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Abstract
There is a strong impetus in international agricultural development to close ‘gender gaps’ in agricultural productivity. 
The goal of empowering women is often framed as the solution to closing these gaps, stimulating the proliferation of new 
indicators and instruments for the targeting, measurement, and tracking of programmatic goals in research for agricultural 
development. Despite these advances, current measurements and indices remain too simplified in terms of unit and scope 
of analysis, as well as being fundamentally flawed in how they aim to capture the relevance of ‘gender’ in diverse local con-
texts. We propose that the impulse to apply exogenously defined and weakly validated ‘women’s empowerment’ measures 
to diverse local contexts risks prioritizing practical expedience over scientific accuracy and societal relevance. Furthermore, 
the application of such measures risks creating the impression that programmatic “gender targets” are being achieved, while 
simultaneously undermining substantive gender transformative goals. The authors conclude that a different methodologi-
cal approach grounded in participatory and qualitative methods is needed to create more meaningful metrics for assessing 
progress towards women’s empowerment.
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Introduction

“When assessment practices measure what is meth-
odologically convenient and politically instrumental 
rather than what is scientifically appropriate, they 
inevitably generate incomplete or skewed findings. The 
exclusion of complex or difficult data, in turn, tends to 
support policy pathways that are ignorant of relevant 
information” (Crane et al. 2016, p. 674).

There is a strong impetus in international agricultural devel-
opment to close ‘gender gaps’ in productivity, presumed 
to be caused by differences between cisgender men and 
women1 in asset ownership, decision-making power, and 
access to resources (Lee et al. 2015). The solution to clos-
ing these gaps is often framed as empowering women. The 

gender gaps discourse is underpinned by the notion that if 
women’s level of empowerment were improved, on-farm 
productivity would increase. It is worth noting that within 
this framing, improving women’s positions is primarily 
valued for its presumed effect on agricultural productivity, 
not as its own worthwhile objective. Within this productiv-
ist framing, the search for the right indicators to measure 
women’s empowerment has become a powerful driver in 
applied gender research (Rao 2016). The assumptions that 
project monitoring must be quantitative, goal-oriented, and 
time bound—together with the complexity of gender rela-
tions themselves—make it difficult to select appropriate 
methods, approaches, and indicators for gender monitoring 
(Mkenda-Mugittu 2003).
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1 Cisgender refers to when birth sex and gender identity align. 
Although specifying cisgender men or women is not common in 
applied literature, we acknowledge it here to call attention to cis-
gender privilege in agricultural development, which has historically 
excluded lesbian, bisexual, asexual, transgender, and queer women 
(Hoffelmeyer 2021). We acknowledge the reification of cisgender 
language in our paper (e.g., “women” and “men”), which reflects 
contemporary development discourse on how to discuss metrics for 
measuring women’s empowerment in agriculture. The presumption 
that people are “cisgender”—that one’s birth sex and gender identity 
align—is based in a colonial understanding of gender (Connell 2014). 
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Furthermore, given that funders of research for devel-
opment are preoccupied with estimating cost–benefit ratios 
and quantitatively measuring impacts of their investments 
(Merry 2011), these circumstances combine to drive the 
increasing use of gender survey indices and indicators in 
much contemporary agricultural development circles (see 
Alkire et al. 2013; Galiè et al. 2019; Yount et al. 2019; Cole 
et al. 2020). However, the choice of indicators relies heavily 
on what is easily observable and measurable (e.g., number 
of acres cultivated, number of women/men/youths in train-
ings). Such measures are designed to create programmatic 
targets—instrumentally defined by preselected outcome 
indicators—but they risk missing the point on fundamen-
tal dimensions of what empowerment and gender2 relations 
mean in diverse cultural contexts, and thus on what gender-
oriented development interventions intend to achieve.

This mismatch between the phenomena of interest and 
the measurement thereof can have substantial implications. 
No matter how well intended, project assessments, and 
thus evaluations of “success”, are driven by achievement 
of preselected and easily measurable targets. We propose 
that much gender research for agricultural development is 
measuring what is convenient and instrumental rather than 
what is appropriate. Not only does this reflect disconnections 
between actual outcomes of interest and their measurement, 
but it also reflects substantial disconnections between con-
temporary theoretical conceptualizations of gender (Parpart 
et al. 2003; Kiguwa 2019; Uchendu et al. 2019; Hoffelmeyer 
2021) and how they are brought into practice of measuring 
women’s empowerment.

Although gender has become increasingly mainstreamed 
within agricultural research,3 many challenges remain in 
linking it with development outcomes (Kantor et al. 2015). 
In trying to achieve gender development impact, programs 
have relied on ‘hitting gender targets’ to assess progress 
(Collins 2018). This process has pushed gender research in 
directions that largely side-step issues of gendered power 

relations and intersectional aspects of cultural norms and 
institutions. Instead of developing nuanced new method-
ologies to capture these dynamics, much of the research 
for agricultural development relies on gender surveys that 
ignore the centrality of gendered power relations in agricul-
ture (Leder and Sachs 2019).

This simplistic view of gender as a binary4 and homoge-
nous variable impacts how empowerment is defined. An out-
come of this is that intervention actions towards increasing 
women’s empowerment are also overly simplistic, frequently 
ignoring the aspirations and framings of empowerment 
among different women within the local socio-agricultural 
context. By ignoring these dynamics, barriers to women’s 
empowerment are instrumentalized as a technical problem 
that can be overcome to meet technical agricultural tar-
gets. This glosses over the variability and complexity of 
empowerment as a locally constructed phenomenon. While 
most gender researchers are aware of and sensitive to these 
shortcomings, the substantial gaps between theoretical 
understandings and programmatic practices within gender 
research for development raise the question, “Are we hitting 
the target and missing the point?”.

