Trials Under Fire:
RCT and Women’s Empowerment Amid Insecurity in Burkina Faso
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© Estimation Strategies & Results

© Research Questions

Questions: How do unforeseen shocks affect the implementation and impacts of randomized controlled
trials? How to measure if interventions can mitigate negative effects of these shocks?

As conflict moves closer, what is its impact on empowerment?

Difference-in-differences specification

» Continuous DiD*:
(de chaisemartin et al. 2025)

We study these questions in Burkina Faso, where rising insecurity increasingly disrupted a nutrition-
and gender-focused behavior change communication (BCC) randomized controlled trial implemented

d
between 2017 and 2022. K
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© Introduction & Motivation

Conceptual framework:

» Women’s empowerment is multi-dimensional,
collective agency (Malapit et al. 2019; Rowlands 1998).

» Exposure and perceived risk of conflict may affect empowerment through the following
mechanisms:

v’ Safety concerns limit where women can go and how they allocate their time.

v’ Household structure may change, due to death, avoiding recruitment, or engagement in
conflict (more often men) (Justino et al. 2012).

v’ Conflict may increase general stress and alter intrahousehold gender dynamics.
v’ Conflict may disrupt social institutions, thus altering gender norms.

» Binary DiD: _

Y., a1 POST + asConflictExposure, + 3 (ConﬂictExposmre,U X POST) (2)

d(SELEVER, x POST) + a,, + &;,.

encompassing instrumental, intrinsic, and
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Figure 5. Effects of conflict exposure on empowerment

(a) Primary outcomes (b) Secondary outcomes
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Table 1. Empowerment measurements and baseline (2017) means Figure 2. Schematic view of the RCT design (2020-2022) ’ ’ ' ‘
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Variable Mcan N  Mcan N Treatment Contral DiD5=9: Effect of conflict (C=1) on SELEVER-control (S=0) villages
Binary version of pro-WEAT indicators (Mean in %) 30 communes 30 communes . . .
P — 60 villages 60 vllages Table 2. Protective effects of the interventions
Autonomy in income 54.60 1478 44.17 1637  0.1043** 15 households il 15 househalds village (1) (2 (1) (2) (1) (2) (1) (2)
Self-efficacy 66.37 1478 53.82 1637  0.1256%** . Jnputin Control over use Access to and Work
Rejection of IPV 7463 1478 51.86 1637  0.2276*** Interventions: livelihood decision of income decisions on credit balance
Instrumental agency 1. Behavior change commumnication on nutrition and health Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women
Input in pmfjructive decisions 94.86 1478 77.70 1637 0. 171r:: 2. Community-level sensitization on women’s empowerment
Ownership of land and other assets 99.26 1478 87.17 1637 0.1208 b - . P 1 A. DIiD SEFLEVER t 1. t 1
Access to and decisions on financial services 37.82 1478 21.08 1637  0.1675%** 3 VaCCIAKIons, ﬂnancmg, and management == — = - s
Control over use of income 82.48 1478 60.97 1637  0.2151%F* Conflict Exposed xPost -0.0056 -0.0068 -0.0478 0.0357 0.0002 0.0431 0.1102 0.0395
Work balance 7149 1473 31.34 1637  0.4015%*F As conflict intensifies, how are women’s empowerment outcomes (0.0254) (0.0503) (0.0654) (0.0834)  (0.0957) (0.0458)  (0.0726)  (0.0793)
Collective agency ’ :
Group membership 5199 1478 4670 1637  0.0442 . o ’ Conflict Exposed x Post -0.0161  0.0062  -0.1050* -0.0966 0.2184***  0.0790  -0.1348%*  -0.1629
Respect among household members 7718 1402 60.36 1496  0.1681%** Can community-level sensitization on women’s empowerment and (0.0239)  (0.0555)  (0.0554) (0.0911)  (0.0731)  (0.0577)  (0.0640)  (0.1001)
financial training mitigate the adverse effects of conflict? Panel C. Triple difference using full sample
SELEVER x Conflict Exposed x Post 0.0105 -0.0130 0.0571 0.1323 -0.2182%* -0.0359 0.2450** 0.2023
(0.0345)  (0.0741)  (0.0847) (0.1221)  (0.1190)  (0.0728)  (0.0957)  (0.1264)
Conflict Exposed xPost -0.0161 0.0062 -0.1050%* -0.0966 0.2184%** 0.0790 -0.1348%* -0.1629
(0.0236)  (0.0550)  (0.0548) (0.0902)  (0.0724)  (0.0571)  (0.0634)  (0.0992)
Post=1 0.0151 -0.0238 0.0235 -0.0057 -0.1423%* -0.0509 0.0528 0.0887
, o - o , (0.0189)  (0.0382)  (0.0430) (0.0591)  (0.0602)  (0.0502)  (0.0506)  (0.0934)
J Impact evaluation of SELEVER, a gender- and nutrition-sensitive poultry value chain intervention; SELEVER x POST -0.0093  0.0308  -0.0560 -0.0688  0.1262 0.0707  -0.1403**  -0.0962
. . . . . : (0.0270)  (0.0521)  (0.0593) (0.0758)  (0.0833)  (0.0597)  (0.0671)  (0.1080)
cluster randomized controlled trial; 1800 households (120 villages); separate interviews with
, , o Observations 2266 2534 2266 2534 2266 2534 2107 2365
women and men; randomized at the commune level (2 villages per commune). Data collection in Village FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
2017, 2020, and 2022.

J Time and georeferenced conflict data from the Armed Conflict Location and Event Data (ACLED)
project database, 2017 to 2022, liked with villages GPS from surveys.

Did proximity to conflict influence treatment take-up? Yes
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v’ Conflict exposure worsens women’s empowerment by shifting income control and decision-making

We address non-random conflict exposure using difference-in-differences designs with within-village variation
over time and household panel data.

toward men and increasing acceptance of intimate partner violence.

Some empowerment gains near conflict zones (e.g., credit access, self-efficacy) likely reflect targeted
humanitarian responses rather than program effects.

The SELEVER intervention partially mitigated conflict-related harm for women’s work balance but not
across all empowerment dimensions.

In fragile settings, estimated treatment effects may reflect both program impacts and conflict-induced
distortions, challenging the interpretation of RCT evidence.
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