-30 41 e 4 8 m
Older 31+ 33 s 9 1 monw
’ ok o sefok
Host 44 s e 9 e
Refugee 28 s e 10 e
Disability: someone 33 s 2000 10 o
Disability: no one 38 e e 9 e
’ shekek otk
Kyegegwa 36 s 2000 8 em
Kikuube 36 e s 1 2.
T T T
0% 30% 60% 90%

Number of groups where respondent is an active member

[3%]
o
+

Source: Household Survey, N = 885
Note: Significance levels are as follows: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.

Finally, in Exhibit 30, we examine the gender composition of groups in which people participate.
We find that 36% of the sample was part of groups with an equal membership of men and women,
while 30% participated in groups composed mostly of women.
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Exhibit 30. Active Membership: Group Composition of at Least One of the Groups (Percentage of

Responses)

Full Sample 8 30 36 9 |
Female 10 31 32 6 0
Male 5 28 43 |4 2

Sk ekl Hojok Ho
Youth 18-30 9 28 32 5 |
Older 31+ 7 31 38 Il I

#

Host 7 29 29 9 2
Refugee 8 31 43 9 0
Disability: someone 9 30 37 9 |
Disability: no one 7 30 35 8 |
Kyegegwa 8 29 34 9 |
Kikuube 7 31 38 8 0
T T T T T

Only Mostly Equal Mostly Only

women weomen menand wemen — men men

Source: Household Survey, N = 885
Note: Significance levels are as follows: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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2.8 Requested Assistance and Support for Livelihoods

Requests for assistance and supports for livelihood
were consistent across subgroups. By far, the two
most common requests were for resources such
as start-up capital, farmland, tools such as sewing
machines, and so on, and for training opportunities
either in the form of vocational training or formal
education. Another request was for increased
awareness related to programming and livelihood
opportunities. There seems to be a concern that
youth and other vulnerable populations are not
fully aware of all the support available to them.
This concern was corroborated by other

Now like us, most especially, we
want to be included in all
government programs. Whatever
comes, we should have a portion for
the youth, purposely for us the
youth. Another thing, we need to be
empowered politically, socially and
economically. And another thing, we
also need an affirmative action.

Youth Leader, Kyegagwa Host Community

respondents who said that there were too few
programs offered in their communities. Finally, a
few respondents noted the benefits of trainings
and other activities to support youth’s and
women’s psychosocial needs. Respondents noted that people without jobs feel worthless and
require a “change in mindset” to start looking for a job again.

2.9 Economic Self-Reliance

To gain a deeper understanding of respondents’ perceptions of livelihood activities and the goal
of economic self-reliance, we asked respondents to define the term in their own words. Most
responses centered on having enough money and enough food. To the respondents, economic
self-reliance was marked by having monetary savings and not needing to borrow money from
anyone. It was also characterized by having enough food to feed their family and the ability to
afford schooling and medication. Women’s responses also mentioned financial independence
from their husbands as a marker of economic self-reliance. As one youth woman from the
Kyegegwa host community said, “If | can sustain my family with all the basic needs without
bothering my husband, that would be economic self-reliance for me.”

2.10 Household Decision-Making Roles

To assess the allocation of social roles among family members, FGD participants were asked
about who in the household makes decisions regarding the various aspects of their everyday lives
(money, livelihoods, childcare, family planning, etc.). Overall, respondents reported joint decision
making, to a great degree. Both men and women reported consulting their partners on many
household issues.

Some women claimed they made decisions in the household, but there were many caveats
provided when doing so—a woman being unmarried or widowed and therefore not having a
grown male in the household; deferring to older women in the family (one’s mother) and
therefore decision making is still with a woman; claiming that she will make a decision if she has
the money for a particular activity, or that a woman will decide “if the man is not a good man
and is drinking....” Many women reported that men made the decisions and that they had no
decision-making power in the home, whereas others—particularly those who were unmarried
or widowed—stated that they shared in decision making with their children. Men, on the other
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hand, when not claiming to share the decision-making role, usually stated that they made the
decisions. There were a few exceptions to this, but those were primarily related to family planning
and childcare.

The Household Survey enabled researchers to break down decision making by activity type
(Exhibit 31). Overall, 75% of survey respondents participated or made decisions in food crop
farming activities. A much lower percentage of respondents indicated that they participated in
other activities, such as nonfarming economic activities (21%), cash crop farming (13%), and
livestock selling or trading (12%). With respect to gender differences, there are no statistically
significant differences in the rate of decision

making in food crop farming. This result is

Me in my family, it is a decision for  promising because it suggests that men and

the whole family. The children are \omen may make joint decisions over some
involved, plus the wife. It can be household expenditures, and also because it

brought up by one person, but we  gyggests that women have some control over
will again ask the children ‘“What the income they are generating.

should we do?”’” and they will say H der i y ) hen i
“Aahh...let us do this and this.” owever, gender inequality Pe‘l"SIStSW en .It
comes to more remunerative economic

activities. Men (17%) are more likely to
participate and make decisions concerning
cash crop farming relative to women (1 1%) (p
< 0.05). Men are also more likely to be
involved in nonfarming economic activities
Adult Male, Kikutbe, Host Community relative to women (p < 0.01). On the other
hand, women are more likely than men to

make decisions about minor household expenditures (p < 0.05).

Sometimes they reach a point and
disagree that no we won’tdo it... and
if | see that the majority disagrees, |
will be like “Ok..., since it’s it a
family issue, let us do as you say.”

There are significant differences between refugee and host communities in the rate of
participation or decision making in food crop farming (p < 0.01), with host respondents more
likely to engage in it, consistent with findings presented in Section 2.3. Host respondents were
also more likely to engage or make decisions in cash crop farming (p < 0.01). Interestingly, refugee
respondents were more likely to engage or make decisions in nonfarming economic activities and
wage and salary employment (p < 0.01). This could be because, as pointed out in Section 0, host
respondents were more likely to own agricultural land and therefore more likely to engage or
make decisions in farming activities relative to refugee respondents. We also found interesting
differences by location. Respondents in Kikuube were more likely to be engaged in or make
decisions about food crop farming (p < 0.01) relative to those in Kyegegwa. Kikuube respondents
were also more likely to be engaged in or make decisions about salaried employment (p < 0.01).
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Exhibit 31. Activities in Which Respondents Participate or Make Decision (Percentage of

Responses)
Full Sample 75 13 12 2 21 7 2 9 11
ol e ke
Female 76 11 11 2 18 6 2 9 12
Male 73 17 14 3 27 9 3 10 7
* o #
Youth 18-30 72 13 8 2 24 7 2 9 I
Older 31+ 77 13 14 2 19 7 2 9 10
sk soiok sk sk ES
Host 84 20 13 2 17 4 | Il 9
Refugee 67 6 10 3 25 10 3 8 12
Disability: someone 77 9 14 2 20 8 2 12 12
Disability: no one 74 15 10 2 22 6 2 8 10
inkl sedek ek sejek siejol
Kyegegwa 71 12 13 2 19 4 { 3 5
Kikuube 80 14 10 2 23 10 3 15 16
T T T T T T T T T T
. Food Cash  Livestock Livestock Non-farm  Wage Fishing Major Minor
crop crop rearing  selling economic  an house-  house-
farming  farming or activities  salary hold hold
trading employment expend. expend.

Source: Household Survey, N = 885
Note: Significance levels are as follows: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.

We examine participation in decision making in Exhibit 32. We asked respondents the extent of
input they had in decision making for the various economic activities in which they participate or
make decisions. With respect to productive activities, for the full sample, 53% of respondents
made decisions alone and |16% made joint decisions on at least one productive economic activity,
such as food crop farming, cash crop farming, livestock rearing, nonfarming economic activities,
wage and salary employment, or fishing. A larger percentage, 67%, felt that they could make their
own personal decisions in at least one of these activities if they wanted to. With respect to
household expenditures, for the full sample, only 9% of respondents made decisions alone about
major or minor household expenditures. When we look only to respondents who reported
participating in major or minor household expenditure (9% and | 1%, respectively, as shown in
Exhibit 31), 60% made decisions alone, 21% made joint decisions and 87% felt that they could
make their own decisions if they wanted to. With respect to gender differences, we found that
men were more likely to make decisions alone about productive activities (p < 0.05). Older adults,
host respondents, and respondents in Kyegegwa were more likely than their counterparts to
make solo decisions related to productive activities.
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Exhibit 32. Respondents’ Participation in Making Decisions (Percentage of Responses)

Full Sample 53 6 &7 9 3 13
E=3
Female 51 16 68 10 3 13
Male 58 16 67 8 3 13
e b=y HHOH
Youth 18-30 45 21 67 7 5 12
Older 31+ 58 |4 68 10 2 14
ok ok
Host 62 17 77 9 3 14
Refugee 45 16 58 9 3 13
Disability: someone 55 17 70 11 3 15
Disability: no one 52 16 66 8 3 12
Kyegegwa 59 I 61 5 | 5
Kikuube 48 22 74 13 6 21
T T T T T T T
Solely Jointly Could, Solely Jointly Could,
and if wanted and if wanted
| has input | has input |
Makes decisions about Makes decisions about
productive activities household expenditures

Source: Household Survey, N = 885

Note: Significance levels are as follows: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. Numbers describing decisions about household
expenditures show the percentages for the full sample. To interpret these results, note that only 9% and | 1% of respondents
reported participating or making decisions in major and minor household expenditures, respectively, as shown in Exhibit 3 1.

In Exhibit 33, we also examined the role of men
The responsibility is for the 2and women in the household in making decisions
household head because the aboutfood security, nutrition, and livelihood. Half
woman came for marriage and ©f the respondents (54%) indicated that men

found you with the land. The one Participated in decisions on land use, while a third
responsible is a man. Even if you (33%) reported that women in the household did.

say let us slash here, itis up toyou Men were also more likely to decide about
to decide that let us now change general expenditures than women (46% vs. 35%).
to another place and not the More than half of the respondents (58%)
woman to decide that “let us reported that women participated in decisions
work on this part,” but rather the about the use of food acquired and the quantities
man. of food that household members ate. VWomen

were also more likely than men to participate in

Adult Male, Kikuube, Host Community other food-related decisions, such as type of food
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purchased and budgeting. Interestingly, male respondents were more likely to report that men in
their household were responsible for decision making in most activities, whereas female
respondents reported more often that women in their households made most decisions. Relative
to youth, a higher percentage of adults believed that women in their household participated in
many food security, nutrition, and livelihood decisions. Similarly, hosts, households with PWD,
and respondents in Kyegegwa more often believed that women made most decisions in their

households compared to their counterparts.

Exhibit 33. Food Security, Nutrition, and Livelihood Decision Making (Percentage of Responses)

Participation in
decision-making

Men 54 46 25 20

Women 33 35 36 58

58

45 46 14 2

Decision Expenditure Use of Use of
on land decisions earnings/ food
use savings acquired
on food
and
nutrition

Source: Household Survey, N = 885

Quantities
of food
each
household
member eats

Types Budgeting Acquiring Use of
of foed food more land earnings/
purchased purchases for focd savings
or production on household
household energy needs
consumption

Notes: Significance levels are as follows: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. Exhibit shows the responses for the full
sample for questions asking in which livelihood decision making men or women in their households participated.

2.11 Gender Equality Perceptions

Gender equality is an important predictor of women’s
empowerment. To understand what the key gender
issues are, we asked both Kll respondents and FGD
participants what the key gender issues were in their
communities, with GBV, economic violence, alcohol,
polygamy, and gender inequality being commonly
mentioned issues. We also examined how communities
felt about some different aspects of gender equality by
asking survey respondents about their perceptions of
nine statements on social, economic, and political
opportunities among men and women. For each
statement, respondents indicated whether they
disagreed or agreed based on a 5-point scale, as follows:
(1) strongly disagree, (2) disagree, (3) neither agree nor
disagree, (4) agree, and (5) strongly agree. A lower

Cultural norms that limit
women's access to jobs and
livelihood opportunities are
among the key gender issues in
my community; limited financial
and resource access and
ownership; women bearing the
burden of caring for the family and
ensuring the survival of their
children and husbands; and
alcoholism in men.

Women’s RWC representative

average score in these questions indicates that respondents were more likely to disagree than to

agree with a statement.

Overall, survey respondents were neutral for most gender equality statements (Exhibit 34), for

example, whether

e women should have equal rights with men (average score of 3.4),

e men make better leaders than women (2.9),
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¢ men should have more right to a job than women (2.8),
e men are responsible for decision making in the household (2.8), and

e women are responsible for food production (2.6).