We believe that measuring empowerment among women 
and gender-diverse groups is important. However, we also 
believe much of the current practices of measuring empow-
erment are based on pre-conceived exogenous notions of 
what constitutes ‘empowerment’, when it is a locally con-
structed, endogenous concept. By endogenous, we refer to 
notions of women’s empowerment that are ‘derived inter-
nally’—locally defined and relevant to women’s lived reali-
ties. This is in contrast to what we are critiquing—exoge-
nous notions of women’s empowerment—that are externally 
defined by outside development actors and assume universal 
relevance to women’s lives. As described by Garba (1999, p. 
31) endogenous empowerment is a bottom-up dynamic pro-
cess, in contrast to exogenous that is top down—while exter-
nal actors can facilitate empowerment, the notion of empow-
erment itself must be locally defined. Thus, independent of 
the metric used, if the meanings of ‘empowerment’ are not 
interpreted at the local level (though qualitative analysis of 
how the meaning is locally constructed and derived from 
embedded gender norms, power relations, and how other 
intersectional social axes interact with gender), research for 
development practitioners are at risk of missing the point on 
what constitutes ‘empowerment’. This is our central line of 
argumentation—that because the concept of empowerment 
is locally constructed, metrics can only be devised at the 2 We use the term “gender” to refer to the socially constructed sys-

tem of classification that ascribes qualities of masculinity and fem-
ininity to people, often based on their biological sex. Gender char-
acteristics can change over time and are different between cultures 
(Vinyeta et al. 2015).
3 See Burg (2021) for historical timeline of gender integration in 
agricultural research for development within the CGIAR (Consortium 
of International Agricultural Research Centers).

4 The “gender binary” refers to a socially constructed notion of gen-
der that accepts or recognizes only two genders: man and woman 
(Gender Spectrum 2021). A binary view of gender excludes transgen-
der, genderqueer, and non-binary people (Leslie et al. 2019).

Footnote 1 (continued)
From a coloniality of gender perspective, colonization erased the 
various conceptualization of sex and gender relations by indigenous 
peoples that pre-existed European colonial gender systems (Man-
ning 2021). While it is beyond the scope of this paper to discuss these 
problematics in full detail, we hope future researchers can address the 
implications of cisgender, colonial interpretations of gender on agri-
cultural research for development.
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local level to inform interventions and create monitoring/
tracking indicators that are locally relevant.

To address these issues, our perspective piece begins by 
laying out key critiques in the conceptualization and meas-
urement of gender and women’s empowerment in agricul-
tural development. Following on this, we explore the exist-
ing ‘solutions’ that have been used to address these critiques 
and end with a call to action for the field of gender research 
in agriculture for development.

New and not‑so‑new critiques

The use of standardized and normative survey instruments to 
understand complex social dynamics have long been heavily 
critiqued (Gill 1993; Mayoux and Chambers 2005; Merry 
2011). Drilling down specifically into critiques of the con-
ceptualization and measurement of ‘gender’ and ‘women’s 
empowerment’ in agricultural development, we outline sev-
eral key issues.

What is being measured? The illusion of universal 
notions of empowerment

Many gender development targets, and thus measurements, 
are founded on exogenous and universalistic notions of 
gender equity and women’s empowerment. This movement 
towards a universal ideal ignores cultural variability and 
local people’s agency in defining empowerment, which iron-
ically goes against much feminist theory (Mohanty 2003; 
Basu 2018; Sachs 2018). While donors and development 
practitioners often have specific notions of what constitutes 
equity, smallholders do too (Tavenner and Crane 2019b). For 
example, women may not perceive livestock as an “asset” 
when it comes with untenable labor and financial obliga-
tions, contradicting the index assumption that livestock 
are a categorically desirable asset that leads to or signifies 
empowerment (Leder and Sachs 2019). Relatedly, not con-
sidering women’s preferences for certain livestock species 
(e.g., chickens and goats) over others undercuts attempts 
at measuring women’s empowerment based on aggregated 
total livestock units (TLU) owned (Chanamuto and Hall 
2015). Another common indicator of gender equity—wom-
en’s access to joint or individual bank accounts—ignores 
gendered norms around masculinized household headship 
responsibilities, intrahousehold finances and resources asso-
ciated with masculinized commodities (Tavenner and Crane 
2018).

The choices and operationalizations of specific indicators 
are also a problematic area in efforts to measure women’s 
empowerment. Individual decision-making power and asset 
ownership are often used as universal indicators of empow-
erment, yet generally do not consider empowerment as being 

subject to cultural norms relating to families as co-operative 
units or recognize the areas of jointness, negotiation, and 
complementary responsibilities at the intra-household level. 
While several recent publications (Doss and Meinzen-Dick 
2015; Johnson et al. 2016; Stoian et al. 2018) have recog-
nized the importance of highlighting these dynamics, their 
analyses fall short of accounting for the localized meanings 
and cultural valuation of empowerment ascribed to these 
metrics. Thus, an exclusive focus on economic empower-
ment inevitably leads to over-simplification of localized gen-
der relations (Eyben and Napier-Moore 2009; Pereznieto and 
Taylor 2014; Cornwall and Rivas 2015; Bayissa et al. 2017). 
Similarly, the instrumentalization of ‘gender’ in develop-
ment interventions that equate technology adoption with 
women’s empowerment is also deeply flawed (Njuki et al. 
2016). Within programmatic targeting and tracking, this 
is likely to result in indicators that may not be particularly 
meaningful to rural women for assessing progress towards 
their ostensible ‘empowerment.’ While there have been 
promising new approaches (Johnson et al. 2018; Quisumb-
ing et al. 2019) towards clarifying agricultural interven-
tion objectives and goals towards women’s empowerment 
(notably the Reach-Benefit-Empower-Transform (RBET) 
framework), because the meanings associated with wom-
en’s empowerment are predominately defined through an 
exogenous lens (e.g., “increased decision-making power/
assets” equates with “increased levels of women’s empow-
erment”), the universalist assumption that individualized 
decision-making is desirable above other modes of collec-
tive and community decision-making remains problematic. 
In sum, the local and culturally contextual meaning of what 
it means to be empowered cannot be assumed. We assert 
that measuring gender gaps in agricultural productivity or 
land ownership or assets is appropriate and needed to inform 
agricultural interventions, but the assumption that the higher 
achievement of these things materialize to enhance empow-
erment within a universalist frame is not.

