Social networ ks and intra-household resour ce allocation
in rural Ethiopia.t

Dr. Marleen Dekker
African Studies Centre
Wassenaarseweg 52
2300 RB Leiden, The Netherlands
Email: mdekker@ascleiden.nl

This version: March 2008

Abstract

In many models on intra-household resource allonathe distribution of resources
among individuals depends on their position witthi@ household. Between spouses, this
position is determined ex-ante (in the marriagekaior ex-post (as a result of
bargaining). In the context of developing countriée empirical testing of the
determinants of this bargaining position has lar¢pelen restricted to levels of education,
independent sources of income and (pre-marital)epsimp of assets, notably land or
cattle. Social ties have not been considered ardatent while various studies have
documented the importance of social ties for Ilvatids in the context of missing
markets. In this paper we therefore explore thectf social ties of spouses on their
bargaining position within the household.

To address this question we use a unique dataketted in rural Ethiopia. All 357
households residing in one village and within th&f0 individuals were interviewed on
their social networks, bargaining position andliive@od strategies. In this paper we
include all monogamously married couples (N=21@pfrthis data set to test the effect of
intra-village kinship ties on the bargaining pracesthe household, measured in terms of
child welfare and adult anthropometrics. We finghgicant effects of social ties on
welfare outcomes but these are not consistent aoutsomes or sex of spouses. This
suggests social ties should not be treated assatsetimprove the bargaining position of
spouses. Rather, social ties may be beneficialahiliming (implicit) moral support in
intra-household bargaining processes, and thisbaaasier to achieve for one welfare
outcome over the other.

! This paper has benefited from comments from CGHibiers, Remco Oostendorf, Jan Willem Gunning,
participants in the ISA Conference in Durban 2006 Nathalie Quinn and seminar participants at the
CSAE, University of Oxford. Funding from the Amstam Institute of International Development (AlID)
and The Netherlands Organisation of Scientific Rese (NWO) is gratefully acknowledged.



1. Introduction

For a long time, the household was modelled agtanith a single decision maker and a
joint welfare function in which all income is podiéBecker, 1981). In the past decades,
an increasing number of empirical studies havectegethis so-called unitary approach
and have advanced alternative models to explaialtbeation of resources within the
household (see for example Haddad et al. (199/us4 et al. (2000), Quisumbing
(2003) and Fafchamps et al. (2007). In these moaeguality within the household is
thought to depend on a bargaining process betwiéenethit members of the household.
Bargaining positions of spouses are either detexch@x-ante in the marriage market
(Fafchamps and Quisumbing 2007); depending on thieatespective spouses bring to
the marriage, or ex-post, which is during the naaei In this case bargaining positions
are determined by a threat-point, divorce or noopeoation within the marriage. This
threat-point depends on the ability of spousesle tare of themselves (either within or
outside marriage) and extra-household parametelsasithe rules regarding distribution
of assets upon divorce (McElroy 1990, Lundberg Ralliak 1993).

Although these collective models resolve some efahomalies of the unitary model, no
conclusive evidence has been found for the preaséare of the collective model
(Haddadet al, 1997) or the determinants of bargaining positidermeulen, 2002).
Given the important contribution of intra-househdistribution of welfare to aggregate
inequality (Haddad and Kanbur 1990 and Aldermaad.€1995), an increased
understanding of the processes taking place witlérhouseholds is highly relevant in
the context of developing countries. Especiallyhia context of our study, Ethiopia,
where poverty is widespread and the position of woms traditionally unequal to that of
men (Massow, 2000).

Agarwal (1997) calls for improved insights in themplex determinants of bargaining
power in the household, including the role of sbe@ms and the embeddedness of
households within a wider institutional environme®gveral anthropological studies
have documented the influence of social relationthe bargaining position of (notably)
women within the household. Subramanian (1998gample illustrates how women in
rural Bangladesh are willing to give up their inkesat land rights to ensure the emotional
and material support from male kin. Friedemann Ban¢2006) documents the
interrelatedness of kin networks, property acqisiand the intra-household bargaining
process for women working in the cut-flower indystr Colombia.

Although some economic studies have also suggestadl assets may co-determine the
bargaining position of individuals within the hobséd (Agarwal, 1997, Malluccio and
Quisumbing, 2000), the empirical testing of deteranits of bargaining within the
household has mostly been restricted to assef®ifotm of physical and human capital.
Quisumbing and Mallucio (2000) for example consiitherimportance of pre-marital
assets, notably cattle and land, for women’s banggiposition in four countries across
the globe. Fafchamps and Quisumbing (2003) docutherimportance of human capital,
in the form of age, education and height in uné&ding the division of labour within

the household in The Philippines, while in the exhbf Ethiopia, Fafchamps et al.