Although respondents generally disagreed with the statement that it was acceptable for a man to
punish his wife if she was out of line (2.1) or because he had paid a dowry (1.9), GBV and violence
against women were by far the most commonly identified gender issues that qualitative
respondents mentioned as being present in their communities. Indeed, every demographic
(refugee, host, men, women, Kikuube and Kyegegwa districts, youth, adults) reported GBV being

an extant problem. Furthermore, survey respondents were

neutral regarding the statement of whether or not “women

And if a man beats his  sometimes bring rape on themselves” (3.4).

wife because she did not
prepare food in time,
the father of this woman
will also support the son
in-law for his actions.

This slight dissonance regarding factors of gender equality that
focused on violence against women may stem from a few different
factors in data collection. First, the way the questions are asked
makes a difference. While qualitative researchers simply asked
what major gender issues existed in communities, the quantitative
survey provided specific statements and asked to what degree a
respondent agreed or disagreed with them rather than whether
or not the behavior was practiced or prevalent in their
communities. It is important to remember that even if a person
disagrees with a behavior, that does not always translate to refraining from engaging in it.
Furthermore, issues of respondent hesitancy may come into play here, with survey respondents
providing answers they feel are “right” rather than their genuine beliefs on the matter.

Male youth refugee, Kikuube

Respondents also generally disagreed with the statement
that women were not good at negotiations and, as a result,
were bad business owners (2.3). However, qualitative
responses indicated that the barrier may not be beliefs about

She says her husband ruins
her small start-up

women’s business acumen, but more the cultural norms
around women working and running businesses. Many of
those citing gender inequality as an issue in their community
described instances of economic violence—women having
their earnings taken from them by the man in the household,
often to be spent on himself. Others described women being
perceived as “disrespectful” if they earn money, and in some
instances, perceiving her male partner as “less than.”

Interestingly, even though there were some statistically
significant differences in the average responses between

businesses. In his words, he
says if she gets money and
she can afford to buy
everything she desires, she
will no longer respect him
as her husband, which he
says is wrong.

Adult woman, Kyegegwa, host
community

population groups, these differences did not modify the average feeling about the statements. The
exception is the comparison between respondents in both districts. Those in Kyegegwa were
more likely to disagree with all the gender equality statements, except the one about equal rights,
compared to respondents in Kikuube (p < 0.01).
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Exhibit 34. Gender Equality Perceptions (Averages, Scale From | [Strongly Disagree] to 5 [Strongly

Agree])
Full Sample 34 29 28 23 28 2.1 26 1.9 34
Female 34 29 17 22 27 2.1 7 1.9 34
Male 3.5 29 19 25 29 20 24 1.8 33
3 " ¥ gk ik sk
Youth 18-30 33 3.0 19 24 3.0 23 27 2.1 34
Older 31+ 3.5 28 27 22 26 1.9 2.6 1.8 34
Host 14 28 26 23 27 2.1 27 1.9 34
Refugee 35 3.0 3.0 23 28 2.1 15 1.9 34
-
Disability: someone 313 29 28 23 27 2.1 26 1.9 35
Disability: no one 3.5 29 2.7 2.3 2.8 2.0 2.6 1.9 33
sk P P ook ok ok p—— sk ook
Kyegegwa 3.5 26 2.5 2.1 25 1.6 23 1.5 32
Kikuube 33 32 3.1 25 3.0 26 29 2.3 35
T T T T T T T T T

Equal Men Men Women Men Punish  Women Ifpaid VWomen
rights are has are  responsible wife responsible dowry, bring

better rights bad decision- isck  forfood punis rape on

leaders to business  maker production  her  themselves
jobs OWnErs is ok

Source: Household Survey, N = 885
Note: Significance levels are as follows: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.

2.12 Time Allocation

We collected information on time spent in the last 24 hours on various activities. Exhibit 35
presents the time allocation for the full sample and split by gender, age group, host vs. refugee,
disability status, and district. For the full sample, we found that respondents, on average, spent 9
hours sleeping and resting; 3 hours on leisure activities (such as eating, religious, and social); 4
hours on livelihood activities such as running a business, farming, livestock, or fishing; and 7 hours
a day on household activities (e.g., preparing food, caring for others, and shopping). There were
significant differences between men and women. On average, men spent more time on leisure
and livelihood activities (p < 0.01) relative to women. Women spent 8 hours on household
activities compared to 5 hours a day for men (p < 0.01). We also found significant differences by
host and refugee respondents. Refugee respondents spent more time on household activities
relative to host respondents (p < 0.01). Surprisingly, there was little variation in time allocation
between older and younger respondents. Finally, comparing respondents by location, we found
that respondents in Kyegegwa spent more time on livelihood and household activities relative to
respondents in Kikuube (p < 0.01).
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Exhibit 35. Time Allocation in the Last 24 hours (Average Numbers of Hours)

Full Sample 9 3 4 7
Hetok =l Hefok
Female 9 I 3 8
Male 9 4 5 5
Youth 18-30 9 3 3 7
Older 31+ 9 4 4 7
EE Hofel ESS
Host 9 N 4 6
Refugee 9 [ B R 8
Disability: someone 9 3 3 7
Disability: no one 9 4 4 7
: sokck ook S
Kyegegwa 4 3 8
Kikuube 10 - 4 é
T T T | T T
9 12 15 18 21 24
Hours

Sleeping and eating

Livelihood activities

_ Leisure activities

Household activities

Source: Household Survey, N = 885

Note: Significance levels are as follows: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.

2.13 Gender-Based Violence

GBY refers to harmful acts directed at a person based on their biological sex or gender identity.

It may include physical, psychological, economic,
or sexual harm inflicted in public or in private.
GBV may be perpetrated by intimate partners or
involve harmful traditional practices like forced
marriage, child marriage, female genital mutilation,
dowry-related violence, and widow inheritance.
Most survey respondents (72%) and nearly every
qualitative respondent believed that GBV was a
problem in their community (Exhibit 36).
Economic (53%) and physical violence (52%) were
the leading forms of GBYV cited by those surveyed,
followed closely by psychological (38%) and sexual
violence (37%). These findings were also
corroborated by qualitative findings.

On average, responses were similar among

If your wife delays there in the
forest, just know it [rape] is
already happening, and when she
comes back home you ask her why
she delayed, she won’t open up.
You will only know about it when
they are fighting at the water
point and someone says out the
secret.

Male youth refugee from Kikuube

women and men as well as between youth and adults. However, refugees were more likely to
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report that different forms of violence were common in their communities than host
respondents. Among respondents who lived with PWD, economic (p < 0.05), psychological (p <
0.05) and sexual violence (p < 0.01) as well as harmful traditional practices (p < 0.01) seemed
more common in their communities than for respondents in other households. For respondents
in different locations, the only difference was the prevalence of economic violence reported for
a larger percentage of respondents in Kikuube (58%) compared to Kyegegwa (47%) (p < 0.01).

Exhibit 36. Gender-Based Violence (Percentage of Responses)

Full Sample 72 53 38 52 37 17
Female 73 53 40 52 38 18
Male 71 52 34 51 34 16

ok
Youth 18-30 71 48 38 50 36 I5
Older 31+ 73 56 38 52 37 19
ol Hok ok Holok
Host 73 52 31 47 30 12
Refugee 71 53 45 56 43 23
sk s sk ook
Disability: someone 75 57 43 53 43 22
Disability: no one 70 50 35 51 33 14
ko ik *
Kyegegwa 72 47 35 53 36 15
Kikuube 73 58 41 51 37 20

T T T T
GBV Economic  Psychol/  Physical Sexual Harmful
is a violence emotional violence  violence traditional

problem I violence practices I

Common forms of GBY

Source: Household Survey, N = 885
Note: Significance levels are as follows: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.

When asked about the causes of GBV, KIlI respondents and FGD participants most frequently
referred to poverty or a lack of resources as the cause. Most seemed to believe that the lack of
money or food in the household was what would lead to arguments and subsequent violence,
often physical. Other common causes identified were alcohol use (particularly among
respondents in refugee communities), cultural norms around gender inequality, polygamy, or
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infidelity (especially among respondents in host communities). Host communities in particular
also referred to the desire for resource control and
mobile phone usage as causes of GBV (although
respondents in refugee communities also mentioned
them as causes). According to respondents, men will
sometimes take a woman'’s earnings either from her work
or business to spend as he wishes, leading to fights and
violence in the home. They also spoke of some men
becoming jealous or suspicious if women used mobile
Adult woman refugee from Kikuube phones, even for their businesses, suspecting that they
were speaking with other men inappropriately.

Our husbands are also
another challenge to our
economy. When we get paid,
men steal our money and
take it in bars to drink
alcohol.

The availability of services in the communities for women who had been affected by GBV was
reported by 67% of respondents (Exhibit 37). These services included police reporting or support
(45%), medical assistance (35%), and NGO assistance (27%). Peer support (i.e., support groups
from other women), religious counseling, traditional justice, legal support, and mental health
counseling, were less common among responses (17% or less).

Relative to hosts (61%), more refugees (73%) were aware of the availability of these services
(p < 0.01). Qualitative findings corroborated this, with more mentions of services provided by
NGOs coming from Kll respondents and FGD participants

among the refugee communities. Half of refugee survey Some go to their relatives,
respondents indicated that women could seek help from others go to chairpersons
NGO workers, medical assistance, or police reporting, while LCls, to the Community
a lower percentage of host respondents answered that (p < Development Officer
0.01). Host respondents (26%) were more likely than (CDO's) offices, and even
refugees (9%) to report that support groups from other police.

women were an option (p < 0.01), but these groups were Female Youth Leader, Kyegegwa host

not mentioned by KIlI and FGD respondents. Qualitative community
respondents also mentioned going to local leaders for

assistance with GBYV issues, particularly in \ &
host communities.

There were also statistically significant
differences when we compared responses
by district. Service availability was more
salient for respondents in Kyegegwa (78%)
than those in Kikuube (55%) (p <0.01). We
found larger differences between their
responses for assistance from NGO
workers, medical assistance, and police
reporting. In both districts, refugees were
more aware of the availability of these
services than hosts (p < 0.01). For instance, bt v s
in Kikuube, 51% of refugees mentioned that  Source: AVSI data collection team

women could seek help from police

reporting while only 15% of hosts answered that (p < 0.01). Refugee respondents (35%) were
also more likely than hosts (less than 10%) to indicate that assistance from NGO workers or
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medical assistance was an option (p < 0.01). Among hosts, support groups (27%) and traditional
justice (13%) were more common options for women than for refugees (6% and 6%, respectively).
In Kyegegwa, while there were no statistically significant differences in the responses of refugee
and hosts about access to police support, refugees were also more likely than hosts to reported
that NGO workers support (62% vs. 3%) (p < 0.01), medical assistance (61% vs. 39%) (p < 0.01),
mental health counseling (29% vs. 4%) (b < 0.01) and legal support (20% vs. 6%) (p < 0.01) were
available for women in their communities. Hosts in Kyegegwa also mentioned with more
frequency services from support groups (25%) and traditional justice (27%) than refugee
respondents (12% and 8%, respectively) (p < 0.01).

Exhibit 37. Gender-Based Violence Services (Percentage of Responses)

Full Sample 67 17 27 B 0 12 14 14 45
ik
Female 65 18 27 36 0 12 14 13 42
Male 70 16 28 35 I I 13 16 51
Youth 18-30 66 18 26 33 12 13 1 I 43
Older 31+ 67 17 27 37 0 I 16 16 46
Sojek R P sk sk ok
Hest 6l 26 6 21 3 8 21 12 36
Refugee 73 9 49 50 18 16 7 16 54
Disability: someone 68 15 34 37 I 12 15 15 47
Disability: no one 66 19 22 34 o 12 13 13 44
stk ook sforof Eed o sfolak sotok
Kyegegwa 78 19 32 50 16 13 18 23 56
Kikuube 35 16 21 20 4 10 9 5 33
T T T T T T T T T
Any Support Assistance Medical Mental Legal Traditional Religious Police
services group from assistance  health support  justice counseling reporting
available NGO counseling  advice or
workers support |

Services available

Source: Household Survey, N = 885
Note: Significance levels are as follows: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01.
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Of those who reported that their ! : |
communities offered services for GBV '
survivors, the most common belief
was that women only accessed those
services if their lives were threatened
(48%), followed by thoughts of women
accessing services even if their lives
were not under threat (36%) (Exhibit
38). Only 16% of them felt that women
hardly ever accessed those services.

There were no significant differences
in these beliefs by respondents’ sex or
age group; or for those living with
PWD. Interestingly, compared to  Source: AVS| data collection team

refugees (8%), host respondents (24%)

were significantly more likely to believe that women did not access these services (p < 0.01); if
women accessed those services, more host respondents thought that their lives were threatened
(52% vs. 45%) (p < 0.01). Similarly, perceptions of lack of access to services were more common
among respondents in Kikuube (22%) than for those in Kyegegwa (12%) (p < 0.01).