Who is getting empowered? Conceptual 
shortcomings in measuring women’s empowerment

Problematizing binary ‘sex’ in women’s empowerment 
indices

The reduction of women and men to dualistic ‘sex’5 cat-
egories in sex-disaggregated empowerment metrics does 
not capture the full spectrum of biological sex, nor does 

5 “Sex” refers to a person’s external genitalia and internal reproduc-
tive organs that are used to label a person as “male” or “female”, or 
more rarely “intersex.” When a person is assigned a particular sex at 
birth, it is often mistakenly assumed that this will equate with their 
gender; it might, but it might not (Gender Spectrum 2021).
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it engage with how ‘women’ are not a homogenous group 
within agricultural systems. Using binary sex categories 
thus risks misrepresenting women (and men) as seemingly 
monolithic categories, rendering important diversity within 
and between these groups invisible, and excluding nonbi-
nary, intersex, and gender nonconforming people from being 
measured at all. Using a binary framing misses out on how 
gender and notions of empowerment are defined in relation 
to historical and culturally contingent intersections with 
other axes of social differentiation, such as age, ethnicity, 
marital status, wealth, caste/class, etc. (Anthias 2012). As 
a conceptual lens, intersectionality supplants gender as a 
monolithic category with an understanding of how numerous 
social variables interact to affect individuals’ diverse subjec-
tive and social experiences of opportunities and constraints 
(McCall 2005). As such, intersectional analysis shows how 
different axes of experience and identity interact to produce 
different effects that cannot be captured by analyzing single 
categories or their linear interaction (Clement et al. 2019; 
Tavenner and Crane 2019a). In other words, although there 
may be some broad generalizations that can be made about 
gendered norms and roles, treating gender as a coherent, 
standalone social category glosses over important empiri-
cal nuances that are relevant to programmatic objectives in 
agricultural development.

Ignoring how localized gender power relations 
in agricultural systems shape the meaning 
of empowerment

While many women’s empowerment metrics perpetuates the 
notion that gender is merely a property of atomized individu-
als, who are independent of other actors, contemporary gen-
der theory sees gender as relational (Hackfort and Burchardt 
2018; Jerneck 2018; Risman et al. 2018; Leslie et al. 2019). 
Gender gains meaning through social practices that structure 
hierarchies of gendered power in given contexts (Tavenner 
et al. 2020). This hierarchy is shaped by localized notions of 
socially desirable/acceptable masculinities and femininities 
(Schippers 2007) and sex disaggregated survey data does 
not capture how gender is mediated by societal relations 
and structures. Furthermore, it often does not account for 
how men and women report on key variables. Several recent 
studies have found conflicting accounts between spouses 
and within households on reporting gender gaps in asset 
ownership, decision-making power, and access to resources, 
highlighting the complexity of intrahousehold gender rela-
tions (Deere and Catanzarite 2014; Anderson et al. 2017; 
Tavenner et al. 2018). These inconsistencies in reporting 
suggest that women and men either have different cognitive 
perceptions or strategic representations of what constitutes 
these domains. Inasmuch as measures of empowerment rely 

on reported data from surveys, even sex-disaggregated sur-
veys, they will always be subject to gender respondent bias.

Institutional aspects of gendered ideologies play signifi-
cant roles in shaping women’s engagement in agriculture, 
such as in agricultural market participation and valuation. 
Local gendered ideologies that ascribe ‘masculine’ or ‘femi-
nine’ meaning to certain crop/livestock species pattern men’s 
and women’s preferences and practices (Hovorka 2012), and 
consequently, their notions of gender equity and empow-
erment in agricultural development. Because markets and 
commodities exist within socially embedded gendered insti-
tutions (Tavenner and Crane 2018), eschewing analysis of 
gender power in agricultural markets, institutions, and com-
modities effectively instrumentalizes gender as a technical 
and individual problem. Consequently, much targeting meas-
ures what is convenient rather than what’s important, e.g., 
the proxy of ‘women’s participation in meetings’ to signify 
their empowerment or ‘gender success’. This link between 
tokenistic participation and artificial empowerment is well-
established in the gender and resources literature (Agarwal 
2001; Cornwall 2003).

A sole focus on “getting the indicators right” for women’s 
empowerment obscures the complexity of how gender power 
operates dynamically and relationally within and across 
households, institutions, and value chains. The authors 
have had conversations with many gender and development 
practitioners who agree, in private, that current indices and 
surveys are inadequate for capturing the essential gender 
dynamics embedded in local agricultural systems. The pre-
dominant recourse has been to collect qualitative data to 
triangulate or interpret survey findings. Is this sufficient in 
measuring progress towards the ‘gender goals’ of enhanced 
equity and empowerment?

How is empowerment measured? The dead‑end 
of qualitative validation

Many authors have recently critiqued sex-disaggregated sur-
veys’ ability to capture relevant gender dynamics (O’Hara 
and Clement 2018; Galiè and Farnworth 2019; Leder and 
Sachs 2019; Acosta et al. 2020). However, they fall short of 
advising how to deconstruct such indicators and indices to 
generate meaningful data beyond ‘contextualization’ through 
supplemental qualitative research. This is a vicious cycle, 
which we refer to as the “dead-end of qualitative validation.”

For example, a recent study using small-sample qualita-
tive data challenges the results of the A-WEAI (The Abbre-
viated Women’s Empowerment in Agriculture Index) (Leder 
and Sachs 2019). Drawing on a sub-sample of the original 
survey participants, the study shows how relational dynam-
ics of women’s empowerment in intra- and inter-household 
relations were not captured, resulting in the survey mis-
representing marginalized women as ‘empowered’. The 
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original findings had direct implications for the women 
that were being targeted for the next phase of activities by 
essentially recommending the ‘wrong’ target population for 
intervention.

Using qualitative data to triangulate or validate aggre-
gated quantitative indices is thus clearly problematic as 
a growing number of cases illustrate that qualitative data 
undermines and illustrates the meaninglessness of aggre-
gated indicators (Lambrecht and Mahrt 2019; Leder and 
Sachs 2019; Acosta et al. 2020), likely because the quanti-
tative indicators have been insufficiently validated prior to 
their inclusion in surveys. Because ‘gender’ and ‘women’s 
empowerment’ are variably constructed in different cultural 
settings, creating standardized indicators that cut across 
geographies is a scientific—and implicitly political—deci-
sion (Crane et al. 2016) to gloss over cultural self-determi-
nation, which is, ironically, a fundamentally disempower-
ing act on the part of gender researchers and development 
organizations (Tavenner and Crane 2019b).