(2007) advance the importance of intellectual capaather then formal education.
Some studies also demonstrated the relevanceasaather than the spouses.
Fafchamps and Quisumbing (2003) for example fohiatl ¢haracteristics of co-resident
grandparents affected investment in children inidtak. Frankenberg and Thomas
(2001) show that wealth differences between theisgsl families affect bargaining
within the couple while Bloch and Rao (2002) prevel/idence for a positive relation
between the resources of the bride’s parents anohtiidence of domestic violence. The
definition of actors outside the couple includedhese studies is limited to parents, and
in some cases only includes co-resident househeldbars. This paper proposes a
broader perspective and studies the effect of-mittage social ties on the intra-
household bargaining process, particularly theugrice of social ties embedded in
kinship networks. Given the importance of socies tin livelihoods in economies with
missing markets and the fact that social ties dasiveen individuals rather than between
households, it is expected that social ties wilnid outside the household affect what is
taking place within the household.

We find significant effects of social ties on wedautcomes but these are not consistent
between children’s welfare and adult anthropomeipicfor husband and wife. This
suggests social ties cannot be treated as asaétmftrove the bargaining position of
spouses. Social ties may however be beneficialahiling (implicit) moral support in
intra-household bargaining processes, and thisbaaasier to achieve for one welfare
outcome over the other. We also find that socgs &re intertwined with social norms

and a change of residence at the time of marribgelate our empirical results are
inconclusive on the exact interpretation of theerhdng relation.

The remainder of this paper is organized as folldwsection two we describe the data
and the context of the village. Section three dises issues in modelling intra-household
processes and sets out the empirical strategychios four we present our empirical
results and section five discusses the implications

2. Data and context?

This paper draws on an unusual dataset collectedebgiuthor in 2005. First, unlike most
surveys that take a random sample from a villagpulation, we interviewed all
households in the research village, Turufe Kechemegbtain in-depth insight in the
operation of intra-village networks. Secondly, witheach household we aimed at
interviewing at least two adult members, while iramp conventional surveys the
guestionnaires are addressed to one respondentamalyhis respondent is often the head

% The Turufe Kecheme data set (TK data set) has bekected from May-August 2005. Questionnaire
data was collected by Fitsum Wakoya, Luwam YohanSedtan Abduraman and Tilahun Desta of the
Department of Agricultural and Resource EcononiiEhub University, Awassa, under supervision of the
author. Indispensable research support was prodigdRediet Bayu, Adane Hirpo (Debub University)dan
WeD-Ethiopia researchers Alula Pankhurst, Bizuay@pele, Yohannes Gezahegn (Department of Social
Anthropology, Addis Abeba University) and Pip Bey@ath University). Finally, we would like to thank
all respondents from Turufe Kecheme village whatip@ated in the research and the support received
from key persons in the community.



of the household. In most cases we interviewed Bpthuses. When one of these had
passed away, was involved in labour migration,her $pouses were too old to make a
living by themselves we also interviewed adult samsdaughters living with their
parents. In case the children of a widowed respaindere too young or not living with
the respondent, only one respondent per househaddinterviewed. The questionnaires
were administered by a team of two enumerators. Atwesehold questionnaire was
conducted as a joint interview while the individgalestionnaires were administered with
one respondent in private, often at the same timaespouse or other respondent from the
household was interviewed. In principle women waterviewed by female enumerators
while men were interviewed by male enumeratorstotal, 357 households and 670
individuals were interviewed.

Turufe Kecheme is part of two long-term researchjguts collecting qualitative and
quantitative information, the Ethiopian Rural Hoogkel Survey (ERHS) and the
Ethiopian Village studies, in 2005 part of the Wadling in Development project (WeD-
Ethiopia). Previous results from these studies wesed to construct the one-off cross
section questionnaire used in this in-depth studyimaividual social networks and
wellbeing. The household questionnaire containesstjons on household composition,
household assets, land used/owned for cultivativestock possessions and household
food stores. The individual questionnaire had daeston the marital status, pre-marital
and current assets, participation in economic #i&s/ participation in local
organizations, credit transactions, social positiod perceptions, food security, illnesses
and coping strategies. The individual data modwlese administered to all respondents,
regardless of their marital status. In this paper @nly use the information on
monogamously married couples in which both spousse interviewed. In total our data
consist of 422 spouses from 211 households. Fobses of the respondents (200 spouses
from 100 couples) we also collected anthropomelaia.

Information on intra-village kinship ties was cafled separately from the survey in small
group exercises. In over 20 of such meetings, vea damily trees of the families who
currently lived in the village, sometimes going lbdour to five generations. These
groups were organised separately for differentietroups in the village, and in case of
the Oromo, for different sub clansglebeles)In this way we obtained genealogical data
on most inhabitants of the village. As we obseraetendency for the participants to
focus predominantly on the male lines of decer#, fizilitators specifically probed for
kinship ties concerning sisters and daughters. thaddil information on female relatives
was also collected in the survey. This informaeonmarriages and genealogical descent
is used to construct networks to determine condeei®s in terms of kinship and
marriage.