Exhibit 38. Gender-Based Violence Services (Percentage of Responses)

Full Sample le e 36
Female 16 . 35
Male L)oo -hsrst I L 38
Youth 18-30 17 A 35
Older 31+ 15 s 36
Host 24 -~ S 24
Refugee |8 IEs—" 47
Disability: someone 15 s 37
Disability: no one 16 A 35
B ok
Kyegegwa 12 e T—— 40
Kikuube 22 s 30
T T T T T T T T T T
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
%

Women hardly access those services
_ Women only access those services if their lives are threatened

Women commonly access those services even if their lives are not under threat

Source: Household Survey, N = 541
Notes: Significance levels are as follows: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. Sample includes respondents who answered
that there were services in their communities for women affected by gender-based violence.
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Having NGO assistance was the preferred option for unavailable services that women would like
to have had in their communities (48%), followed by peer support, medical assistance, mental
health counseling, legal support service, religious counseling, and police reporting (Exhibit 39).

Although perceptions about desired programming were similar across respondent groups, the
importance of religious counseling for future programming differed by respondents’
characteristics. Men, adults, and refugees were more likely to believe that religious counseling
was a desirable service compared to women, youth, and hosts (p < 0.01). Other differences were
seen by respondents’ locations: In Kikuube, support groups (p < 0.01), traditional justice (p <
0.05), and religious counseling (p < 0.05) were more frequent responses than in Kyegegwa, where
respondents were more likely to select medical assistance (p < 0.01) and mental health counseling
(p <0.01).

Exhibit 39. Services That Were Not Currently Available in Their Community and Whether Women
Wanted Them to Be Available (Percentage of Responses)

Full Sample 32 48 30 28 27 I5 29 31
Female 30 49 30 27 25 IS 25 31
Male 37 47 30 30 31 lé 35 32
Youth 18-30 31 44 30 26 30 I5 23 32
Older 31+ 33 50 30 29 25 IS 32 31
ok ik % ek
Host 34 52 28 24 27 I3 22 31
Refugee 30 45 33 32 27 17 35 31
Disability: someone 29 46 32 28 27 |7 29 31
Disability: no one 34 49 29 27 27 14 28 31
el sk sl = s sek
Kyegegwa 28 50 38 33 24 I3 32 30
Kikuube 37 46 23 23 30 18 25 32
T I T T I T I T
Support  Assistance  Medical Mental Legal Traditional Religious Police
group from assistance health support justice  counseling reporting
NGO counseling  advice or
workers support

Source: Household Survey, N = 885
Note: Significance levels are as follows: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01.
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2.14 Gender and Information and Communications Technology (ICT)

Phones are really good and they
help us to know what s
happening, good or bad, in a short
time. They have also helped us to
save on transport. Where you
would have injected transport of
20,000shs to go and inform
someone that this has happened,
you will just use your phone at
100shs.

Male adult, Kikuube host community

Most people in the communities in and around
Kikuube and Kyegegwa (72%) had access to and used
ICT (Exhibit 40). In qualitative findings, most
regarded access to technology as a positive thing,
claiming that it helped facilitate business operations,
staying in contact with distant family members, or
receiving important information. Most used only one
type of technology (51%), but with a daily frequency
(56%). Men, hosts, respondents in households with
PWD, and those in Kyegegwa were more likely to
use more technologies and with greater frequency
than women, refugees, other households, and
respondents in Kikuube, respectively. There were no
significant differences by age.

Exhibit 40. Access and Use of ICT: Number and Frequency (Percentage of Responses)
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Note: Significance levels are as follows: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01.
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Mobile phones were the most common form of ICT (Exhibit 41). Specifically, 61% of survey
respondents reported accessing and using basic feature mobile phones (kabiriti) that have only
basic functions (call, text, money transfer). Qualitative respondents reported smart phones to be
quite uncommon; indeed, only 9% of survey respondents reported having access to and using
smart phones. Those who did have smartphones tended to use apps such as WhatsApp,
Facebook, Google, and YouTube.

Household radios were the second most common technology cited by 21% of respondents.
Access to and use of other forms of ICT (such as community radio, computer, and television)
were low among respondents. Mobile phone access and use was more common for men than
women for both basic feature phones (69% vs. 57%) and smartphones (16% vs. 5%) (p < 0.01).
Hosts were significantly more likely to report using basic mobile phones, household radios, and
television than refugees (p < 0.01). Interestingly, using smartphones was more common among
refugees and respondents in Kyegegwa than hosts and those in Kikuube.

Exhibit 41. Access and Use of Technologies by ICT Form (Percentage of Responses)
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Note: Significance levels are as follows: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01.

Among individuals with access to ICTs, 24% reported asking for permission to use it and 9%
indicated doing that every time they used an ICT (Exhibit 42). The most common person to ask

64



permission from was one’s husband (10%). Twice as many women (30%) as men (15%) reported
asking permission to use technology (p < 0.01), and half of these women (15%) asked permission
from their husbands. Similarly, respondents in Kikuube (32%) who reported asking for permission
were almost double the number in Kyegegwa (17%) (p < 0.01). Relative to adults (20%), youth
(31%) were also more likely to ask for permission (p < 0.01).

Exhibit 42. Permission to Use Technologies (Percentage of Responses)
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Source: Household Survey, N = 640
Notes: Significance levels are as follows: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. Sample includes respondents who reported
accessing and using ICT.

Next, we analyze mobile phones. First, we examine respondent and household ownership of
mobile phones (Exhibit 43). There is at least one mobile phone in half of respondents’ households
(47%); 30% of households owned more than one. Regarding respondents themselves, 60%
indicated that they had a mobile phone and that the decision to own a phone was made primarily
by themselves (93%). Half of female respondents owned a phone (51%); that is, they were 26
percentage points less likely to own a phone than men (p < 0.01).
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Exhibit 43. Mobile Phone Ownership (Percentage of Responses)
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Note: Significance levels are as follows: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.

Among individuals who owned a mobile phone, the most common uses of them daily or a few
times a week were making phone calls (90%), sending and receiving short message service
(SMS) texts (74%), buying airtime or internet data (34%), listening to the radio (34%) (Exhibit

If 1 have an emergency, | will call
my husband and find a way of
being helped out. For example,
sickness is one serious emergency.
So, when | call, he will send me
money and | will sort my problem.

Female youth, Kikuube host community

44). Frequent use of mobile phones to send or
receive money was reported by 23% of
respondents; men, youth, hosts, and respondents
in Kyegegwa were more likely to report
conducting these activities than female, adults,
refugees, and respondents in Kikuube, respectively.

Overall, 35% of respondents with a mobile phone
use it to send money. Among them, the most
common recipients of mobile money were relatives
(43%), friends (25%), their children (21%), and their
spouses (15%). Men used mobile money more
frequently to send money to friends, and women to
send money to their spouses (p < 0.01). Although
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adults tended to use phones to send money to their children, youth were more likely to send
money to friends. There were no significant differences regarding mobile money recipients
between refugee and host or by district. Most individuals using mobile money did it by themselves
(69%); 13% of respondents reported asking an agent to send mobile money.

Among respondents who did not use their phones to send money, the main reason cited was
cost (41%): phone, SIM cards, and air time were expensive, and they could not afford them. Other
reasons highlighted by these individuals were not knowing how to use mobile money (33%), the
unavailability of that service in the area (31%), and having poor mobile coverage (28%). Although
there were no differences reported in barriers by gender and age, cost and lack of knowledge
about the service were more likely to prevent refugee than host respondents from using mobile
money (p < 0.01). The unavailability of the service or of good mobile coverage were more salient
barriers to the use of mobile money for respondents in Kikuube compared to respondents in

Kyegegwa (p < 0.01).
Exhibit 44. Use of Mobile Phones Daily or a Few Days a Week (Percentage of Responses)
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Note: Significance levels are as follows: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.0]. Sample includes respondents who reported
owning a mobile phone.

In terms of ICT opportunities, individuals reported the belief that ICT presented opportunities
for boosting women’s farming and business activities, and access to services. Less than 35% of
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survey respondents reported that ICTs boosted women’s access to information. For instance,
34% of respondents thought that technologies improved women’s access to information on the
prices of crops, and 25% believed that ICTs provided access to farm inputs. Less than 20% of
respondents indicated that ICT allowed women to share information. Men were more likely than
women to think that ICT helped women access information about the weather or the price of
inputs (p < 0.01), for example.

Exhibit 45. Opportunities That ICT Presented to Boost Women’s Access to Information
(Percentage of Responses)
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Source: Household Survey, N = 885
Note: Significance levels are as follows: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.

The most common barrier regarding access to and the use of mobile phones in general was
affordability (77%), followed by trouble reading or understanding handsets and/or the language of
content (54%), and difficulty charging phones (52%). Although there were no significant
differences between genders in the barriers reported, adults, refugees, individuals who lived with
PWD, and respondents in Kyegegwa were more likely to report those barriers compared to
youth, hosts, other households and those in Kikuube, respectively. For instance, affordability was
particularly important for refugees (87%) compared to hosts (68%) (p < 0.01) for respondents
who lived with PWD (85%) relative to other households (73%) (p < 0.01), and for individuals in
Kyegegwa (83%) compared to those in Kikuube (72%) (p < 0.01).
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Exhibit 46. Barriers to Access to or the Use of Mobile Phones (Percentage of Responses)
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In qualitative findings, the issue of gender dynamics in the home emerged as a barrier to women’s
use of mobile phones. Apparently, men can often become suspicious of their partners or wives

who use phones, sometimes suspecting that they are
speaking with other men, which leads to disputes in the
home. In more extreme instances, this leads to
violence against women. This issue in particular is likely
what leads to the large percentage of women who
reported needing permission from their husbands or
male partners to use a phone.

Not understanding the language used in ICTs (82%),
having limited skills (81%), and lack of access to other
technologies (81%) were the most common barriers to
the use of other ICT devices. These (and other)
barriers were significantly more salient for adults and
respondents in Kyegegwa compared to youth and
respondents in Kikuube. Relative to hosts (78%),

You find a woman is talking on
phone and then the man gets
suspicious that the woman is
cheating on him. | faced this one
when | was in Nakivale, the
husband got the woman’s phone
and threw it in fire after getting
suspicious that the woman is
cheating on him.

Government leader, Kikuube

refugees (87%) reported the language barrier more frequently (p < 0.01).

Exhibit 47. Barriers to Access to or the Use of Other ICT Devices (Percentage of Responses)
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Note: Significance levels are as follows: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01.
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2.15 Requested Assistance and Support for Gender Dynamics

The majority of qualitative respondents stated that
sensitization regarding gender equality and GBV would
be the best way to address unequal gender dynamics.
Some suggested this could be through radio
programming, but most spoke of sensitization programs
as though they would take place in person. Given findings
about how few people have radios, it may be best to
conduct efforts such as this in person or as part of a
larger programming effort. Another common request
around sensitization was male engagement. Not only did
respondents identify this as a need in the community, but

The husbands need sensitization,
for example they should know
that women are also human
beings. And they also need to
decide on their own sometimes.
The husbands need to know the
importance of gender equality.

Female Adult, Host Community

they also indicated that, to be most effective, men should be included, at the very least, in

The major cause of gender
issues is poverty...You need
to have some money for
him to treat you like a
woman.

Female Youth, Kikuube Host
Community

awareness-raising efforts for sensitization programming.
Some male FGD respondents noted how many programs
targeted only women, which could eventually lead to
resentment and backlash. A  respondent also
recommended training local community leaders to solve
domestic issues, because they are from the local
community and can address local nuances that outsiders
might not understand.

Finally, women and men seemed to believe that support in
the form of start-up capital and other livelihood
programming would make gender issues less common. As
the logic goes, many of the GBV issues that occurred

stemmed from frustration caused by lack of food and other resources. Therefore, if programs
support families and ensure that they have enough to eat and survive, domestic violence would

be less likely to happen.
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2.16 Persons With Disabilities

PWD constituted a small part of the qualitative sample, offering us a limited view into their
experiences with livelihood activities and their barriers and recommendations. In terms of PWD’s
perceptions, they seemed to focus on what they could not do. For example, respondents who
were hard of hearing or had a physical disability noted that nondisabled people did not face the

There is a very big difference [between
livelihood opportunities for people
with disabilities and those from the
general population], for example if the
disabled and the non-disabled are
doing business in the market you find
that the non-disabled person runs
quickly and pulls all the customers to
his side...now because | can’t walk
easily you find me not making more
money like the other one so it’s not

same barriers and, in fact, looked down on
them for being disabled. There were many
reports of discrimination and exclusion by
fellow community members and
programming. They noted that these barriers
led PWD to die of hunger because PWD
“cannot do anything by themselves and no
capability to go or do any job.” Furthermore,
even when PWD reported going to the
market to sell their commodities, they noted
that their limited movement kept them from
being able to keep their commodities safe

easy for us the disabled to be self- from rain or thieves.

reliant. These findings were in many ways affirmed by

the quantitative findings on households with
PWD members. Households with PWD
reported having significantly lower annual household earnings than those without PWD (p <
0.05). They also had significantly lower monthly earnings in both the dry (p < 0.05) and rainy
seasons (p < 0.01). In addition, affordability (p < 0.01) and trouble understanding technologies (p
< 0.01) were more frequently reported in households with PWD. Households with PWD were
significantly more likely to engage in many coping strategies like borrowing money, reducing
nonfood expenditures, removing children from school, selling nonproductive household assets,
and begging (b < 0.01). These behaviors suggested that having PWD in the household may be
linked to greater desperation in times of crisis.