To ‘fix’ these impasses between qualitative and quan-
titative ‘empowerment’ data, a recent suggestion is to use 
‘cognitive interviewing’ to validate existing survey ques-
tions (Malapit et al. 2019), by systematically identifying 
and analyzing sources of response error in surveys. Such 
information can improve the internal validity and accuracy 
of survey instruments (Willis and Miller 2011; Yount et al. 
2019). Cognitive interviewing can effectively address the 
question of whether survey creators and respondents under-
stand questions in the same way. However, while it may help 
improve internal validity, it does not address the ways that 
value judgements embedded with questions, indicators, and 
indices affect external validity. Regardless of whether the 
framing of a question is ‘correct,’ the deeper issue of what 
mediates power remains unanswered, and indeed unasked. In 
other words, the question ‘Are they understanding my ques-
tion in the same way?’ falls far short of addressing ‘What 
does power in decision-making mean for women and men 
in a specific context’.

While cognitive interviewing addresses one source of 
bias, it is still ‘missing the point’ when it comes to measur-
ing women’s empowerment. The purpose of qualitative data 
should not be to interpret prescriptive, exogenously defined 
quantitative indicators. In order to improve external valid-
ity, qualitative and participatory data should instead be the 
starting point for developing locally relevant, endogenously 
defined quantitative indicators used for tracking progress 
towards ‘gender goals.’ Following this approach would ena-
ble development practitioners to start from conceptualiza-
tions of equity and empowerment that are relevant to rural 
women themselves. In so doing, it will also force researchers 
to transparently address the times and places where they 
choose to impose exogenous conceptualizations of equity 
and empowerment (Tavenner and Crane 2019b).

A call to action

“What is measured—and not measured—influences 
discourse and confers legitimacy to certain categories 
of intervention or institutional change by stressing cer-
tain forms of power while rendering others invisible” 
(O’Hara and Clement 2018, p. 112).

Even acknowledging the successes of decades of progressive 
‘gender and development’ work,6 it remains troubling this 
community appears to be returning to a ‘women-in-devel-
opment’ approach, whereby exogenous “women’s economic 
empowerment” frameworks are increasingly used as base-
lines to generate indicators (Jaquette 2017). The gender and 
development community generally agrees that ‘gender’ and 
‘empowerment’ objectives are context-specific and embed-
ded in gendered power relations at the local levels (Galiè and 
Farnworth 2019). However, we argue that this fact has seri-
ous methodological implications for how gender equity and 
women’s empowerment are measured, targeted, and tracked; 
implications which are not accounted for in the current state 
of the field.

Many studies use qualitative research to help with the 
interpretation of quantitative survey data. However, revers-
ing the relationship between qualitative and quantitative 
research will help improve both internal and external valid-
ity of empowerment measurement (Mayoux and Chambers 
2005). Qualitative research should come first, in order to 
capture localized understandings of empowerment and 
gendered relationships in agriculture. This will enable the 
establishment of indicators that are contextually legiti-
mate, the broader patterns of which can then be established 
through large-N surveys that use the validated measurements 
(Khadka and Vacik 2012). There are a few, rare applications 
of this approach to indicator development (Nazarea et al. 
1998; Bollig et al. 2020), though they remain exceptions. For 
example, borrowing from the field of clinical psychology, 
Nazarea et al. (1998) used a modified Thematic Appercep-
tion Test (TAT) to generate culturally relevant indicators 
of sustainability and quality of life amongst indigenous 
communities in the Philippines. Using photographs from 
the Manupali watershed in Bukidnon, the authors first gath-
ered oral history narratives from participants of different 
genders, ethnicities, and ages to identify whether different 
groups of people perceived the environmental-agricultural 
landscape differently. These narratives were then coded by 

6 See Burg (2019) for in-depth analysis of the history and sizeable 
scholarship on gender and agriculture since the 1970s. We note that 
while early in-depth gender research did highlight gender-related 
norms, relations and structures, these critiques have not, as of yet, 
been mainstreamed nor stopped the proliferation of simplified, binary 
metrics based on universalist interpretations of gender equality.
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a multi-cultural and multi-disciplinary team of researchers 
based on dominant themes pertaining to indigenous sys-
tems of sustainability and contextually sensitive definitions 
of quality of life. A scoring system was developed for each 
theme based on the frequency by the total number of par-
ticipants. The researchers found that these locally defined 
indicators differed significantly from the externally defined 
indicators for sustainability and quality of life and provided a 
critical window onto intra-cultural variation (e.g., by gender, 
ethnicity, and age) in the valuation of natural resources and 
agricultural practices among indigenous people. In apply-
ing this methodology to evaluating women’s empowerment, 
modified TATs could shed light on intra-gender and inter-
sectional differences in conceptualizations of equity and 
empowerment.

More recently, Bollig et al. (2020) introduced the con-
cept of “ethnographic upscaling” which involves first car-
rying out in-depth ethnographic work (e.g., open and semi-
structured interviews, case studies, participant observation, 
and network analysis) in a few cases to generate hypotheses, 
and then conducting standardized surveys in a larger num-
ber of “spatially continuous cases” to generate compara-
tive material on the basis of which the hypotheses can be 
tested. Using a case study in communal water management 
in Namibia, the authors were able to use the insights gained 
from ethnographic methods (i.e., in-depth understanding of 
the historical patterns of water management and its embed-
dedness in local socioeconomic and demographic context 
and social structures, cultural beliefs, and conflicts) to iden-
tify a main set of indicators shaping water management that 
could be operationalized in a structured questionnaire used 
for “upscaling.” The authors concluded that the methodol-
ogy was a means to provide “highly contextualized and valid 
case studies that provide processual understanding of com-
plex cases, the entanglement of different spheres of social 
and cultural life, and cross-scale implications” (p. 13). In 
applying the methodology to assessing women’s empow-
erment, ethnographic upscaling would facilitate exploring 
whether the locally validated results from cases studied in-
depth could be extrapolated to other cases within a region 
and whether broader patterns can be established.

Taken together, these examples show that the develop-
ment of contextually valid indicators will certainly be slower 
and less easily comparable than the broad application of 
generic survey instruments. However, it will also render 
higher quality data that might even enable rural women of 
the world to define their own ideas of empowerment rather 
than having it imposed upon them by global gender research 
institutions.