Turufe K echeme®

Turufe Kecheme is one of three villages in Turufeckemekebelein Shashemene
weredain Eastern Shewa Zone of Oromiya Region in Soutlighiopia. It is located in
an area with relatively fertile soils and suffidigainfall for agriculture. The village was

% For detailed socio-economic information on Turkiicheme, we refer to Dekker (2008) and especially
Gezahegn et al (2006).



established during the villagisation programme 983, when people who lived scattered
around thekebeleterritory were organized in compact villages toilfeate service
provision. Although located in an area originalhhabited by Oromo people, the rural
areas surrounding Shashemene town are known fomtigration history. This is clearly
reflected in the ethnic and religious compositidnttee village. Just over half of the
respondents are Oromo, while Amhara, Tigray and ayital are relatively large
minorities (slightly over 10 percent each). Kembata Hadiya are considerably smaller
in number and there are some Gamo, Gurage, SidathSitie people. Although there is
not a one-to-one relationship between religioudliaibn and ethnicity, the two are
strongly related. The Orthodox Christian Churclplisdominantly attended by Amhara
and Tigray, Wolayita and Kembata are mainly follosvef Kalehiwot, while the Oromo
are Muslim. Although ethnic and religious diversigytypical for Ethiopia at large, it is
not common to find this diversity in one villageThis makes Turufe Kecheme an
interesting village for our work as it allows us #&bso study the effect of ethnic
differences (social norms) in the position of woneenprocesses of bargaining within the
household. Previous work on data from the ERHSdemsonstrated that the freedom of
women reduces when going from north to south indbentry (Dercon and Krishnan
2000). And recent analysis has documented thatf@ acheme stands out in terms of
the position of women compared to other sites ef BRHS. Fafchamps et al (2007)
report better nutritional status for women comparednen while at the same time,
working hours are longer for women in this commynithe history of migration to the
village has also influenced marriage patterns,h® éxtent that less than half of the
women have relocated when they married. Previousk wa the dataset used in this
paper documented the effect of relocation away fkanship networks on the lack of
labour during periods of illness (Dekker, 2008).tms paper we will explore if such
differences also affect the distribution of bargagnpower within the household.

3. Moddlling intra-household bargaining

3.1. Measuring the bargaining process

Non-unitary household models start from the assionphat preferences are not
necessarily the same for different members of theséhold. The difficulty is that these
preferences are not directly observable. To be tabdéudy intra-household processes, the
empirical literature has therefore assumed thdepraces may become visible through
welfare outcomes. The starting point in these si@ that in case preferences between
spouses differ, welfare outcomes, both at houskedwad individual levels, will depend

on the power of individuals to exert their own greihces within their household
(Frankenberg and Thomas, 2001).

In the context of developing countries a range elfave indicators have been considered.
Individual outcomes include nutrition and healtdiges for or differences in time

* The ethnic and religious composition of the vi#ag however not representative for the ethnic and
religious composition of the Ethiopian populatidiaage.



allocation between spouses (Fafchamps et al., 200&lfare outcomes on household
level include child welfare and the distributionedfpenditures across different categories
of goods (Quisumbing and Mallucio, 2000) or invahent in decision making (Adato et
al. 2000). Fafchamps et al (2007) report the seehgmpirical results on intra-household
effects have been documented in relation to chétfare. In such studies, it is assumed
that women care more for the welfare of their aleitd and girls especially, compared to
men. Duflo (2003) for example demonstrates how ipassallocated to grandmothers in
South Africa improve nutrition of resident granddhters.

In this paper we use child welfare (education) addlt anthropometrics as indicators of
the outcome of the bargaining process. The assomphderlying these indicators is
that if women have more power or a stronger banggiposition within the household,
child welfare is expected to be higher, as is thein nutritional status.

3.2. Determinants of bargaining position

Existing empirical studies on intra-household ir@dy has tested the influence of the
marriage markets (pre-marital wealth of spousestlagid families and bride wealth
transfers), human capital (education, age, andlentaal capacity), social norms and
legal frameworks (ethnicity and rules and regutatiegarding divorces) and current
assets (independent economic activities). We nalude these factors when explaining
intra-household inequality (to the extent theyarailable in our dataset) and propose to
extend the analysis with social network variables.

Social networks may improve an individual's bargagnposition in two ways. First, like
premarital assets, social ties may influence theathpoint, i.e. an individual with more
ties will be able to exercise more influence witthe household. Persons with large
social networks will have a stronger fall-back piosi in case of divorce or non-
cooperation within the marriage. Social ties mayvpte financial assistance or other
help to make a living, similar to independent ecaiactivities or ownership of assets.
Secondly, the mobilisation of interpersonal netvgamkay improve the bargaining
position of individuals within the marriage. Conmidhe example of a couple with spouse
A and spouse B. Network members of spouse A map@ssure on spouse B to pursue
spouse A’s preferences rather than exerting spBissewn preferences. Note that
network members of spouse A may be asked by spdts@ut pressure on spouse B
(explicit mobilisation) or may do so implicitly madised. The pressure put on spouse B
can also be either explicit or implicit.