Person with disabilities, Male

While many recommendations from PWD mirrored those of their nondisabled peers, such as
increased resources to support their businesses and skills training, PWD also recommended the
creation of disabled associations that would advocate for the needs of PWD and support them
as necessary.
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CHAPTER 3. CONCLUSIONS

This Youth and Gender Assessment examined how marginalized groups, like youth and women,
in planned implementation sites could be engaged with project components, including current
livelihood options, coping strategies, barriers faced, and opportunities for these populations. It
also explored gender perspectives and gender issues in these communities as well as ICT access
and use. We summarize below the main findings of this assessment, based on 885 Household
Surveys in host and refugee communities, 19 Klls, and 20 focus group discussions with young
women, young men, adult women, adult men, and PWD.

Most households owned the most basic household assets, mobile phones, and agricultural and
livestock assets/tools (e.g., hoe, ax, shovel, or machete). More costly assets like spraying
machines, irrigation equipment, transportation-related assets, and shelter for livestock were
uncommon. Many households also owned solar panels and chairs; however, there were striking
differences in ownership of these assets between refugee and host communities: Twice as many
refugee as host respondents did not own assets, highlighting the differences in standard of living
between these communities. Host community households were also more likely to own chickens
and land compared to refugee households. Mobile phone ownership was also common among
most households; men, adults, and respondents in Kyegegwa were more likely to have one.
Although most households had savings, male-headed households saved significantly more money
than female-headed households. However, in times of crisis or emergency, spending money from
savings or borrowing money were not the only coping strategies; prostitution, theft, begging, and
selling assets were common ways to preserve household income and food security. Relying on
coping strategies was more common among refugee than host households.

Households typically worked on food crop farming activities, and fewer worked on nonfarming
economic activities such as running a retail shop, selling maize flour, or transportation. Many
households diversified their income sources by working on more than one major livelihood, yet
the lack of start-up capital and training prevented them from pursuing new livelihood
opportunities. Even though respondents claimed that men and women could do the same types
of work, more men engaged in nonfarming economic activities than women, only men
participated in construction, and respondents reported that men had more skill proficiencies than
women in most areas. Consequently, it is not surprising that women reported earning less than
men, even if they felt that they made more sound decisions about money than men did or that
they had more opportunities available because programs targeted them. Women also noted that
their husbands would take the money they had earned to spend as the men wished. In terms of
work differences by age groups, adults typically worked on food crop farming, while young men
also drove boda-bodas, repaired autos, and performed other small labor jobs. Reported earnings
were lower among refugees than hosts, although refugees noted that they received more NGO
or government support and reported having higher rates of business and work skill proficiency
than hosts. The language barrier among refugees appeared to partially explain refugees reporting
lower earnings despite being more likely to report business and work skill proficiency than host
community respondents.

Although most respondents neither agreed nor disagreed with gender equality statements, there
was an unequal division of labor and decision power. This seems to be explained by the fact that
women were primarily responsible for completing household activities such as cooking, cleaning,
fetching water and firewood, and caring for children and elderly/sick household members.
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Women completed these household tasks in addition to participating in economic activities.
However, productive economic, expenditure, and land use decisions tended to fall to men rather
than women. Women also engaged in community activities, mainly VSLAs and savings groups.

Although expressions of disagreement with respect to men punishing women were common,
GBYV was seen as a problem in the community. Even if this slight dissonance could partially result
from a few data collection factors, including respondent hesitancy and question formulation,
beliefs do not always translate into behavior or practices. GBV seemed to be largely driven by
poverty, cultural norms, polygamy, control of resources, alcohol, and cell phone usage. The most
common forms of GBV reported in the communities were economic and physical, followed by
psychological and sexual violence. The problem of GBV in the community was more salient among
refugees than hosts. Most respondents noted that services for affected women were available in
their communities. Survivors typically sought help from community leaders, adult women in the
family, police, and NGO:s. Individuals expressed their desire for NGO services, if they were
unavailable, as well as for promoting measures to improve dynamics between men and women,
such as sensitization, engaging men as well as women in programs, advocacy and education, and
employment opportunities.

The use of mobile phones is widespread, but access to other ICTs is limited. Technology, in
general, was seen as something positive that could bring people together or be used for business
purposes, but its high cost, language barriers, and lack of access prevent respondents from using
ICT more. Most respondents used mobile phones daily; making calls or texting were the main
use for cell phones. However, fewer women than men owned mobile phones, which is probably
explained by the belief that women’s access to mobile phones was a cause of GBV, or that only
a few respondents believed that ICT boosted women’s access to information. As a result, women
used it less frequently and twice as many women as men asked for permission before using
technology. Similarly, a lack of mobile phones and asking permission to use them is more common
among refugees than host community members. A third of respondents with phones reported
using mobile money. Cost was the main driver of the reduced use of cell phones to send or
receive money.

PWD reported being discriminated against and not listened to; they were not able to work or
perform household labor because of their physical disabilities. Households with PWD were more
common among refugee than host communities. They were more likely to be female-headed and
reported lower earnings compared to households without PWD. PWD in the household may be
linked to greater desperation in times of crisis, as seen by a higher tendency to engage in coping
strategies in households with PWD. Perceptions of psychological and sexual forms of GBV as
well as harmful traditional practices in their community were more likely among households with
PWD compared to other households.
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CHAPTER 4. RECOMMENDATIONS

In this chapter, we provide recommendations regarding the implications of Youth and Gender
Assessment findings on proposed interventions and project implementation.

Include men in programming. A key aspect of acknowledging local gender dynamics in
the implementation of SMILES should be the inclusion of men as program beneficiaries and
intermediaries. Qualitative research showed that harmful gender norms exist in planned
implementation sites, specifically surrounding the financial independence of women in the
household (to include their use of mobile phones, even for business purposes) and how it
would undermine men as providers. To mitigate these harmful gender norms, SMILES should
include men in the sensitization and introduction sessions at the beginning of implementation.
The sensitization should provide an explanation of the goal and purpose of SMILES, clearly
define the program’s concept of gender equality (for which there was mixed understanding)
using terminology that is culturally relevant, outline how program components are meant to
benefit the entire household, and provide explicit guidance for how men can engage with
SMILES, including by participating in coaching sessions. In addition to greater sensitization and
an introduction to the program, SMILES should consider implementing some activities focused
specifically on men. Men often hold authoritative agency in promoting more equitable patterns
of work and care and could invoke this power in constructive ways both within their
household and communities. SMILES can support more transformative male engagement by
creating male youth groups and/or identifying male champions within the community who
could serve as advocates for SMILES engagement. and provide these champions with
continued training and support on how men can be transformative agents of change against
GBV and for gender equality. As inequitable gender norms and GBV seemed to be a
prominent barrier for women’s livelihoods and financial well-being, creating solutions for GBV
would likely have positive ripple effects throughout the community.

Implement tailored business coaching before distributing asset transfer funds.
Quantitative data showed that, for more than two-thirds of respondents, lack of start-up
capital was a dominant barrier to both practicing current skills and entering into new
livelihoods. Qualitative findings corroborated these results, with the majority of FGD
participants and Kll respondents citing a lack of start-up capital as a barrier. The asset transfer
component of SMILES stands to help beneficiaries overcome this common barrier to new
earnings opportunities. That being said, the second most common barrier to new livelihood
opportunities (found in both quantitative and qualitative data) was lacking the necessary
training/degree/diploma. For this reason, we recommend that the AVS| team provide tailored
business coaching for at least a few sessions before distributing asset transfer funds, with
continued business coaching support afterward to monitor the use of the productive asset.
Doing so would help beneficiaries develop concrete business plans before being given the
cash infusion and also meet a highly requested demand. Even with early trainings on core
technical skills for beneficiaries, tailored support would go a long way to ensure the effective
use of asset transfer funds. Only about one-third of both male and female respondents to the
Household Survey reported that they were proficient in business skills, so this coaching would
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help to ensure that asset transfer funds are earmarked for a productive asset that will provide
sustainable returns on its investment. Care should also be taken to include both the primary
beneficiary and their spouse to reduce the GBV backlash produced by solely targeting women.
There were numerous reports of men taking women’s business earnings, so shared coaching
could help to change key business decisions (like the use of asset transfer funds) into a joint
venture. Youth also expressed a greater need for training than adults in order to access new
livelihood opportunities, so youth may require more extensive business coaching to feel
confident about planning a small enterprise. Refugee community respondents from Kikuube
were also much more likely to say that lack of training was a barrier than refugee respondents
from Kyegegwa, so the business coaching component should adapt its content to local needs.

VSLA groups aimed at women could help to address individual savings
discrepancies with men. Given that we observed female-headed households having lower
household and individual savings than male-headed households, women-targeted VSLA groups
could help to address that gender gap. Beyond savings improvements, VSLA groups aimed at
women could provide important social capital and connections to foster micro-enterprise
development. These group meetings could also be a venue to provide linkages with the
program’s market systems development component, as well as group trainings on financial
literacy and business skills. Thirty-eight percent of respondents already belonged to a credit
or microfinance group, and these savings groups were frequently mentioned in qualitative
interviews. Additional promotion of VSLA groups by SMILES could serve to provide women
with much-needed access to capital for growing their livelihoods.

Women need better support to use cell phone technology in a gender-sensitive
way. SMILES programming could leverage basic function mobile phones as a means of sharing
information with beneficiaries but is likely to encounter obstacles in communicating with
female beneficiaries. Although mobile phones were the most popular technology used by both
male and female respondents, women generally had less access to cell phones, used cell
phones less frequently, and often had to ask their partners’ permission to use cell phones.
Furthermore, men were often said to become suspicious or jealous of women who used
phones, with men fearing that the women were speaking to another man inappropriately
Gender equality sensitization in target communities on phone usage is necessary to dispel
harmful perceptions, such as wives using phones to talk to other men. It may also be worth
exploring whether calling at specific times of day would help mitigate these potentially
negative effects of phone usage in the short term; sensitization efforts would work to change
gender norms around phones in the longer term. These efforts could help reduce the GBV
that can stem from women’s increased phone usage as part of engaging with SMILES project
components.

Beneficiaries need long-term agricultural and business input support. Most
households reported owning only the most basic assets for agriculture and livestock rearing,
and about one-fifth of households said that difficulties finding quality inputs were a barrier to
practicing their skills. Sustainable support in these areas in the form of market systems
development could address participant needs. Although most respondents to the Household
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Survey reported working in agriculture in some capacity, they also frequently diversified
earnings from other nonfarming livelihoods. Respondents reacted to the COVID-19 pandemic
by moving away from nonfarming activities and focusing more on food crop agriculture.
Currently, SMILES program design focuses largely on entrepreneurial training; so to ensure
that program beneficiaries have resilient incomes, SMILES should promote diversification of
livelihoods within households. Economic shocks like COVID-19 that prevent social gatherings
(which affect nonfarming activities) are less common than drought or flood (which affect
agriculture), so households can ensure food security through diversification. Market systems
development that focuses on providing agricultural inputs could help position participants to
have better yields and meet the demand expressed by the population for access to quality
inputs. This access could provide more reliable food security and free up time to invest in
nonfarming activities, as more resistant seed varieties could require less labor to grow to
harvest. This relationship between high-quality agricultural inputs, crop yields, and time costs
should be explored further during the program’s implementation.

Provide additional support to beneficiaries in the Kikuube refugee community.
Evidence from the Household Survey suggests that households in the refugee community in
Kikuube are in greater need of support than refugee community households in Kyegegwa,
while their respective host communities are more similar to one another. Differences in asset
ownership and incomes highlight differences in the current level of NGO support provided
to the refugee communities in each region: 40% of Kyegegwa refugee community respondents
identified NGO support as generating opportunities to practice their skills, compared to 12%
of Kikuube refugee community respondents. However, reliance on NGO support is not
sustainable. Greater market systems development investment in Kikuube to connect refugee
community beneficiaries with the local economy could help them achieve self-reliance in the
long term. Indeed, the refugee community in Kikuube expressed a greater demand for
training, market connections, and information on opportunities than those in Kyegegwa. To
be clear, both refugee communities demonstrated greater need than their respective host
communities for SMILES programming, but the Kikuube refugee community was the most in
need.