There have been some recent developments challenging 
exogenous framings of empowerment in survey design by 
paying greater attention to the importance of local women’s 
and men’s own framings of empowerment. For example, the 

Women’s Agency Scale 61 measures intrinsic, instrumental, 
and collective agency (Yount et al. 2020). A survey tool 
developed by Maiorano et al. (2021) accounts for choices, 
values, and norms in scoring empowerment in a comparative 
index. Finally, the Relative Autonomy Index (Seymour and 
Peterman 2018) accounts for whether certain choices (or 
the decision not to make certain choices) are intrinsically 
or extrinsically motivated. While these innovations begin 
to address some of the methodological implications of our 
present critique, each iteration would need to be grounded 
in participatory and qualitative methods to create more 
meaningful and appropriate metrics for assessing progress 
towards women's empowerment.

There are some promising ways forward to this end, in 
both application and conceptually. Jayachandran et al. (2021) 
propose a methodology that combines machine learning with 
qualitative interviews to design a five-question women’s 
agency index. Glennerster et al. (2018) outline a four-step 
methodology for developing locally tailored empowerment 
indicators using findings from formative qualitative research. 
Recently, Muchtar et al. (2019) drew on women’s stories of 
empowerment in an Indonesian coastal management pro-
ject to develop a new conceptual framework that reflected 
the personal, relational, and multidimensional aspects of 
empowerment. These types of approaches based on partici-
patory and qualitative methods to localize understanding of 
gender-related norms, perceptions, relations, and structures 
have the potential to be used in the creation of locally mean-
ingful measurements of empowerment.

Promising conceptual frameworks to assist in generat-
ing appropriate tools for measuring empowerment based 
on contemporary theoretical understandings are also emer-
gent. Gender transformative approaches that address gen-
dered practices and structures, allow for interrogation of 
norms and common concepts, including women’s empow-
erment (Burg 2019). However, “these approaches risk 
encountering much resistance and consequently to be frus-
trated, marginalized or even stopped” (Burg 2019, p. 51). 
These risks are derivative from the practical challenges of 
grappling with powerful structural and institutional bar-
riers that reinforce gendered inequalities in agricultural 
systems. While gender researchers in agricultural develop-
ment commonly encounter these barriers in their analyses, 
they often have little power to address them directly. Thus, 
even in interpreting empowerment in ways that address, 
“the subtleties of the relations between women and men, 
the underlying values that define these relations, and the 
meanings attached to these roles and benefits” (Njuki et al. 
2016, p. 286), moving these findings beyond the analysis 
stage to get institutional buy-in is often difficult. However, 
new tools that identify the ‘leverage points’ (Manlosa et al. 
2019) in-between institutional changes in targeting gen-
der gaps and deep social norms/attitudes could provide an 
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important framework towards finding new opportunities 
for gender equality in inequitable agricultural systems. 
Similarly, the RBET framework (Johnson et  al. 2018; 
Quisumbing et al. 2019) which aims to help interventions 
clarify their objectives (i.e., whether a project seeks to 
reach, benefit, or empower women, and/or transform gen-
der relations), can ensure more accurate metrics towards 
empowerment and gender targeting. RBET is a promis-
ing conceptual pathway forward—so long as the endog-
enous framings of empowerment are captured amongst the 
groups targeted.

In better understanding and addressing how gender 
inequalities intersect with other axes of social differen-
tiation in agricultural interventions (Malapit et al. 2020), 
practitioners will need to broaden their conventional view 
of gender away from a sole focus on homogenous cat-
egories of cisgender women and men. Gender research 
that reinforces this binary view will continue to exclude 
transgender, genderqueer, and non-binary people (Leslie 
et al. 2019). We hope future researchers in agricultural 
development will continue to move the field towards more 
socially inclusive methodologies and assessments. For 
example, the application of queer theory offers a unique 
pathway forward in understanding how heteronormativity 
impacts gender dynamics and sexual minorities in agricul-
ture (Wypler 2019).

In a nutshell, we believe that women’s empowerment is 
a valid concept to measure—if, it is assessed (1) first using 
qualitative methods and analysis to interpret local mean-
ings of empowerment, (2) by creating metrics and tracking 
changes at the local level with an understanding that such 
metrics cannot be aggregated at scale, and (3) by acknowl-
edging that a focus on ‘binary sex-disaggregation’ does 
not capture the full spectrum of biological sex, nor does it 
engage with how ‘women’ are not a homogenous group—
and thus risks misrepresenting marginalized groups of 
women (based on intersectional and relational differences), 
and excluding nonbinary, intersex, and gender nonconform-
ing people from being measured at all. Thus, collecting 
and analyzing data on additional axes of social differentia-
tion among women is needed, as well as developing more 
socially inclusive assessments that account for otherwise 
‘invisible’ groups.

This perspective piece has outlined the glaring discon-
nects between contemporary theoretical understandings 
of gender and empowerment, and how they are commonly 
conceptualized and operationalized in programmatic agri-
cultural development agendas. With this article, we hope 
to push the field of gender research in agriculture for devel-
opment about how targeting, measuring, and tracking of 
‘women’s empowerment’ can be done better, because if we 
continue with business as usual, we risk hitting the target, 
but missing the point.

Acknowledgements This work was supported through the Consulta-
tive Group on International Agricultural Research (CGIAR) Research 
Program on Climate Change, Agriculture and Food Security, which is 
carried out with support from CGIAR Fund Donors and through bilat-
eral funding agreements. For details, please visit https:// ccafs. cgiar. org/ 
donors. The views expressed in this document cannot be taken to reflect 
the official opinions of these organizations. Special thanks to Carlos 
Quiros for his intellectual contributions in discussing the ideas herein.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attri-
bution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing, adapta-
tion, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long 
as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, 
provide a link to the Creative Commons licence, and indicate if changes 
were made. The images or other third party material in this article are 
included in the article's Creative Commons licence, unless indicated 
otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not included in 
the article's Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not 
permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will 
need to obtain permission directly from the copyright holder. To view a 
copy of this licence, visit http:// creat iveco mmons. org/ licen ses/ by/4. 0/.

References

Acosta, M., M. van Wessel, S. van Bommel, E.L. Ampaire, J. Twyman, 
L. Jassogne, and P.H. Feindt. 2020. What does it mean to make a 
‘joint’ decision? Unpacking intra-household decision making in 
agriculture: Implications for policy and practice. The Journal of 
Development Studies 56 (6): 1210–1229.

Agarwal, B. 2001. Participatory exclusions, community forestry, and 
gender: An analysis for South Asia and a conceptual framework. 
World Development 29 (10): 1623–1648.

Alkire, S., R. Meinzen-Dick, A. Peterman, A. Quisumbing, G. Sey-
mour, and A. Vaz. 2013. The women’s empowerment in agricul-
ture index. World Development 52: 71–91.