To operationalise interpersonal networks, we askexhge of questions on social
networks and social position to the individual @sgents, ranging from memberships in
local organisations to friendship and labour stgariatwork. Many of these variables
may however not be suitable to measure the detantsrof bargaining power.
Irrespective of the type of factor to be includedhe analysis of intra-household
bargaining (economic, human or social assetsy,ithportant to choose an indicator that



is external to the distribution of power within theusehold, i.e. an indicator that is not
resulting from the bargaining process within thesehold itself.

In this paper we therefore propose a variable araboetworks that is largely
determined at the time of marriage: having closslkip ties within the village. In many
parts of Ethiopia, including the area around Tukéeheme, it is common for women to
move to the family of her husband when they marhys results from customary rules,
particularly among Oromo, that prohibit marriagatim one clan. As clans have a
territorial origin, this usually means that womeave their village of birth and come to
live in the village of her husband. This means, sloges away from her own kinship
network, notably her parents and siblings who mayipe emotional or material support
when needed. Although, relocation does not neagssagan she will not be able to
receive such support, with increased transactistsassociated to distance it will at least
be more difficult to obtain.

One could argue this relocation at the time of nage is not exogenous either. Men
might have a preference for women who are fronffarént village because their
bargaining power will be lower. Alternatively, pats with “weaker” daughters may
decide to choose a marriage partner from the \aliggelf, in order to be able to support
her in her marriage. Information on relocated wonmeour sample indicates this is not
the case. Women who changed residence do notisegmtify differ from women who
remained in their natal village after marriage amuanber of variables that may indicate
their “intrinsic” empowerment, such as holding dfictal position in a local
organization, discussing development issues wilkéheldeaders, memberships in
local organizations and having chosen her spouseetself.

Our proposition in this paper is that relocationha time of marriage and the (related)
connectedness in kinship networks affects thebfadlk position and threat-point of the
spouse but also the emotional support she mayesad/to pursue her own preferences
over those of her spouse. Interestingly, with tiséolny of migration in the village, not all
women have changed their village of residence vithey married. In fact more than half
of the women interviewed originate from Turufe Keste itself This provides an
interesting starting point for the effect of embeddess in networks for intra-household
bargaining positions.

® Several studies have however included variablasaould be endogenous to the bargaining process,
such as independent economic activities or paetimp in decision making.

® various reasons explain this diverging patterrstrind foremost, daughters from families who dessce
from the original settlers in the area may inhlariid from their fathers, especially when they dohave
brothers to whom land can be passed on. In suasthse daughter(s) will establish their home inrthe
natal village and their husband will come to livighaher (and her family), either from within thdlage or
from another village. Secondly, daughters from feasiwho descent from the original settlers mayrgnar
to (sons of) migrants who came to live in the g#aOr thirdly, daughters from migrants may mantpi
families descending from original settlers in theaa This is for example reflected in the ethnickgmound
of women who did not change residence when theyrgotied.Hadiya, Kambata, Tigrinya and Wolayita
women more often do not change residence whenrtiaegy, while the largest group of women relocating
at marriage is Oromo women. Still, just over 40%0bmo women did not relocate when married,
indicating the first two reasons mentioned aboeecartainly important.



Descriptive statistics

Table one provides descriptive statistics for thaables we use in the analysis. We use
two measures of child welfare. First, school atter#, a dummy variable that equals one
when a child was attending school at the time efdlrvey. Second, we use a schooling
level variable derived from the completed schoaldgs of children. For each child, we
calculate the z-score of their schooling level: degiation in schooling level from the
median schooling level of his/her age-cohort didithy the standard deviation. The
analysis includes children aged older than five ymahger than sixteen years of age
living with monogamously married parents. The mage of children is almost 10 years,
there are slightly more girls than boys and sonoetéen percent of children is a foster
child (i.e. the spouses in our analysis are nobtbkgical parents of the child). Despite
the low level of school attendance and educatioarded in other studies on Ethiopia
(see for example Fafchamps et al, 2007) table Wvslohildren in Turufe Kecheme often
do attend school: 77 percent of children aged yekEss are in school and figures are
slightly higher for boys than for girfs.The high levels of school attendance do not
necessarily result in uniform educational attaintn&here is considerable variation in
the attained schooling level, with reported dewiasi ranging to approximately five years
below and above the cohort mean. The deviationiig gimilar for boys and girls.