77



CHAPTERSS.

5.1 Annex |I: Additional Exhibits

Exhibit Al. Population Sample Frame

ANNEXES

Population
Demographic Group = VAl Households
Kikuube 203,400 191,800 395,200 80,650
Host Kyegegwa 258,800 253,600 512,400 102,480
Total 462,200 445,400 907,600 183,130
Kikuube 60,288 57,286 117,574 31,983
Refugees Kyegegwa 65,886 58,183 124,069 37,238
Total 126,174 115,469 241,643 69,221
Overall 588,374 560,869 1,149,243 252,351
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52.1

5.2  Annex ll: Survey Instruments
Quantitative Household Survey

SECTION 1: ENUMERATOR VISIT

This questionnaire should be administered to a single respondent.

Rules for picking respondents:

The respondent should be a man or woman who is at least |18 years of age, preferably
the head of the household or the spouse of the head of the household. If neither is
available, ask another adult in the household.

Please ensure you interview the individual in private or where other members of the household

cannot overhear or contribute answers.

[TO BE COMPLETED BY ENUMERATOR]

ENUMERATOR NAME
What is your name?

SUPERVISOR NAME
Who is your supervisor?

GPS_POINT
Record your current location.

GPS entry

DATE
[DD/MM/YEAR]

District

Sub-County

Village Name

HOUSEHOLD CODE
Please enter the Household Code

Entered twice by the Enumerator to ensure no
typos

What_s_the_respondents_name
What is the respondent’s name?

Respondents_contact
Respondents contact.

Does ${What_s_the_respondents_name}
reside in this household?

[J Yes
O No

Is ${respondent} available for the interview?

YES = CONSENT
[1  NO, NEED TO RETURN ANOTHER DAY

O
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NO, NO ONE HOME

NO, HOUSEHOLD OR ADDRESS VACANT
NO, NOT AN ACTIVE HOUSEHOLD

NO, HOUSEHOLD NOT FOUND

OO oOod

CONSENT INSTRUCTIONS

Stop at this point and present the paper consent form for the participant to review
and sign. Please give the participant the opportunity to ask questions about the
survey.

Did ${respondent} sign the consent form? 1 Yes
Confirm signing of written consent form [l No

LANGUAGE OF
INTERVIEW

01 ENGLISH

02 RUNYANKOLE/ RUKIGA
03 LUTORO

04 FRENCH

05 SWAHILI

06 KINYABWISHA

88 OTHER

N I B B

SECTION 2: HOUSEHOLD DEMOGRAPHICS
| would like to start with asking you about some basic information regarding your household.

200. What is the respondent’s gender?

Male
Female
Do not know/refuse to answer

I
2
3

200a. What year were you born?
Enter a 4-digit number between 1900 and 2022.

200b. Does anyone in the household have any physical impairments (e.g. missing limb, limp, etc.)?
| = Yes
2= No
-99 = Do not know/refuse to answer

200c. Does anyone in the household have any hearing impairment?
| = Yes
2= No
-99 = Do not know/refuse to answer

201. What is your marital status?

80



I = Monogamous married
= Polygamous married
= Divorced
= Widow/er
= Separated
= Never married
= Cohabitating
= Other, Please Specify
-99 = Do not know/refuse to answer
202. Who is the head of the household?

Head of household is the person who lives here and is responsible for managing the affairs of the
household.

| = Self
2= Wife or husband

3= Son or daughter

4= Son-in-law or daughter-in-law
5= Grandchild

6= Parent

7= Parent-in-Law

8= Brother or Sister

9= Other Relative

10 = Adopted/Foster/Stepchild

I = Not Related

-99 = Do not know/refuse to answer
203. What is the sex of the head of the household?

Male
Female
= Do not know/refuse to answer

I
2
3

205. How many people live in your household?

“Definition of household: A group of people who live under the same roof and regularly eat together. If a
household member is living elsewhere for the majority of the year (over six months) do not include them.
Children of any age away from home on a temporary job or children under 19 at boarding schools are considered
part of the household".

Numeric response must be >=0, or -99 for Refused/Don’t know.

206. How many children under the age of 5 do you have in the household?
Numeric response must be >=0, or -99 for Refused/Don’t know.

207. What is the primary religion practiced by your household?

Christianity — Catholicism
Christianity — Anglican Protestant
Christianity — Pentecostal Protestant
Christianity — other

I
2
3
4
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= Islam
= Hinduism
= No religion
= Other, specify
-99 = Do not know/Refuse to answer

SECTION 3: LIVELIHOODS AND INCOME
Now | would like to hear about your livelihoods and the types of livelihoods you see women and
youth in your community engaging in.

Read definitions aloud.

Food crop farming: These are crops that are grown primarily for household food consumption
(like maize)

Cash crop farming: These are crops that are grown primarily for sale in the market (like coffee)
Non-farm economic activities: This would include things like running a small business, self-
employment, buy-and-sell (such as transport, bicycle repair and spare parts, shoes (sell and
repair), solar shop, tailoring, second hand or new clothes trading, selling maize flour, trading in
palm oil, salon (hair dressing and barber), restaurant, retail shop, grocery, photography, meat
roasting, fermented porridge, phone charging, other)

Woage and salary employment: This would be if you have a running contract with an employer
and an agreed compensation paid monthly.

301. Which of the following activities have you engaged in over the past |12 months?
Select all that apply.
Read options.

| = Food crop farming

2 = Cash crop farming

3 = Livestock rearing

4 = Livestock selling or trading

5 = Non-farm economic activities

6 = Wage and salary employment

7 = Fishing or fishpond culture

—99 = Ao voT KVo®/peduoE TO AVGMOEP

302. [if 301==5] Which non-farm economic activities have you engaged in over the past |2
months?
Select all that apply.
Read options.
| = Transportation (Boda-boda driving, taxi service, or similar)
= Motorcycle/motorbike repairs
= Bicycle repairs
= Shoe repair or sales
= Solar shop
= Tailoring
= Second hand or new clothes trading
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= Selling maize flour
= Trading in palm oil

10 = Salon (Hairdressing and Barber)
= Restaurant/catering

12 = Running a retail shop or grocery
13 = Photography

|4 = Butcher/ meat roasting

I5 = Construction or masonry

16 = Phone charging

|7 = Selling charcoal or firewood

I8 = Selling water for domestic use

19 = Milling of grains (e.g. maize or millet)
888 = Other, please specify

-99 = Do not know/refuse to answer

303. Which of the following activities would you say was your primary economic activity over
the past 12 months?
Select one.

| = Food crop farming

2 = Cash crop farming

3 = Livestock rearing

4 = Livestock selling or trading

5 = Non-farm economic activities

6 = Wage and salary employment

7 = Fishing or fishpond culture

—99 = Ao voT KVOo®/peduoE TO AVGMOEP

304. [if 303==5] Which non-farm economic activity would you say was your primary economic
activity over the past |12 months?

Select one.

Read options.

= Transportation (Boda-boda driving, taxi service, or similar)
= Motorcycle/motorbike repairs

= Bicycle repairs

= Shoe repair or sales

= Solar shop

= Tailoring

= Second hand or new clothes trading

= Selling maize flour

= Trading in palm oil

10 = Salon (Hairdressing and Barber)
= Restaurant/catering

12 = Running a retail shop or grocery
13 = Photography
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4 = Butcher/ meat roasting
I5 = Construction or masonry

16 = Phone charging

17 = Selling charcoal or firewood

18 = Selling water for domestic use

19 = Milling of grains (e.g. maize or millet)

888 = Other, please specify
-99 = Do not know/refuse to answer

305_dry. How much money do you, personally, earn in income in a typical month during the dry
season from all your income-generating activities?
An estimate is fine. Enter in UGX.

305_rainy. How much money do you, personally, earn in income in a typical month during the
rainy season from all your income-generating activities?
An estimate is fine. Enter in UGX.

305_total. How much money did you, personally, earn over the past |12 months from all your
income-generating activities?
An estimate is fine. Enter in UGX.

306_dry. How much money does your whole household earn in income in a typical month during
the dry season from all the members’ income-generating activities?
An estimate is fine. Enter in UGX.

306_rainy. How much money does your whole household earn in income in a typical month
during the rainy season from all the members’ income-generating activities?
An estimate is fine. Enter in UGX.

306_total. How much money did your whole household earn over the past |2 months from all
the members’ income-generating activities?
An estimate is fine. Enter in UGX.

307. Which of the following activities do you observe women in your community engaging in
past |2 months?
Select all that apply.
Read options.
| = Food crop farming
2 = Cash crop farming
3 = Livestock rearing
4 = Livestock selling or trading
5 = Non-farm economic activities
6 = Wage and salary employment
7 = Fishing or fishpond culture
—99 = Ao VOT KVO®/pedLCE TO AVGWOEP
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308. [if 307==5] What are the top three non-farm economic activities that you have observed
women in your community engaging in?

Select up to three options.

Read options.

= Transportation (Boda-boda driving, taxi service, or similar)
= Motorcycle/motorbike repairs

= Bicycle repairs

= Shoe repair or sales

= Solar shop

= Tailoring

= Second hand or new clothes trading

= Selling maize flour

= Trading in palm oil

10 = Salon (Hairdressing and Barber)
= Restaurant/catering

12 = Running a retail shop or grocery
13 = Photography

4 = Butcher/ meat roasting
I5 = Construction or masonry

16 = Phone charging

17 = Selling charcoal or firewood

18 = Selling water for domestic use

19 = Milling of grains (e.g. maize or millet)

888 = Other, please specify
-99 = Do not know/refuse to answer

309. Which of the following activities do you observe youth (age 16-30) in your community
engaging in past |12 months?
Select all that apply.
Read options.
| = Food crop farming
2 = Cash crop farming
3 = Livestock rearing
4 = Livestock selling or trading
5 = Non-farm economic activities
6 = Wage and salary employment
7 = Fishing or fishpond culture
—99 = Ao vOT KVOo®/peduCE TO AVOWOEP

310. [if 309==5] What are the top three non-farm economic activities that you have observed
youth (age 16-30) in your community engaging in?
Select up to three options.
Read options.
| = Transportation (Boda-boda driving, taxi service, or similar)
2= Motorcycle/motorbike repairs
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= Bicycle repairs

4= Shoe repair or sales

= Solar shop

= Tailoring

= Second hand or new clothes trading
= Selling maize flour

= Trading in palm oil

10 = Salon (Hairdressing and Barber)
= Restaurant/catering

12 = Running a retail shop or grocery
13 = Photography

4 = Butcher/ meat roasting
I5 = Construction or masonry

16 = Phone charging

17 = Selling charcoal or firewood

18 = Selling water for domestic use

19 = Milling of grains (e.g. maize or millet)

888 = Other, please specify
-99 = Do not know/refuse to answer

311. Do you have any of these skills?

Read options. Select all that apply.

= Agricultural techniques

= Livestock rearing

= Business skills (retail shop, trading or grocery)
= Bicycle repairs

= Motorcycle/motorbike repairs

= Shoe repair

= Tailoring

= Salon (Hairdressing and Barber)

= Restaurant/catering

Photography

I Butcher

12 = Construction or masonry

I3 = Digital skills (how to use a computer or smart phone)
888 = Other, please specify

-99 = Do not know/refuse to answer

o
!

312, [If 311 !'=-99] What opportunities exist that allow you to practice these skills?
Select all that apply.
Read options.

| = High demand for skills/business

2 = Financial readiness (savings or access to loans)

3 = NGO or government support




4 = Private

sector linkage

5 = Social network to help start-up/find work
6 = Hard work/Determination

888 = Other, please specify
-99 = Do not know/refuse to answer
313.[If 311 !'=-99] To what extent do you experience barriers to practicing these skills?
| = Not at all
2= Small extent

3=
4 =

Medium extent
To a high extent

-99 = Do not know/refuse to answer

314. [If 311 !'=-99] Which of the following barriers do you experience to practicing these

skills?

Select all that apply.

Lack of necessary training or academic degree/diploma
Lack of available jobs

Lack of soft skills or communication skills

Lack of connections

Lack of reference to advocate for them

Language barrier

Lack of startup capital

Difficult to find quality inputs

Gender expectations/barriers

Limited/No access to electricity

Lack of information about available opportunities

888 = Other, please specify
-99 = Do not know/refuse to answer

315. What barriers do you experience to new livelihood opportunities?

Select all that a

=
888 = Oth

pply.