Anderson, C.L., T.W. Reynolds, and M.K. Gugerty. 2017. Husband and 
wife perspectives on farm household decision-making authority 
and evidence on intra-household accord in rural Tanzania. World 
Development 90: 169–183.

Anthias, F. 2012. Intersectional what? Social divisions, intersectional-
ity, and levels of analysis. Ethnicities 13: 3–19.

Basu, A., ed. 2018. The challenge of local feminisms: Women’s move-
ments in global perspective. New York, NY: Routledge.

Bayissa, F.W., J. Smits, and R. Ruben. 2017. The multidimensional 
nature of women’s empowerment: Beyond the economic approach. 
Journal of International Development 30 (4): 661–690.

Bollig, M., M. Schnegg, and D.A. Menestrey Schwieger. 2020. Ethno-
graphic upscaling: Exploring and testing hypotheses drawn from 
in-depth ethnographic findings in spatially continuous cases. Field 
Methods 32 (4): 346–364.

Chanamuto, N.J.C., and S.J.G. Hall. 2015. Gender equality, resilience 
to climate change, and the design of livestock projects for rural 
livelihoods. Gender and Development 23 (3): 515–530.

Clement, F., M.C. Buisson, S. Leder, S. Balasubramanya, P. Saikia, 
R. Bastakoti, E. Karki, and B. van Koppen. 2019. From women’s 
empowerment to food security: Revisiting global discourses 
through a cross-country analysis. Global Food Security 23: 
160–172.

Cole, S.M., A.M. Kaminski, C. McDougall, A.S. Kefi, P.A. Marinda, 
M. Maliko, and J. Mtonga. 2020. Gender accommodative versus 
transformative approaches: A comparative assessment within a 
post-harvest fish loss reduction intervention. Gender, Technology 
and Development 24 (1): 48–65.

https://ccafs.cgiar.org/donors
https://ccafs.cgiar.org/donors
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


856 K. Tavenner, T. A. Crane 

1 3

Collins, A. 2018. Saying all the right things? Gendered discourse in 
climate-smart agriculture. The Journal of Peasant Studies 45 (1): 
175–191.

Connell, R. 2014. The sociology of gender in Southern perspective. 
Current Sociology 62 (4): 550–567.

Cornwall, A. 2003. Whose voices? Whose choices? Reflections on 
gender and participatory development. World Development 31 
(8): 1325–1342.

Cornwall, A., and A.M. Rivas. 2015. From ‘gender equality and ‘wom-
en’s empowerment’ to global justice: Reclaiming a transformative 
agenda for gender and development. Third World Quarterly 36 
(2): 396–415.

Crane, T.A., M. Pronk, R. Lakerveld, V. Weiler, H. Maat, O. Springate-
Baginski, and H. Udo. 2016. Research design and the politics of 
abstraction: Unpacking the environmentality of scientific practice 
in socioecological assessments. Human Ecology 44 (6): 665–675.

Deere, C.D., and Z.B. Catanzarite. 2014. Measuring the intrahouse-
hold distribution of wealth in Ecuador: Qualitative insights and 
quantitative outcomes. Paper prepared for the URPE Session on 
Research Methods and Applications in Heterodox Economics, 
ASSA meetings, Philadelphia, PA January 3–5, 2014.

Doss, C.R., and R. Meinzen-Dick. 2015. Collective action within the 
household: Insights from natural resource management. World 
Development 74: 171–183.

Eyben, R., and R. Napier-Moore. 2009. Choosing words with care? 
Shifting meanings of women’s empowerment in international 
development. Third World Quarterly 30 (2): 285–300.

Galiè, A., and C.R. Farnworth. 2019. Power through: A new concept 
in the empowerment discourse. Global Food Security 21: 13–17.

Galiè, A., N. Teufel, L. Korir, I. Baltenweck, A. Webb Girard, P. 
Dominguez-Salas, and K.M. Yount. 2019. The women’s empow-
erment in livestock index. Social Indicators Research 142 (2): 
799–825.

Garba, P.K. 1999. An endogenous empowerment strategy: A case-study 
of Nigerian women. Development in Practice 9 (1–2): 130–141.

Gender Spectrum. 2021. The language of gender. Gender Spectrum 
website. https:// gende rspec trum. org/ artic les/ langu age- of- gender. 
Accessed 11 December 2021.

Gill, G.J. 1993. OK, the data’s lousy, but it’s all we’ve got (being a 
critique of conventional methods). London: IIED.

Glennerster, R., C. Walsh, and L. Diaz-Martin. 2018. A practical guide 
to measuring women’s and girls’ empowerment in impact evalu-
ations. Gender Sector, Abdul Latif Jameel Poverty Action Lab. 
J-PAL archive. https:// www. pover tyact ionlab. org/ pract ical- guide- 
measu ring- womens- and- girls- empow erment- impact- evalu ations. 
Accessed 11 December 2021.

Hackfort, S., and H.-J. Burchardt. 2018. Analyzing socio-ecological 
transformations—A relational approach to gender and climate 
adaptation. Critical Policy Studies 12 (2): 169–186.

Hoffelmeyer, M. 2021. Queer farmers: Sexuality on the Farm. In Rout-
ledge handbook of gender and agriculture, ed. C.E. Sachs, L. 
Jensen, P. Castellanos, and K. Sexsmith, 348–359. New York, 
NY: Routledge.

Hovorka, A.J. 2012. Women/chickens vs. men/cattle: Insights on gen-
der–species intersectionality. Geoforum 43 (4): 875–884.

Jaquette, J.S. 2017. Women/gender and development: The growing gap 
between theory and practice. Studies in Comparative International 
Development 52 (2): 242–260.

Jayachandran, S., M. Biradavolu, and J. Cooper. 2021. Using machine 
learning and qualitative interviews to design a five-question wom-
en’s agency index. National Bureau of Economic Research Work-
ing Paper Series, No. 28626. Social Science Research Network 
(SSRN) archive. https:// ssrn. com/ abstr act= 38168 37. Accessed 11 
December 2021.

Jerneck, A. 2018. What about gender in climate change? Twelve femi-
nist lessons from development. Sustainability 10 (3): 627–647.