Nutritional status of the spouses is measured thighbody mass index (BMI): weight in
kilograms divided by the square of height in metdrs the context of developing
countries, the body mass index (BMI) is often cdased a good indicator of nutritional
status. Similar to the findings of Fafchamps e(28l07) we find the BMI is around 20
and somewhat higher for women than for men. Womers@ame 10 cm shorter than men.
As the BMI is known to depend on initial height andhe case of women by pregnancy
and/or breastfeeding, we also include these comtnahbles in our analysis; 4 percent of
women were pregnant when weighted, while almodtdfahe interviewed women were
breastfeeding. This anthropometric informationesstricted to subset of the monogamous
spouses in our analysis (for 100 couples).

As for the characteristics of the spouses in oalyais, we see that women are
approximately 8 years younger than men. For botlusgs, the level of education,
measured as the number of years in school is latedpecially for women (2.8 years).
This difference is not visible with respect to ddiiéracy courses that have been slightly
more often attended by women. The ethnic diversitye village is also reflected in the
ethnicity of monogamously married spouses. Slightgr half of the male respondents
are Oromo. Amhara, Tigray and Wolayta each reptdsstween ten to fifteen percent,
while there are few Kembata and Hadiya husbandswBmen the picture is a little more
diverse as less than half of the female spous@sosio. Amhara, Tigrinya, Wolayta,
Hadiya and Kembeta women each represent betweknhagid fourteen percent, while
some three percent have a different ethnic backgtothis diversity will be used to test
the effect of ethnic differences in social normgjrxluding the ethnicity of women in
our analysis.

" In earlier data collection rounds of the ERHS, uferkecheme also stood out for its high level dfcsa
attendance compared to other villages surveyekisrstudy.



Considering pre-marital assets, men were cleatigbeff compared to women, both in
terms of cattle and land. Women on the other haogkroften brought jewellery or
clothing to the marriage (as part of dowry), althlothis also was not uncommon for

men. Almost one fifth of both men and women recgigattle from their family when

they got married and the average number of beastsved is slightly higher for women
compared to men. At the same time it was more comiimothe family of the men to
transfer cattle to the family of the bride at timeet of marriage compared to the other way
around. Men, more often than women, reported thatlv@osition of their family to be
higher than that of the bride. Almost 60 percentihefwomen earn an independent source
of income from non-farming activities, which isgtltly lower compared to men.

Less than half of the women lived outside the g#ldbefore they married their current
spouse, while only 4 percent of the men relocatednathey married. As expected, there
are distinct differences in connectedness in tesimkinship relations, partly related to
this residence history. The information on conndioéss is aggregated to variables
counting the number of blood and marriage relati@ms individual has to other
individuals outside his/her household but withie thilage. Men on average have twice
as many blood ties to other individuals outsidartheusehold (but within the village)
compared to women. The difference between men amden are much smaller when we
also include marriages ties in their netwotkden on average participate in 2.26 local
membership organisations (such as an iddir, eqabjper etc.) and women in two.

Regarding household characteristics, the averagsehold size of the monogamously
married couples is 5.9 persons. They use justtwwe@timad of land for crop production
and on average have three head of livestock (imaugloats and sheep) that is equivalent
to 885 Ethiopian birr (based on 1995/6 purchaseesl Another indicator on wealth that
we include in the analysis a factor score on aatdsased wealth index. The index is
based on housing characteristics (toilet faciliiad iron roofing sheets) and ownership
of assets (plough, sickle, spade, lamp, spray, K@tio, bicycle, sewing machine, watch,
clock, modern bed, blanket, mattress, sofa, tatdedrobe, leather mat and another
house outside the village).

4. Estimation results

Child welfare

In our analysis of children’s welfare reported able two, we include characteristics of
the children, characteristics of the household I@miag the sum of the value on
bargaining variables for the respective spousem)iak norms and women’s score on
bargaining variables, to single out their bargagnposition within the household. In the

® Note that the average number of blood ties for imeather low at less than two. This is the resfilt
selecting only monogamously married couples inamalysis. Members of the original lineages of the
village (i.e. those with many close blood relatiips in the village) are often engaged in polygasnou
marriages and therefore excluded.



first model our dependent variable is school atcd. Because the values of this
variable are constrained to be between 0 and 1se€eTabit regression analysis. We find
that older children are more likely to attend sdhi@p to a certain age) as are children
from wealthier households, measured in terms oktasdnterestingly, children in
households with more livestock are less likely @ity school. This is related to labour
needs for herding. Herding space is extremely échin Turufe Kecheme and children,
especially boys, are often appointed to herd arsrdating the day. Social norms (in this
case measured as the ethnicity of the mother) daffiect school attendance, nor does
the level of education or age of the parents.

With respect to bargaining variables, we find tafatle gifts at the time of marriage keep
children at home (or herding) while children witlotiners who received cattle from their
family when they married are more likely to be ehgol. Similarly, larger networks of
both parents do not enhance school attendanceeaf ¢hildren (significant negative
coefficient), while mother’s blood relations in thilage have a positive effect, albeit not
significant? Children with mothers who brought more jewellery @othing to the
marriage are more likely to attend school.