Lack of necessary training or academic degree/diploma
Lack of available jobs

Lack of soft skills or communication skills

Lack of connections

Lack of reference to advocate for them

Language barrier

Lack of startup capital

Difficult to find quality inputs

Gender expectations/barriers

Limited/No access to electricity

Lack of information about available opportunities
er, please specify
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-99 = Do not know/refuse to answer

316. How has the COVID-19 pandemic and associated restrictions affected your livelihood
earnings?

= Increased earnings a lot

= Increased earnings a little

= Stayed the same

= Decreased earnings a little

= Decreased earnings a lot

-99 = Do not know/refuse to answer

317. Did you change your primary economic activity due to the COVID-19 pandemic?
3= Yes
4= No
-99 = Do not know/refuse to answer

318. [if 317==1] What was your primary economic activity prior to the COVID-19 pandemic?
| = Food crop farming
2 = Cash crop farming
3 = Livestock rearing
4 = Livestock selling or trading
5 = Non-farm economic activities
6 = Wage and salary employment
7 = Fishing or fishpond culture
—99 = Ao VOT KVO®/pePLCE TO AVGHOEP

319. [if 318==5] Please specify the non-farm economic activity that was your primary economic
activity prior to the COVID-19 pandemic!?

= Transportation (Boda-boda driving, taxi service, or similar)

= Motorcycle/motorbike repairs

= Bicycle repairs

= Shoe repair or sales

= Solar shop

= Tailoring

= Second hand or new clothes trading

= Selling maize flour

= Trading in palm oil

10 = Salon (Hairdressing and Barber)
= Restaurant/catering

12 = Running a retail shop or grocery
13 = Photography

4 = Butcher/ meat roasting
I5 = Construction or masonry
16 = Phone charging
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17 = Selling charcoal or firewood
18 = Selling water for domestic use
9 = Milling of grains (e.g. maize or millet)
888 = Other, please specify
-99 = Do not know/refuse to answer

320. How resilient do you feel your current livelihood is against the impacts of a future shock
like COVID-19?

| = Not resilient

2= Somewhat resilient

3= Completely resilient
-99 = Do not know/refuse to answer

SECTION 4: ASSETS AND SAVINGS
NOTE: “Now I'd like to ask you some questions about the kinds of assets your household owns.”

400. Which of the following household assets do you have in your home!?
Read options. Select all that apply.

= Chairs for all household members

= Electric lights

= Generator

= Refrigerator

= Electric stove

= Bicycle

= Motorcycle

= Solar panel

-99 = Do not know/refuse to answer

401. Do you own, rent, or have easy access to borrow any of the following assets for doing
agricultural work?
Read options. Select all that apply.
= Tools such as a Hoe, ax, shovel/spade, pick ax, machete/panga, fork, slasher
= Spraying machine
= Cart of wheel barrow
= Conventional yoke
= Ox plough
= Pumpl/irrigation equipment
= Seed planter
= Bicycle
888 = Other, specify
-99 = Do not know/refuse to answer

402. Do you own, rent, or have easy access to borrow any of the following assets for rearing
livestock and selling?
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Read options. Select all that apply.
= Tools such as a slasher or fork
= Fishing equipment
= Vehicle
= Equipment for branding
= Incubator
= Milking equipment
= Drinkers/Feeders
= Livestock shelter
= Cold storage equipment (e.g. refrigerators, coolers)
888 = Other, specify
-99 = Do not know/refuse to answer

NOTE: How many animals do you own of the following livestock!?
Numeric entry.

403a. Cows

403b. Chickens

403c. Goats

403d. Sheep

403e. Pigs

403f. Ducks

403g. Rabbits

403h. Other, specify animal in next question

404. How much land does your household own?

Enter in acres. Use decimal if needed.

Please include land for which the household has ownership or user rights including for grazing and as
fallow land.

405. Are there any plots that you cultivate but DO NOT own?

Please also include land belonging that is provided by OPM, rented or leased out to another household.
| =Yes
2 = No
-99 = Do not know/refuse to answer

406. [if 405==1] How much land do you cultivate but DO NOT own?
Enter in acres. Use decimal if needed.

407. [if 405==1] How did you acquire these other plots?
Rented (from government or NGO)
Rented (from a private citizen)

Subsidized (from government or NGO)
Subsidized (from a private citizen)

Free (from government or NGO)

Free (from a private citizen)

oA WN —
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7= Squatting (public land)

8= Squatting (private land)
888 = Other, please specify

-99 = Do not know/refuse to answer

408. How much money does your household have in savings for large future purchases or
emergencies!?
Enter in UGX.

409. If you have personal savings, separate from the household savings, how much money do you
personally have set aside!?
Enter in UGX.

SECTION 5: ROLE IN HOUSEHOLD DECISION-MAKING
NOTE: “Now I'd like to ask you some questions about your participation in certain types of work
activities and on making decisions on various aspects of household life”

DEFINITIONS REMINDER

Food crop farming: These are crops that are grown primarily for household food consumption
(like maize)

Cash crop farming: These are crops that are grown primarily for sale in the market (like coffee)
Non-farm economic activities: This would include things like running a small business, self-
employment, buy-and-sell (such as transport, bicycle repair and spare parts, shoes (sell and
repair), solar shop, tailoring, second hand or new clothes trading, selling maize flour, trading in
palm oil, salon (hair dressing and barber), restaurant, retail shop, grocery, photography, meat
roasting, fermented porridge, phone charging, other)

Woage and salary employment: This would be if you have a running contract with an employer
and an agreed compensation paid monthly.

501. Which of these activities did you participate or make decisions in the past 12 months (that
is, during the last [one/two] cropping seasons)?

| = Food crop farming

2 = Cash crop farming

3 = Livestock rearing
4 = Livestock selling or trading
5 = Non-farm economic activities

6 = Wage and salary employment

7 = Fishing or fishpond culture

8 = Major household expenditures

9 = Minor household expenditures

—99 = Ao vOT KVo®/peducE TO AVOWOEP

502. When decisions are made regarding <<ACTIVITY>>, who is it that normally takes the decision?

9l



Tpedep oedeyt ove pop TNE ALV SEYITLOV—UAKEP, PUT LY IT IO & *POLVT* OEYIOLOV, CEAEY
T Al pelemavt deyioiov—uakepo. Evovpe 1gp VAoviir kvowV 1o oeAsyted, vo otnep ontt
OVO QPE YNOOCEV.
IF THE RESPONSE IS SELF ONLY SKIP TO QUESTION 305

1 = Self->505 when this selected with no other options; =503 when selected with other options

2 = Spouse/Partner—>503

3 = Other male HH member—>503

4 = Other female HH member—>503

5= Other male non-HH member—>503

6 = Other female non-HH member—>503

-99 = DON'T KNOW->506

503. How much input did you have in making decisions about <<ACTIVITY>>?

Select one
| = No input in decisions
2= Input into some decisions
3= Input into most or all decisions

-99 = Do not know/refuse to answer

504. To what extent do you feel you can make your own personal decisions regarding <<ACTIVITY>> if
you want to?
Select one

1= Notatall

2 = Small extent

3 = Medium extent

4= To a high extent

-99 = Do not know/refuse to answer

505. How much input did you have in decisions on the use of income generated from <<ACTIVITY>>?
Select one

| = No input in decisions

2= Input into some decisions

3= Input into most or all decisions

-99 = Do not know/refuse to answer

Number Question Response

506 Who usually makes decisions | = Self
about making major 2 = Spouse/Partner
household purchases in this 3 = Other male household member
household? 4 = Other female household member

5 = Other male non-household member

Prefer select one for the main 6 = Other female non-household member
decision-maker, but if it is a -99 = Do not know/refuse to answer
*joint* decision, select all
relevant decision-makers.
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Ensure if "Don’t know" is
selected, no other options are
chosen.

507

What food security, nutrition, and
livelihood decision-making do men
participate in for this household?

Select all that apply

| = Decision on land use

2 = Expenditure decisions

3 = Use of earnings/savings on food and
nutrition

4 = Use of food acquired

5 = Quantities of food each household
member eats

6 = Types of food purchased for
household consumption

7 = Budgeting food purchases

8 = Acquiring more land for food
production

9 = Use of earnings savings on household
energy needs like cooking or lighting

0 = None of the above options

Il = Not applicable, no men in the
household

888 = Other [SPECIFY]

-99 = Do not know/refuse to answer

508

What food security, nutrition and
livelihood decision-making do
women participate in for this
household?

Select all that apply

| = Decision on land use

2 = Expenditure decisions

3 = Use of earnings/savings on food and
nutrition

4 = Use of food acquired

5 = Quantities of food each household
member eats

6 = Types of food purchased for
household consumption

7 = Budgeting food purchases

8 = Acquiring more land for food
production

9 = Use of earnings savings on household
energy needs like cooking or lighting

0 = None of the above options

Il = Not applicable, no women in the
household

888 = Other [SPECIFY]

-99 = Do not know/refuse to answer
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SECTION 6: TIME ALLOCATION

“Now I'd like to ask you about how you spent your time during the past 24 hours. We’'ll begin
from yesterday morning and continue through to this morning. This will be a detailed accounting.
I’'m interested in everything you do (i.e. resting, eating, personal care, work inside and outside
the home, caring for children, cooking, shopping, socializing, etc.), even if it doesn’t take you much
time.”

How many hours in the last 24 hours did you spend doing each of the following?
Decimal response for each activity type, with a text box for “other” activities.

601. Sleeping/resting
602. Food preparation
603. Cleaning

604. Fetching water

605. Gathering Firewood
606. Eating/Drinking
607. Running a business
608. Farming/livestock/fishing

609. Care for children/adults/elderly

610. Shopping

61 1. Getting services including health services
612. Religious

613. Social

614. Other, please specify

SECTION 7: GROUP MEMBERSHIP
Note: I’'m going to ask you about groups in the community. These can be either formal or informal
and customary groups.

701. Which of these groups are active in your communities?

701a. Agricultural / livestock/ fisheries producer’s group (including marketing groups)
| = Yes—>702
2= No->next group
-99 = Do not know=>next group
701b. Water users’ group
| = Yes—>702
2= No->next group
-99 = Do not know—> next group
701 c. Forest users’ group
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| = Yes—>702
2= No—> next group

-99 = Do not know=> next group
701d. Credit or microfinance group (including SACCOs/merry-go-rounds/ VSLAs)
| = Yes—>702
2= No—> next group
-99 = Do not know—> next group
701 e. Mutual help or insurance group (including burial societies)
| = Yes—>702
2= No—=> next group
-99 = Do not know—> next group
701f. Trade and business association group
| = Yes—>702
2= No—> next group
-99 = Do not know—> next group
701g. Civic groups (improving community) or charitable group (helping others)

| = Yes—>702
2= No—> next group
3= Do not know—> next group

701h. Religious Group
| = Yes—>702
2= No—> next group
-99 = Do not know—> next group
701i. Other [women’s/men’s] group (only if it does not fit into one of the other categories)
| = Yes—>702
2= No—> next group
-99 = Do not know=> next group
702. [Repeats for each group selected] Are you an active member in this <<group>>?
| = Yes
2= No
-99 = Do not know/refuse to answer
703. [Repeats for each group selected] What is the gender ratio of this <<group>>?

| = Only women

2= Mostly women

3= About equal membership by men and women
4= Mostly men

5= Only men

-99 = Do not know/refuse to answer
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SECTION 8: GENDER AND ICT

No. Questions and Codes
filters
801 Which of the | = Basic feature mobile phone
following 2= Smart phone
technologies do you 3= HH Radio
access and use? 4= Community radio
CIRCLE ALL THAT 5= .Community tele center (points in community where people
APPLY access internet and phones)
6= Computer
7= Television
8= None of the above—>814
888 = Other (specify)
-99 = Do not know/refuse to answer—>814
802 How often do you use Ie)gtst Afew | Oncea OZCC Once in Never
<<TECHNOLOGY>>? days a week a few
once a Month
d week Months
ay
802a | Basic feature mobile phone | ) 3 4 5 6> r'next
device
802b | Smart phone I ) 3 4 5 6> next
device
802c | HH Radio I ) 3 4 5 6> next
device
802d | Community radio | 5 3 4 5 6> r.1ext
device
802e | Community tele center | 5 3 4 5 6> r.lext
device
802f | Computer | ) 3 4 5 6> next
device
802g | Television | ) 3 4 5 6> next
device
802h | Other (specify) | ) 3 4 5 6> next
section
803 How often do you usually have to ask forl Always | Most | Sometimes | Rarely Never
permission to use <<TECHNOLOGY>> of the
time
803a | Basic feature mobile phone | 2 3 4 5
803b | Smart phone | 2 3 4 5
803c | HH Radio I 2 3 4 5
803d | Community radio | 2 3 4 5
803e | Community tele center | 2 3 4 5
803f | Computer | 2 3 4 5
803g | Television | 2 3 4 5
803h | Other (specify) | 2 3 4 5
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804 [If 803 !5 Mother | Father | Husband/| Wife/ | Relative | In- | Friend | Employer Village
Never] From male female law elder
whom do partner | partner
you need to
ask
permission?