Johnson, N., M. Balagamwala, C. Pinkstaff, S. Theis, R. Meinsen-Dick, 
and A. Quisumbing. 2018. How do agricultural development 
projects empower women? Linking strategies with expected out-
comes. Journal of Gender, Agriculture and Food Security (Agri-
Gender) 3 (302-2019–3652): 1–19.

Johnson, N.L., C. Kovarik, R. Meinzen-Dick, J. Njuki, and A. Qui-
sumbing. 2016. Gender, assets, and agricultural development: 
Lessons from eight projects. World Development 83: 295–311.

Kantor, P., M. Morgan, and A. Choudhury. 2015. Amplifying out-
comes by addressing inequality: The role of gender-transforma-
tive approaches in agricultural research for development. Gender, 
Technology and Development 19 (3): 292–319.

Khadka, C., and H. Vacik. 2012. Comparing a top-down and bottom-up 
approach in the identification of criteria and indicators for sus-
tainable community forest management in Nepal. Forestry: An 
International Journal of Forest Research 85 (1): 145–158.

Kiguwa, P. 2019. Feminist approaches: An exploration of women’s gen-
dered experiences. In Transforming research methods in the social 
sciences: Case studies from South Africa, ed. S. Laher, A. Fynn, 
and S. Kramer, 220–235. Johannesburg: Wits University Press.

Lambrecht, I., and K. Mahrt. 2019. Gender and assets in rural Myan-
mar: A cautionary tale for the analyst. IFPRI Discussion Paper 
01894. Washington, DC: International Food Policy Research 
Institute (IFPRI). IFPRI institutional repository. https:// ebrary. 
ifpri. org/ digit al/ colle ction/ p1573 8coll2/ id/ 133533. Accessed 11 
December 2021.

Leder, S., and C. Sachs. 2019. Intersectionality at the gender–agricul-
ture nexus: Relational life histories and additive sex-disaggregated 
indices. In Gender, agriculture and agrarian transformations: 
Changing relations in Africa, Latin America and Asia, ed. C. 
Sachs, 75–92. New York: Routledge.

Lee, J., A. Martin, P. Kristjanson, and E. Wollenberg. 2015. Implica-
tions on equity in agricultural carbon market projects: A gendered 
analysis of access, decision making, and outcomes. Environment 
and Planning A 47 (10): 2080–2096.

Leslie, I.S., J. Wypler, and M.M. Bell. 2019. Relational agriculture: 
Gender, sexuality, and sustainability in US farming. Society and 
Natural Resources 32 (8): 853–874.

Maiorano, D., D. Shrimankar, S. Thapar-Björkert, and H. Blomkvist. 
2021. Measuring empowerment: Choices, values and norms. 
World Development 138: 105220.

Malapit, H.J., A.R. Quisumbing, and J. Hodur. 2020. Intersectionality 
and addressing equity in agriculture, nutrition, and health. A4NH 
Strategic Brief October 2020. Washington, DC: International 
Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI). IFPRI institutional reposi-
tory. http:// ebrary. ifpri. org/ utils/ getfi le/ colle ction/ p1573 8coll2/ id/ 
134153/ filen ame/ 134364. pdf. Accessed 11 December 2021.

Malapit, H.J., A.R. Quisumbing, R. Meinzen-Dick, G. Seymour, 
E.M. Martinez, J. Heckert, D. Rubin, A. Vaz, and K. Yount. 
2019. Development of the project-level Women’s Empower-
ment in Agriculture Index (pro-WEAI). World Development 122: 
675–692.

Manlosa, A.O., J. Schultner, I. Dorresteijn, and J. Fischer. 2019. Lever-
age points for improving gender equality and human well-being 
in a smallholder farming context. Sustainability Science 14 (2): 
529–541.

Manning, J. 2021. Coloniality of gender. Global Social Theory web-
site. https:// globa lsoci althe ory. org/ topics/ colon iality- of- gender/. 
Accessed 11 December 2021.

Mayoux, L., and R. Chambers. 2005. Reversing the paradigm: Quanti-
fication, participatory methods and pro-poor impact assessment. 
Journal of International Development 17 (2): 271–298.

McCall, L. 2005. The complexity of intersectionality. Signs: Journal 
of Women in Culture and Society 30 (3): 1771–1800.

https://genderspectrum.org/articles/language-of-gender
https://www.povertyactionlab.org/practical-guide-measuring-womens-and-girls-empowerment-impact-evaluations
https://www.povertyactionlab.org/practical-guide-measuring-womens-and-girls-empowerment-impact-evaluations
https://ssrn.com/abstract=3816837
https://ebrary.ifpri.org/digital/collection/p15738coll2/id/133533
https://ebrary.ifpri.org/digital/collection/p15738coll2/id/133533
http://ebrary.ifpri.org/utils/getfile/collection/p15738coll2/id/134153/filename/134364.pdf
http://ebrary.ifpri.org/utils/getfile/collection/p15738coll2/id/134153/filename/134364.pdf
https://globalsocialtheory.org/topics/coloniality-of-gender/


857Hitting the target and missing the point? On the risks of measuring women’s empowerment in…

1 3

Merry, S.E. 2011. Measuring the world: Indicators, human rights, and 
global governance. The University of Chicago Press, Wenner-
Gren Foundation for Anthropological Research.

Mkenda-Mugittu, V. 2003. Measuring the invisibles: Gender main-
streaming and monitoring experience from a dairy development 
project in Tanzania. Development in Practice 13 (5): 459–473.

Mohanty, C.T. 2003. Feminism without borders. Durham: Duke Uni-
versity Press.

Muchtar, A.T., J. Overton, and M. Palomino-Schalscha. 2019. Con-
textualising empowerment: Highlighting elements from wom-
en’s stories of empowerment. Development in Practice 29 (8): 
1053–1063.

Nazarea, V., R. Rhoades, E. Bontoyan, and G. Flora. 1998. Defining 
indicators which make sense to local people: Intra-cultural vari-
ation in perceptions of natural resources. Human Organization 
57: 159–170.

Njuki, J., A. Kaler, and J.R. Parkins. 2016. Conclusion: Towards gen-
der transformative agriculture and food systems: Where next? In 
Transforming gender and food security in the global south, ed. 
J. Njuki, J.R. Parkins, and A. Kaler, 283–291. New York, NY: 
Routledge.

O’Hara, C., and F. Clement. 2018. Power as agency: A critical reflec-
tion on the measurement of women’s empowerment in the devel-
opment sector. World Development 106: 111–123.