The results found on these bargaining variables vany similar when considering
schooling level rather than school attendance.d@dml with mothers who received cattle
when they married have a higher z-score, as dadremlwhose mother has more blood
ties in the village® Despite this, children with mothers who changesidence when they
married (and thus have fewer blood ties in thikage) are also likely to have a higher z-
score. We find negative effects of mother’'s educatiherd size and total number of
cattle transferred to spouse’s family upon marriagally, children in wealthier
households are more likely to have a higher z-score

Adult anthropometrics

Table 3 shows the results of our regression arsabfsadult nutritional status, measured
as the spouse’s BMI. To test which factors afféiéecences in adult anthropometrics, we
include individual and household characteristibg,ihfluence of social norms (women’s
ethnicity) and kinship networks. To specificallydaelss the bargaining position of
women, we include interaction terms for women’svidtlal characteristics separately
(results reported in the third column). In thetfireodel we test the relevance of
bargaining variables, irrespective of the sex efghouse. We start with two findings
commonly reported in the literature on adult anplometrics: pregnancy increases the
BMI, while height reduces the index. Living in agar family increases the nutritional
status, as does the involvement in independentomeizractivities. Change of residence

° When including broader kinship networks (blood amatriage) rather than blood ties only, similar but
less significant results were obtained. Excludimiependent economic activities (potentially endogesh
did not affect the results. Another specificatiocluded memberships in village organizations. Resu
show a positive effect of the total membershipthacouple..

19 |n the z-score analysis, similar results areiakthwhen including broader kinship networks (bl@od
marriage) rather than blood ties only. Membershigsecal organizations does not affect schoolingle
and the estimation results in table 2 are not teasd the exclusion of the variable on independen
economic activities.

10



at marriage, pre-marital assets, bride wealth temasgnd ethnicity/social norms or the
size of the kinship networks do not significantffeat the BMI* Alternative
specifications including membership in local orgaions or kinship networks restricted
to blood ties give similar results.

Adding the interaction terms to single out the effif women’s bargaining position
provide some interesting differences. Older meretelower nutritional status, while
women have a positive score (interaction term)hange of residence to marry is
positive for men, but negative for women, women wélocated upon marriage have a
lower BMI. With respect to pre-marital and bridealth variables, we now find a
positive effect of bringing jewellery or clothing the marriage for either of the spouses,
while women are worse off when they possessed paitle before their marriage.
Women actually do better when they have attendatt kigtracy classes. The effect of
ethnicity or social norms varies; we find positoaefficients for southern women and
negative coefficients for northern women. Thesea#f are however not significant, with
the exception of Tigrinya women who have a lowdritianal status compared to Oromo
women (the reference category).

Inclusion of interaction terms also gives intemggtiesults on the kinship variables. It is
positive for spouses to live amongst kin, havingertdood and marriage ties increases
the BMI, but only for men and not for women (thgrschanges from positive to
negative):? Given the significance of the change of residehammy for women, this

also suggests the negative effect of a changesafarece is not explained by detachment
from kinship networks. The initial effects on pregiey, height and household size
remain, while the positive effect of independemnt frm activities is no longer
significant.

5. Summary and Discussion

In the previous section we analyzed intra-househmduality by looking at the
determinants of child welfare and adult nutritiosttus. The assumption underlying
these indicators is that if women have more power stronger bargaining position
within the household, child welfare is expectedéchigher, as is their own nutritional
status. We especially focussed on the potentiateffof kinship networks and (possibly
associated) social norms. In this section we sunz@and discuss the most important
results.

Although the results on bargaining variables arecoasistent and systematic, the
findings do confirm the importance of some convamai determinants of intra-
household inequality relating to the marriage madkénhuman and physical assets of the

! Note that ethnicity is not included for all resplents, but only for the women.
12 Other variables representing social ties (i.e. tnship in local organizations and blood kinshis ti
only) were also included in the analysis (sepayaeH jointly), but are not significant.
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spouses? Children from mothers who received cattle from tvn family or who

brought jewellery or clothing when she marriedfareexample more likely to be in
school and have a high level of education comptredhers in their age cohort.
Similarly, women who followed adult literacy coussen average have a higher BMI,
indicative of a better nutritional status. We disond some evidence on the importance
of the spouses’ families for children’s welfare.ildren whose father’'s family was richer
than their mother’s family, an indicator of a stgen bargaining position of the father, at
the time of marriage are likely to have a lowerelesf education compared to children in
their age-cohort.

At the same time, we also found some counterineiitesults. Women who possessed
more cattle before they married have a lower natrél status and Tigrinya women,
whose families originate from the more liberal hast the country, are also more likely
to have a lower BMI. Moreover, the effect of relboa was inconsistent between the two
welfare outcomes considered. Children from motkdrs changed residence when they
married have a higher level of education compaveatiier children in their age cohort,
while at the same time, women who changed resideace a lower score on the BMI.