804a | Basic feature
mobile I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
phone

804b | Smart | 2 3 4 5 | 6| 7 8 9
phone

804c | HH Radio I 2 3 4 5 7 8 9

804d Commumty | ) 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
radio

804e | Community | ) 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
tele-center

804f | Computer I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

804g | Television I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

804h | Other ! 2 3 4 5 |6 | 7 8 9
(specify)

805 Do you have (own) a I = Yes
personal mobile phone? 2= No

3 = Do not know/refuse to answer

805a | [If 805==Yes] What type of | = Basic feature mobile phone
phone is your personal 2 = Smart phone
mobile phone? 3 = Do not know/refuse to answer

806 Who decides on whether or
not you should own a mobile | =My partner
phone? 2 = Myself

3 = My parent
888 = Other, specify
Select all that apply -99 = Do not know/refuse to answer
807 How many mobile phones are
there in your household?
Enter a number
808 How often do you use a mobile At Afew | Once | Oncea | Once every Never
. least Month
phone to do the following Once a days a a few
activities? day week | week Months

808a | Make or receive a call | 2 3 4 5 6

808b | Send an SMS | 2 3 4 5 6

808c Receive an SMS | 2 3 4 5 6

808d | Use the Internet | 2 3 4 5 6

808e | Use mobile phone to send money | 2 3 4 5 6
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808f Use mobile phone to receive money I 2 3 4 5 6
808g @Jse mobile money to buy airtime or | ) 3 4 5 6
internet data
808h | Listen to the radio | 2 3 4 5 6
808i Usc? Social Media (such as Facebook or | 2 3 4 5 6
Twitter)
808j Make a call or message through an | 2 3 4 5 6
app (please specify the app).
809 [If 808e != Never] If you use | = Spouse
mobile phone to send money, | 2= Son
who do you mainly send the 3 = Daughter
money to? 4 = Other relative
5 = Friend
6 = Workers on the farm
7 = Suppliers of business commodities
8 = Creditors
9 = School administrators
10 = Payment to UMEME for electricity
888 = Other (specify)
-99 = Do not know/refuse to answer
810 How would you describe the | = By myself
way you usually use mobile 2 = By myself but with a little bit of help from someone
money? else
Read options aloud - one 3 = By myself but with a lot of help from someone else
response per option 4 = An agent does it for me
5= Someone other than an agent does it for me
6 = | do not use mobile money
888= Other (specify)
-99 = Do not know/refuse to answer
8l We would like to know some of the reasons
why you don’t use mobile money. For each of
the statements below, please tell us whether
it applies to you. ves No Do not know/refuse to answer
Select all that apply
8lla | | do not think mobile money is available in my | 2
area
811b | | do not know what mobile money is | 2
8llc || do not know how to use mobile money | 2
8lld || do not have an ID or other required | 2
documents to open an account
81le | Thereis no point-of-sale/agent close to where |
| live
811f || have no need for mobile money | 2
811lg | | do not trust that my money is safe | 2
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811h | Itis too expensive | 2
811i | My family does not allow me to use it | 2
811j | Poor mobile network coverage | 2
811k | No one among my friends or family uses | 2
mobile money
8111 | Are there other reasons you do not use
mobile money?
I=Yes
2= No
If yes, please
specify:
812 What opportunities does communications | | = Access to information on weather
technology, like mobile phones, present | 2= Access to information on prices of farm inputs
for boosting women’s farming, and | 3= Access to information on crop prices
business activities and access to services! | 4= Access to information on new farming techniques
5= Access to information on weather friendly
(drought resistant) and fast yielding crops and
animal breeds
6 = Sharing agricultural and business information
7 = Access to information on produce buyers
(wholesale and retail)
888 = Other (specify)
-99 = Do not know/refuse to answer
813 Which of the following are barriers do you have around access toand | Yes | No Do not
use of a mobile phone? know/refuse
Read options aloud — one response per option to answer
813a | There is no or poor network coverage where | live | 2
813b | | do not have the right identification documents/ ID e.g. needed to | | )
obtain a sim card
813c | Phones are expensive (cannot afford) | 2
813d | Sim cards are expensive (cannot afford) | 2
813e | Airtime is expensive (cannot afford) | 2
813f | | have/would have the difficulty to charge my phone | 2
813g | | have trouble reading and or understanding handsets and/or content | | )
language
813h | Agents are far from where | live | y)
813i | | would sometimes feel uncomfortable interacting with agents | 2
813j | Agents would not be very good at answering my mobile-phone related
questions - 2
813k | Agents or operators would sometimes cheat me | 2
8131 || do not need a mobile phone to interact with people | frequently | )

speak to (e.g. they live next to me, they do not have mobile phones)
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813m | Although it is possible to receive information/services on a mobile
phone, | don’t think there are services or information relevanttome ¢ | |- 2
personally
813n | | do not have time I 2
8130 | My friends and relatives tell me | don’t need one | 2
813p | Itis inappropriate for me to use a mobile phone e 2
813q | My spouse does not let me use | 2
813r | My spouse is suspicious of my cell phone use | 2
814 Which of the following barriers do you experience when tryingto | Yes No
use or access information communications technology?
Read options aloud — one response per option
814a | Lack of access to ICT technologies | 2
814b | Lack control over ICT technologies | 2
814c | Don’t understand the language used by ICT technologies | 2
814d | Have alternative sources of information | 2
814e | Information does not match farmers’ needs in terms of format and | )
relevance
814f | Limited skills in using complex devices to search for information | 2
814g | Inappropriate technologies — less suited to local needs and contexts | 2
814h | High cost of airtime and data I 2
814i | Unreliable sources of electricity to power ICT technologies | 2
814j | Electricity costs too much to reliably power ICT technologies | 2
814k | Not aware that the ICT tool can serve those purposes | 2
8141 | Other (specify) | 2

SECTION 9: COPING STRATEGIES
Now | will ask you some questions about strategies you have used during times of stress or
emergencies.

In the last 12 months, has anyone in your household had to engage in any of the
following behaviors because of a lack of food or money to buy food? This could be
due to a period of low income or some large economic shock like COVID-19.

No. | Questions and Filters Response codes
901 | Sell non-productive | 2 No, | haven't faced a lack of food
household assets/goods 3 No, because | have already sold these assets or
(radio, furniture, conducted this activity in the last 12 months and |
refrigerator, television, cannot continue to do so
jewelry etc.) | Yes
0 No
-99 Not applicable
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902

Sell more (non-productive)
animals than usual

No, | haven't faced a lack of food

No, because | have already sold these assets or
conducted this activity in the last 12 months and |
cannot continue to do so

I Yes
0 No
-99 Not applicable
903 | Spend savings 2 No, | haven't faced a lack of food
3 No, because | have already sold these assets or
conducted this activity in the last 12 months and |
cannot continue to do so
I Yes
0 No
-99 Not applicable
904 | Borrow money/food from | 2 No, | haven't faced a lack of food
a formal lender/bank 3 No, because | have already sold these assets or
conducted this activity in the last 12 months and |
cannot continue to do so
I Yes
0 No
-99 Not applicable
905 | Reduce essential non-food | 2 No, | haven't faced a lack of food
expenditure  such  as| 3 No, because | have already sold these assets or
education, health (including conducted this activity in the last 12 months and |
medicines) cannot continue to do so
I Yes
0 No
-99 Not applicable
906 | Sell productive goods or | 2 No, | haven't faced a lack of food
means of transport (sewing | 3 No, because | have already sold these assets or
machine, wheelbarrow, conducted this activity in the last 12 months and |
bicycle, bus, etc.) cannot continue to do so
I Yes
0 No
-99 Not applicable
907 | Remove children from | 2 No, | haven't faced a lack of food
school 3 No, because | have already sold these assets or

conducted this activity in the last 12 months and |
cannot continue to do so

Yes
No
Not applicable
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908

Sell the house or land 2 No, | haven't faced a lack of food

3 No, because | have already sold these assets or
conducted this activity in the last 12 months and |
cannot continue to do so

I Yes
0 No
-99 Not applicable
909 | Begging 2 No, | haven't faced a lack of food
3 No, because | have already sold these assets or
conducted this activity in the last 12 months and |
cannot continue to do so
I Yes
0 No
-99 Not applicable
910 | Sell the last female animals 2 No, | haven't faced a lack of food

3 No, because | have already sold these assets or
conducted this activity in the last 12 months and |
cannot continue to do so

I Yes
0 No
-99 Not applicable

SECTION 10: PERCEPTIONS OF GENDER EQUALITY

| will now read a series of statements on social, economic, and political opportunities among men
and women. For each statement, please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with
each statement.

Perceptions on equal access to social, economic and political opportunities
between men and women (An extra fromm USAID indicator questions on
perception of equal access to social, economic and political opportunities
between men and women)

Instruction: Read the Statement below and select the appropriate response as
answered by the respondent

1001 Women should have equal | |= Strongly disagree
rights with men and receive the | 2= Disagree
same treatment as men do 3= neither agree nor disagree
4= Agree
5 = Strongly agree
-99 = Do not know/refuse to answer
1002 On the whole, men make better | |= Strongly disagree

leaders than women and should | 2= Disagree
be elected rather than women | 3= neither agree nor disagree
4= Agree

102



5 = Strongly agree
-99 = Do not know/refuse to answer

1003 When jobs are scarce, men | |= Strongly disagree
should have more right to a job | 2= Disagree
than women 3= neither agree nor disagree
4= Agree
5 = Strongly agree
-99 = Do not know/refuse to answer
1004 Women are not  good | |= Strongly disagree
negotiators so this makes them | 2= Disagree
very bad business owners 3= neither agree nor disagree
4= Agree
5 = Strongly agree
-99 = Do not know/refuse to answer
1005 Decision-making in the | |= Strongly disagree
household (for example, how to | 2= Disagree
use household money/assets) is a | 3= neither agree nor disagree
man’s responsibility 4= Agree
5= Strongly agree
-99 = Do not know/refuse to answer
1006 A husband needs to punish his | |= Strongly disagree
wife if she is out of line, to | 2= Disagree
correct her behavior 3= neither agree nor disagree
4= Agree
5 = Strongly agree
-99 = Do not know/refuse to answer
1007 Food production is the role of | |= Strongly disagree
women (for example digging, | 2= Disagree
planting, weeding, and | 3= neither agree nor disagree
harvesting), men should occupy | 4= Agree
themselves with other roles that | 5 = Strongly agree
bring in money for the family -99 = Do not know/refuse to answer
1008 A man who has paid dowry to | |= Strongly disagree
marry a woman may punish her | 2= Disagree
if she does not conform to his | 3= neither agree nor disagree
wishes 4= Agree
5 = Strongly agree
-99 = Do not know/refuse to answer
1009 Women and girls sometimes | |= Strongly disagree

bring rape on themselves (for
example, by dressing
provocatively)

2= Disagree

3= neither agree nor disagree

4= Agree

5 = Strongly agree

-99 = Do not know/refuse to answer
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SECTION 11: GENDER BASED VIOLENCE
This section asks questions about gender-based violence, GBV services and referral
pathways.

This section asks questions about gender-based violence services and pathways.
Please be sure to ask the female primary participant the questions in section I1.
Please find a location that is private where the response cannot be heard by others
and where the participant feels comfortable discussing this sensitive topic.

If at any point during this section the participant expresses discomfort or appears
distressed, please ask your supervisor or another team member to offer support.

1) If the participant is uncomfortable because they feel they are not in a safe
space to answer the questions, ask if they are ok to continue in another
location or would like to end the survey.

2) In this situation or if the participant is distressed because of trauma from
prior experience with gender-based violence:

o Pause the interview, allow the participant some time to calm down
emotionally

o Ask participant if they are in position to continue with the interview
or would like to have the interview another day.

o Ask if the participant would like to speak to professional

o Liaise with the respective graduation and linkage team member to refer the
participant to existing psychosocial support structures for professional help
such as ALIGHT and LWF.

Data collectors/Coaches shall follow guidance provided by the current SMILES SOP and guiding
principles (survivor centred approach) while handling or referring any cases identified during
the assessment. Survivor centred principles include ensuring the safety and security of the
survivor and others; confidentiality; respect for the choices, wishes, rights and dignity of the
survivor; and non-discrimination.

GBY resources:

Kyangwali Settlement:
Susan Apio, +256 775 921 886
Goretti Lokeris, +256 774 776 909

No. | Questions and | Response codes
Filters
1101 | Is Gender-Based | | = Yes
Violence a problem in | 2= No > 1103
your community? -99 = Do not know/refused to answer
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102 | What are the common | | = Economic violence: includes; depriving the HH of
forms of gender-based necessities or money, rigid control of finances, stealing or
violence in this forcefully taking money, sale of assets without the
community? consent of the spouse.