Parpart, J.L., S.M. Rai, and K.A. Staudt, eds. 2003. Rethinking empow-
erment: Gender and development in a global/local world. New 
York: Routledge.

Pereznieto, P., and G. Taylor. 2014. A review of approaches and meth-
ods to measure economic empowerment of women and girls. Gen-
der &amp; Development 22 (2): 233–251.

Quisumbing, A.R., R.S. Meinzen-Dick, and H.J. Malapit. 2019. Gender 
equality: Women’s empowerment for rural revitalization. In 2019 
Global food policy report, 44-51. Washington, DC: International 
Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI).

Rao, S. 2016. Indicators of gendered control over agricultural 
resources: A guide for agricultural policy and research. Working 
Paper No. 1. CGIAR Gender and Agriculture Research Network, 
CGIAR Consortium Office and International Center for Tropical 
Agriculture (CIAT). Cali, Colombia. CG Space archive. https:// 
hdl. handle. net/ 10568/ 75779. Accessed 11 December 2021.

Risman, B.J., C.M. Froyum, and W.J. Scarborough, eds. 2018. Hand-
book of the sociology of gender. Cham: Springer International 
Publishing.

Sachs, C.E. 2018. Gendered fields: Rural women, agriculture, and 
environment. New York: Routledge. Reprinted of first edition of 
Westview Press: 1996.

Schippers, M. 2007. Recovering the feminine other: Masculinity, femi-
ninity, and gender hegemony. Theory and Society 36 (1): 85–102.

Seymour, G., and A. Peterman. 2018. Context and measurement: An 
analysis of the relationship between intrahousehold decision mak-
ing and autonomy. World Development 111: 97–112.

Stoian, D., J. Donovan, M. Elias, and T. Blare. 2018. Fit for purpose? 
A review of guides for gender-equitable value chain development. 
Development in Practice 28 (4): 494–509.

Tavenner, K., and T.A. Crane. 2018. Gender power in Kenyan dairy: 
Cows, commodities, and commercialization. Agriculture and 
Human Values 35: 701–715.

Tavenner, K., and T.A. Crane. 2019a. Beyond “women and youth”: 
Applying intersectionality in agricultural research for develop-
ment. Outlook on Agriculture 48 (4): 316–325.

Tavenner, K., and T.A. Crane. 2019b. Implementing “gender equity” in 
livestock interventions: Caught between patriarchy and paternal-
ism. In Gender, agriculture and agrarian transformations: Chang-
ing relations in Africa, Latin America and Asia, ed. C. Sachs, 
147–161. New York: Routledge.

Tavenner, K., T.A. Crane, and T. Saxena. 2020. “Breaking even” under 
intensification? Gendered trade-offs for women milk marketers in 
Kenya. Rural Sociology 86 (1): 110–138.

Tavenner, K., S. Fraval, I. Omondi, and T.A. Crane. 2018. Gendered 
reporting of household dynamics in the Kenyan dairy sector: 
Trends and implications for low emissions dairy development. 
Gender, Technology and Development 22: 1–19.

Uchendu, U., G. Roets, and M. Vandenbroeck. 2019. Mapping con-
structs of gender in research on Igbo women in Nigeria: Embrac-
ing a southern feminist theoretical perspective. Gender and Edu-
cation 31 (4): 508–524.

van der Burg, M. 2019. Change in the making: 1970s and 1980s build-
ing stones to Gender Integration in CGIAR Agricultural Research. 
In Gender, agriculture and agrarian transformations, ed. C. 
Sachs, 35–57. New York: Routledge.

van der Burg, M. 2021. Gender integration in international agricultural 
research for development. In Routledge handbook of gender and 
agriculture, ed. C.E. Sachs, L. Jensen, P. Castellanos, and K. Sex-
smith, 69–84. New York, NY: Routledge.

Vinyeta, K., K. Powys Whyte, and K. Lynn. 2015. Climate change 
through an intersectional lens: Gendered vulnerability and resil-
ience in indigenous communities in the United States. General 
Technical Report PNW-GTR-923. Portland, OR: U.S. Department 
of Agriculture, Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Research Sta-
tion. https:// www. fs. usda. gov/ trees earch/ pubs/ 49888. Accessed 
11 December 2021.

Willis, G.B., and K. Miller. 2011. Cross-cultural cognitive interview-
ing: Seeking comparability and enhancing understanding. Field 
Methods 23 (4): 331–341.

Wypler, J. 2019. Lesbian and queer sustainable farmer networks in 
the Midwest. Society &amp; Natural Resources 32 (8): 947–964.

Yount, K.M., Y.F. Cheong, L. Maxwell, J. Heckert, E.M. Martinez, and 
G. Seymour. 2019. Measurement properties of the project-level 
Women’s Empowerment in Agriculture Index (pro-WEAI). World 
Development 124:104639

Yount, K.M., Khan, Z., Miedema, S., Cheong, Y.F., and R. T. Naved. 
2020. The Women's Agency Scale 61 (Was-61): A comprehensive 
measure of women's intrinsic, instrumental, and collective agency.

Publisher's Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to 
jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

Katie Tavenner PhD, is an independent scholar and gender consult-
ant based in Turrialba, Costa Rica. She was a post-doctoral fellow in 
gender research at the International Livestock Research Institute (ILRI) 
in Nairobi (2015–2017).

Todd A. Crane PhD, is the Principal Scientist at the International Live-
stock Research Institute (ILRI). His research focuses on human dimen-
sions of climate change adaptation and mitigation in livestock systems, 
spanning across producers’ socio-technical practices, policy-practice 
interactions, the politics of indicators and critical development studies.

https://hdl.handle.net/10568/75779
https://hdl.handle.net/10568/75779
https://www.fs.usda.gov/treesearch/pubs/49888

	Hitting the target and missing the point? On the risks of measuring women’s empowerment in agricultural development
	Abstract
	Introduction
	New and not-so-new critiques
	What is being measured? The illusion of universal notions of empowerment
	Who is getting empowered? Conceptual shortcomings in measuring women’s empowerment
	Problematizing binary ‘sex’ in women’s empowerment indices
	Ignoring how localized gender power relations in agricultural systems shape the meaning of empowerment

	How is empowerment measured? The dead-end of qualitative validation

	A call to action
	Acknowledgements 
	References