Such inconsistency also showed up in relation ¢ovéilue of social networks for the
bargaining position of spouses. In the child welfeggressions, blood ties entered
negatively while in the adult anthropometrics asaywider kinship ties entered
positively. Even more interesting is the changsigms that is observed when the value of
blood or wider kinship ties is specified for wommothers. This means social ties have a
differential value for husband and wife and suggésnay not be possible to interpret
social ties as social assets that improve the banggposition of individuals within their
households. In that respect it is important to oleséhat the influence of a change of
residence at the time of marriage remains a stdetgrminant of welfare outcomes, even
when controlling for the obvious differences induities that is clearly related to this
variable.

The alternative interpretation that social ties rfimplicitly) mobilize strength in the
bargaining process is not necessarily dismissetidse inconsistent findings. A tentative
interpretation is that women may find it easientobilize social ties when children’s
welfare is concerned, as compared to their ownitrartal status. Our data remain
inconclusive on this aspect.

This brings us to another, possibly related fadtor,effect of ethnic differences in social
norms. Given the ethic diversity in the village gdvious accounts of differences in
female empowerment, we expected to find some ev&legiated to differences in social
norms with respect to the position of women. Werthdfind any significant effects for
the ethnicity of the wife/mother, with the exceptiof the negative coefficient for
Tigrinya women referred to above. Additionally, gigns on the coefficients were the
opposite of the north-south division mentionedhia literature. This suggests that social
norms are not strictly related to ethnic descemi niiay converge when people from

13 Note that Fafchamps et al. (2007) also reportable of a systematic relationship between bargaginin
variables and welfare outcomes in rural Ethiopia.
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different ethnic background come to live togetieso-called village social norm may
emerge. Alternatively, it is not sufficient to maes the effect of social norms by
considering the ethnicity of women only. When loakat intra-household processes, the
social norms brought in by the husband are impbodanvell, especially in a context
where it is not uncommon for men or women to marspouse from another ethnic
group. Twenty eight percent of the monogamous @ges in our analysis are indeed
inter-ethnic. This issue will be taken up in futuesearch.
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics

Child Characteristics unit all sd girls  boys
child at school yes=1 76,7 75,1 78,2
education level Years 2,8 2,32 2,79 2,85
z-score index 0,11 0,91 0,13 0,1
girl yes=1 52%
age years 9,93 9,91 9,95
fostered yes=1 14% 16% 13%
Individual characteristics women sd men sd
BMI index 20,7 2,80 19,50 2,25
height meters 1,56 0,07 1,67 0,07
pregnant yes=1 4%
breastfeeding yes=1 48%
age years 31,3 11,60 39,00 14,90
education years 2,8 3,30 5,10 3,96
adult literacy yes=1 16% 13%
ethnicity

oromo yes=1 43% 53%

amhara yes=1 13% 10%

tigray yes=1 10% 12%

kembata yes=1 9% 5%

hadiya yes=1 8% 5%

wolayta yes=1 14% 15%

other yes=1 3% 0%
bargaining variables
pre-marital land timad 0,04 0,40 0,40 1,01
pre-marital cattle head 0,20 0,70 0,99 2,17
brought jewelry or clothing to marriage yes=1 52% 33%
received cattle from family at marriage yes=1 20% 19%
cattle received at marriage head 0,55 1,56 0,31 0,95
family transferred cattle to spouses family yes=1 3% 18%
cattle transferred to spouses family head 0,08 0,55 0,74 2,16
husband's family richer at marriage yes=1 18% 28%
independent economic activities number 0,87 0,92 0,73 0,78
earns independent no farm income yes=1 59% 55%
changed residence at marriage yes=1 44% 4%
intra village blood ties number 0,82 1,39 1,72 1,48
intra village kinship ties number 18,30 15,40 21,10 17,80
intra village memberships number 2,00 151 2,26 1,40
Household characteristics mean sd
hhsize number 5,90 2,23
land timad 2,02 1,82
livestock head 3,04 3,60
livestock value birr 885,60 1020,20
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Table 2. Childwelfare

child characteristics

girl

age

age-squared

foster

characteristics parents
father's age

mother's age

father's education level

mother's education level
household characteristics
land

household size

livestock

factorscore on wealthindex

total pre-marital cattle

total pre-marital land

total cattle received from own family
total cattle transferred to spouses family
total jewellery or clothing
ethnicity/social norms

mother amhara

mother hadiya

mother kembeta

mother tigray

mother wolayta

mother other ethnicity
bargaining variables mother
pre-marital cattle mother

cattle received from family mother
cattle transferred to family father
pre-marital land mother

husbands family richer at time of marriage

mother brought jewellery or clothing

mother has independent source of income

mother changed residence when married
social networks

blood ties in the village

mother's blood ties in the village

intercept

school attendence

coef
0,089
0,525***
-0.023***
-0,049

0,004

-0,007
-0,005
-0,014

0,009
0,000
-0.018*
0,097**
0,038
-0,007
-0.055**
-0,011
-0,052

-0,041
-0,084
-0,022
0,065

-0,114
-0,053

-0,041
0,089**
0,026
-0,010
-0,062
0,153*
-0,035
0,081

-0.061**
0,061

-1.804**

t
(1,730)
(6.83)