2= Psychological or emotional violence: includes;
controlling career options of the spouse, verbal abuse,
Select all that apply. and humiliation, threats of violence, intimidation, and
Read options. controlling behavior.
3= Physical violence: includes; assault, slapping,
battering, kicking, wounding, murder, and physical
restraint.
4= Sexual violence: includes; rape, defilement, sexual
exploitation & abuse, sexual harassment, trafficking
women and children, and forced prostitution
5= Harmful traditional practices: include; forced
marriage, child marriage, female genital mutilation (FGM),
dowry-related violence, widow inheritance
-99 = Do not know/refused to answer

103 | Are there any services | | = Yes > 1104
available in  your|[2= No-=> 1106
community for women | -99 = Do not know/refused to answer
who have been
affected by gender-
based violence?

1104 | What types of services | | = Support group from other women
are available? (select |2 = Assistance from NGO workers
all that apply) 3= Medical assistance

4= Mental health counseling
= Legal support/advice
= Traditional justice
= Religious counseling
= Police reporting or support
= Other, specify
-99 = Do not know/refused to answer

1105 | How common is for | | = They hardly access those services
women in your | 2= Women only access those services if they their lives
community who have are threatened
been affected by | 3= VVomen commonly access those services even if their
gender-based violence lives are not under threat
to access those | -29 = Do not know/refused to answer
services?

106 | What types of services Support group from other women

that are not currently

Assistance from NGO workers

N —
1l
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available in  your
community would
women like available?
(select all that apply)

=  Medical assistance
4= Mental health counseling
= Legal support/advice
=  Traditional justice
=  Religious counseling
=  Police reporting or support
= Other, specify
-99 = Do not know/refused to answer

Thank you for completing the survey.

We sincerely appreciate your contribution to our study. The results of the survey will be used
by the AVSI Foundation to improve their programming. If you have any questions, you can
always contact data collection team member like me or you can call the toll-free number at

0800203030.

Comments: Enumerator, please enter any final comments or notes about this interview.
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5.2.2 Qualitative Interview and Focus Group Discussion Guides

AVSI SMILES
Youth and Gender Assessment

Focus Group Discussion Guide for Households in Host and Refugee Communities

l. Date (DD/MM/YY):

2. Location:

3. Youth or Adult (non-youth)
FGD

4, Male or Female FGD

Persons with Disabilities
FGD

Start Time:

Interviewer/Facilitate
Name:

8. Note Taker(s) Name(s):

9. Number of Participants:

10 Finish Time:

Il | Age

12 Education Level

13 | Competence (Skill set)

14 Marital Status

I5 | Does a member of your
household have a cell phone
(Y/N)

Introduction and consent

Introduce yourself and the study: Hello my name is . | work for
Please be sure to obtain consent before proceeding.
Obtained written informed consent [Read Consent Form]

a. Did you ask if the participants had any questions? 0 Yes oNo
b. Did all participants agree to participate? 0 Yes otNo = STOP
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c. Did you give participants copy of consent? o Yes oNo
d. Did the participants agree to be audio recorded? o Yes otNo = Only take notes

We expect the focus group discussion to last about two hours. Are you ready to begin?

We will begin the FGD with the sign in sheet that asks a few quick demographic questions
including year of birth and gender.

Questions

|. Please introduce yourself. Tell me about your household and household members. (For
example, my name is X, and | live with my mother and spouse.)

Youth:
| would like to learn more about the youth in your community. We define “youth” as 16 to 30
years of age. For these questions we would like to also know if there are differences between
youth men and women.
2. What are current livelihood opportunities available for youth in your community?
(Interviewer note: ask main question, follow up on responses, then ask probes)
a. Probe: How do they make money? What types of job opportunities are available to
them?
b. Probe: How do youth in your community decide what livelihood to pursue?
c. Probe: Are there differences in livelihood opportunities for youth men and women?
3. If youth need to borrow money to start a small business, where do they get the funding?
a. Probe: What are the sources of funding? (e.g. money lender, outside the country, bank,
family, community members)
4. What are some barriers youth face when engaging in livelihood or income generating
activities?
5. What does economic self-reliance mean to you? (Interviewer note: be prepared to explain
economic self-reliance in general terms to respondents if needed)
6. Are there any programs in your community that focus on helping youth build skills and
competencies for livelihoods?
7. Please describe any programs, initiatives, or businesses in your community that focus on
hiring youth.
8. What kind of assistance do you think would be most impactful to help youth have more
reliable income? (Only ask probes dfter response to main question)
a. Probe: Do you think they would be interested in coaching on how to improve their
financial management?

Gender:
We talked about youth, now, | would like to learn more about gender issues and women in your
community of all ages, not only youth.

9. What are most common ways that women in your community earn money? (Interviewer
note: ask main question, follow up on responses, then ask probes)
a. Probe: How do they make money? What types of job opportunities are available to
them? Do these differ from the opportunities available to men?
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10. How do you or women in your community decide what livelihood to pursue? (Only ask
probes after response to main question)
a. Probe: Are decisions based on how much time is spent and effort made in providing
energy for the livelihoods?
b. Probe: Are decisions based on how much it costs to power the livelihood?

I'l. If women need to borrow money to start a small business, where do they get the
funding?
a. Probe: What are the sources of funding? (e.g. money lender, outside the country, bank,
family, community members)
[2. Are there any programs in your community that focus on helping women build skills and
competencies for livelihoods?
| 3. Please describe any programs, initiatives, or businesses in your community that are
focused on hiring women or getting women greater earnings.
I4. What barriers do women face to participating in livelihood or income generation
activities?
I5. What kind of assistance do you think would be most impactful to help women have
more reliable income? (Only ask probes after response to main question)
a. Probe: Do you think they would be interested in coaching on how to improve their
financial management?
I6. Can you tell me about the division of labor and responsibilities within your household?
a. Probe: For example, for things like childcare, fetching water, fetching firewood, cooking,
and cleaning, compared to responsibilities outside the household?
b. Probe: In your opinion, how would you like to see this division of labor change?
I7. Can you tell me about decision-making for different members of your household?
Women (over 31 years)
Men (over 31 years)
Youth women (16-30 years)
Youth men (16-30 years)
Probe for types of decisions:
i. money (i.e. spending, saving, lending)
ii. livelihoods and jobs
jii. childcare
iv. family planning (birth spacing, use of contraceptives)
v. education
vi. land
vii. “household energy use (for cooking and lighting)
viii. domestic animals and birds
® Probe: Would you like to see those decision-making process change in the future? In what
ways?
I8. Would you be interested in participating or leading community activities? (Only ask probes
after response to main question)
a. Probe: For example, savings groups (VSLAs), community management committees, or
similar community groups focused on financings or economic empowerment?
b. Probe: What kind of support or resources would you need to participate in such a group?
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19. A gender issue is an action, behavior, or belief that affects how women and men are
treated in communities and within their homes. Gender issues can be about safety,
participation, access to and control over resources, as well as others.

What are the key gender issues facing your community?

a. Probe: Some examples of gender issues are limited female control of household money
and resources, lack of female participation in the economy, unfair distribution of
household responsibilities between women and men, and gender-based violence.

b. Does a woman’s engagement in livelihoods bring about some of the gender issues
mentioned above? If yes, explain.

¢. If a woman experienced violence in the home, where might she seek help?

d. Probe: How did COVID-19 and the public health restrictions affect how men and women
interact in your community?

20. When thinking about the gender issues we just discussed, in your opinion, how can
programs help support improving relationships between men and women?

21. In your opinion, how could communications technology such as cellphones, help you in
your day-to-day life?

a. Probe: Do people in your community exchange money using their cell phones?

b. Probe: Are there any common apps (such as WhatsApp) that many individuals in your
community use?

People with Disabilities

We talked about gender and youth, now, | would like to learn more about people with disabilities
in your community. Here, we are defining “people with disabilities” as people who are at risk in
experiencing restrictions in completing specific tasks or activities due to limitations in their
abilities to walk, see, hear, or remember.

22. Do you, or does anyone in your family, have a disability? Or, do you know anyone with
a disability in your community? (If anyone answers yes, continue on to question 23. If no one
answers yes, continue to the “Wrap-Up” section.)

23. In your opinion, how do you think that the experiences of finding and participating in
livelihood opportunities differ for people with disabilities in your community as
compared to the general population (i.e., their non-disabled peers)?

Wrap-Up:
We are nearing the end of our interview. Before we finish, | would just like to ask you one more
question.

24. Is there anything you would like to add about youth and gender in your community?

25. Do you have any questions for us?

Thank the participant for his/her time.
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AVSI SMILES
Youth and Gender Assessment
Community Leaders Key Informant Interview Guide

I. | Date (DD/MM/YY):

2. | Interviewer/Facilitator
Name:

3. | Participant ID/name:

4. | Start Time:

5. | Finish Time:

COMPLETE CONSENT FORM BEFORE PROCEEDING

Introduction and consent

Introduce yourself and the study: Hello my name is . | work for
Please be sure to obtain consent before proceeding.

Obtained written informed consent [Read Consent Form]

e. Did you ask if the participants had any questions? o Yes oNo

f. Did all participants agree to participate? 0 Yes oNo - STOP

g. Did you give participants copy of consent? 0 Yes oNo

h. Did the participants agree to be audio recorded? o Yes oNo = Only take notes

We expect the interview discussion to last about 60-90 minutes. Are you ready to begin?

For this interview, | would like to know more about your role in your community and how you
support youth and gender matters in your day-to-day life. Furthermore, | look forward to hearing
about how you see these matters affect the livelihoods of members of your community.

Introduction/Context:
First, | would like to learn more about you.
I. What is your title and/or role in your community?
2. What are your main responsibilities in your role?
3. Please tell me about how, if at all, you work with and/or support youth in your
community.
4. Please tell me about how, if at all, you work with and/or support women in your
community.

Youth:




Now,

| would like to learn more about the youth in your community (ages 16-30 years). For

these questions we would like to also know if there are differences between the female and male

youth.

5.

o

I1.
12.

What are the current livelihood options for youth in your community? (Interviewer note:
ask main question, follow up on responses, then ask probes)

a. Probe: How do they make money? What types of job opportunities are available to
them?

b. Probe: Are these livelihoods seasonal? Are these livelihoods irregular or time-limited?

c. Probe: Are these livelihoods dependent on access to /availability of energy sources (e.g.
electricity, solar power)?

d. Probe: How do the youth handle times when they have no income?

e. Probe: Are there differences in livelihood opportunities for youth men and women?

What challenges or barriers do youth face in accessing livelihood opportunities?
How do youth get money if they do not have access to consistent livelihood
opportunities?

a. Probe (after responses to main question): Do you find that youth beg for money, sell
assets to afford food, or skip meals due to lack of livelihood opportunities? If yes, please
describe why and how.

Are there any programs in your community that focus on helping youth build skills and
competencies for livelihoods?

Please describe any initiatives or enterprises in your community that are meant to
support youth participation in the workforce.

. What are some of the income-generating activities youth in your community are

involved in?
How can the youth in your community be organized?
How can youth be supported to reach their full potential in engaging in livelihoods?
a. Probe: What can the government do? What can development partners do? How can
the community/ family support youth?

Gender:
Now, | would like to learn more about gender issues and women in your community.

13.

14.

What are current livelihood options for women in your community?
a. Probe: How do they make money? What types of job opportunities are available to
them? Do these opportunities differ from ones available to men?
What types of coping strategies do women in your community use in the absence of
dependable livelihood activities?
a. Probe (after responses to main question): Do you find that women beg for money, sell
assets to afford food, or skip meals due to lack of livelihood opportunities? Do women
rely on seasonal or ad hoc/one-time jobs? If yes, please describe why and how.

. Are there any programs in your community that focus on helping women build skills and

competencies for livelihoods?

. Please describe any initiatives or enterprises in your community that are meant to

increase women’s participation in the workforce.

. What are the key gender issues facing your community?
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a. Probe: Some examples of gender issues are limited female control of household money
and resources, lack of female participation in the economy, unequal distribution of
household responsibilities between women and men.

a. Why do you think violence happens in the household, between men and women?
If a woman experienced violence in the home, where might she seek help?

c. What would need to change to stop gender-based violence from happening?
What makes it difficult to change?

I8. When thinking about the gender issues we just discussed, how do you think an
organization could improve relationships between men and women in the community?

9. Do women in your community have access to communications technology such as cell
phones and internet?

a. Probe: Do most women have cell phones?

i. If so, do cell phones tend to have data?
ii. Do these cell phones affect how men and women interact in a home? In the
community?
20. How can existing communications technology in your community be leveraged to
support livelihood opportunities?

a. Probe: Do people in your community exchange money using their cell phones?

b. Probe: Are there any common apps (such as WhatsApp) that many individuals in your
community use?

Wrap-Up:
We are nearing the end of our interview. Before we finish, | would just like to ask you one more
question.

21. Is there anything you would like to add about youth and gender in your community?

22. Do you have any questions for us?

Thank the participant for his/her time.
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