(-6.18)
(-0.60)

(0.84)
(-1.30)
(-0.46)
(-1.24)

(0.46)
(0.03)
(-1.72)
(2.57)
(0.37)
(-0.24)
(-2.02)
(0.95)
(-0.83)

(-0.42)
(-0.73)
(-0.19)
(0.67)

(-1.15)
(-0.33)

(-0.95)
(2.41)
(0.33)
(-0.15)
(-0.72)
(1.67)
(-0.60)
(1.29)

(-2.42)
(1.58)

(-4.34)

z-score education

level
coef
-0,002
-0,186
0,006
-0,102

0,013
-0,004
0,021
-0,045**

0,002
-0,010
-0,045**
0,236***
-0,016
-0,055
-0,037
-0,063***
-0,020

-0,083
-0,248
0,228
0,090
-0,064
0,391

-0,046
0.179***
0,101
0,015
-0,368**
0,001
-0,033
0,231*

-0,103**
0,141*

1,248

t
(-0,024)
(-1,287)
(0,889)

(-0,663)

(1,488)
(-0,368)
(1,066)

(-2,158)

(0,055)

(-0,326)
(-2,315)
(3,295)

(-0,781)
(-0,978)
(-0,749)
(-2,857)
(-0,169)

(-0,441)
(-1,139)
(1,066)
(0,475)
(-0,342)
(1,229)

(-0,555)
(2,684)
(0,668)
(0,121)
(-2,311)
(0,005)
(-0,292)
(1,932)

(-2,127)
(1,902)

(1,602)

note: .01 - ***; 05-** 1-%
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table 3 BMI of husband and wife

individual characteristics coef t
woman 0,787 (1,018)
breastfeading -0,480 (-0,779)
pregnant 3,752***  (2,857)
height -5,472*  (-2,094)
age -0,124 (-1,358)
age-squared 0,001 (1,375)
education level 0,088 (1,268)
adult literacy course -0,543 (-0,583)
household characteristics

land -0,097 (-0,679)
Household size 0,266***  (2,667)
Livestock 0,036 (0,545)
factorscore on wealthindex 0,310 (1,382)

individual bargaining variables

pre-marital cattle -0,036 (-0,381)
pre-marital land 0,307 (1,383)
cattle received from own family 0,117 (0,794)
cattle transferred to spouses family -0,070 (-0,608)
husbands family richer at time of marriage  -0,023 (-0,100)
brought jewellery or clothing to marriage 0,334 (0,856)
involved in independent non-farm activities  0,925** (2,284)
Changed residence at time of marriage -0,471 (-0,934)
blood and marriage ties 0,021 (1,277)
interaction female dummies with ethnicity

Wolayta 0,725 (0,867)
Amhara -0,402 (-0,452)
Tigray -1,235 (-1,481)
Kembata 0,868 (0,903)
hadiya 0,837 (0,820)
other ethnicity 0,967 (0,638)

interaction female dummies with bargaining variables
pre-marital cattle

pre-marital land

cattle received from own family

cattle transferred to spouses family
husbands family richer at time of marriage
brought jewellery or clothing to marriage
age

education level

adult literacy course

changed residence at time of marriage
involved in independent non-farm activities
blood and marriage ties

intercept 27,831** (5,977)

coef
-0,872
0,185
5,226***
-4,896*
-0,268**
0,003**
0,002
-0,486

-0,193
0,360***
0,053
0,334

0,076
0,174
0,076
-0,004
-0,067
0,894*
0,842
2,687*
0,046**

0,781
-0,831
-1,416*
0,430
0,267
1,035

-0,838**
0,691
0,080
-0,236
-0,113
-1,082
0,080**
0,045
1,787
-3,546**
-0,306
-0,055*

29,974***

t
(-0,352)
(0,290)
(3,948)
(-1,893)
(-2,415)
(2,324)
(0,021)
(-0,425)

(-1,329)
(3,495)
(0,816)
(1,544)

(0,809)
(0,762)
(0,195)
(-0,031)
(-0,229)
(1,741)
(1,566)
(1,942)
(2,051)

(0,931)
(-0,925)
(-1,711)
(0,452)
(0,264)
(0,703)

(-2,574)
(1,020)
(0,190)
(-0,353)
(-0,254)
(-1,458)
(1,994)
(0,344)
(1,732)
(-2,375)
(-0,406)
(-1,663)

(5,830)

note: .01 - ***; Q05 -**; 1-*;
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