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W-ggadl 9qgl &1 dfeasi & amifee wd Snfde
IFIDHI0 TR YHTG: HISHIG foTd BT Sreaa—

B avpTH, ST Hivar mdirey &, 2

riveeff, oo favmT, Serm fyfaena, IR (@< i)
2 irey-fYERIep, TATSTRIRG faumT, wicm fayfaeme, IR @< haTe)

R

TG-TGTIAT THE (Self-Help Groups—SHGs) TN YRd H ARl o) sd, 501, Tiieqr, Yol Jead iR YRIFTd Ugd ¥ Siis+ ard T Wreiis
T4 &1 g% €, TR THE-Tedl &I Wd: YIS0 T THISRIRAT ¥ ¥ 7 6l 81 TRgd Syasi= 3eqe Hiennd foret & SHG UeRidT 3R
Tfgarsi & arferes vd e TRifaaenRor & o Tee o1 faweyur Hrar g | sreqee & diead &g gderor & 384 Afgem STRarmsit & ST &1 IuanT fasan
T AT T B SERAWRS qUT WG ATefwsds THATSRU BT TYad YANT a1 7T, ST MR S, THTae, Bied-Jd == 3R 3adied 9
Hepfera foa o auT ArTere fa=awur spss H fasan T $d 58.85% ITRETT SHG Hadd 2| SHG &Rl H I YRIfaRichR Ul ST SJUTd 34.96% U, Salfch
TR-Twl o e 10.76%; 3P (UL g TfGaa=or IR-ea! 7 39.24% 3R TR H 14.60% UT| SHG TSI 3R T AfSe G ol & i Jae
TR U T HE@qU! AT (2=32.47, df=2, p<0.001) | Fufg-Fufor & I/ Tguiiiar SHG Tl | 71.24% quT TR-ew! ¥ 56.33% 6T | Sgfaded
yferTe o e, 31, ATt FEHTRET iR Hufa-Fafor o1 Fafid wa & a1 1 SHG TewaT YbRIE® Ud Ae@yu (YR Tt (B=0.16, p=0.004); Tof
TS A JRIGIHRUT T 539 TRac P! IR Bt (R2=0.530) | 56 21T & b SHG THTa Shaa 01 e Wi -1, sfeep argfeepan, Fufg-emar, qramfee
g 3R YRINTT Tudh & HILH J Yebe BIdT | U cross-sectional fETE % HRUI SRUTES ey Araer & g o =nfew]

T TMee;: W-HgMd1 9ig; Afge IRifaaaur; 3fie wWrddr; artoe SgHiiTar; Fofa-Fmior; sifdarh afgan; sisra; T Saemd
1. afvag

Tfgar Rifader R faem famst & figd diF axe! 8§ te deagul uRad- S g | SRfie srismdl & igarsit & WRidt &1 gard: SureHt &t
FH, BU-SUTT TR SHRI-HGTR| Bt U F T H @ ST UT| SARTT microcredit, thrift 3R BIS JeTH BT empowerment BT TEE FTeH AT
7| 91 & QARG 3R ARYard} sreqamt 3 Wy fovar fas onffes e Aeayul 81 & srasg 3 ot Iifdae~or & sead § o9 afger &
o fofa &R, srTgafa sFad A, Tl T IUIRT T FA, TTdot-as & § IURRAT B 3R WIS AFES! B g o 1 & fasiid
B (Kabeer, 1999) | 3Tt aETRe S&Td 7 Self-Help Groups (SHGs) Y Fad Fad-BU T J R FTHR IS Yoft, THfed RS 3R
TRITTA HORIAT & Hd & U H YA B agehdl UgT B

PISTTIE ST U P AT & oY Ay &0 I Heeaqul 8 | T T=im & SuR e &1 2011 B 31aTdT 578,326 2t 3R SIfeId ST ST
405,414 Tt B TS, SUfq T TTd-gHaT SR e Srgfad sHenfadl ¥ WEfid g1 i & 383 U Ued 3R Ul SHUE U9
TRIHTIR fora SR gy 57.31 Ui=Td WeRdl 1t ol ol ¢ | I8 TN T SHG THTd & S &1 JRAYURT & ATE0 microfinance
IR ¥ ST IRl ©, b TgT SAToNfsT & H, THUS, SRS 97, T I, I JNIR 3R TeTe Jai ot yffres dewaguf 31 forar
UAId B1 HBIRG THGRI AT SHTSTaDT FRF/NRLP BT R Jrivr fIemg SXam1 # e dio & w0 H gaias Xl g1 2022 §
fOTET U=IRET = SHGs Bt livelihood activities I T 31T SR THEARM & Hedidh-1/ATRI 3 Sy smifid @t oft; T8 50 a1 &1 IRITTd Tobd
2 for augg-sneuia srreiifaesT &) o & uxmafe Hga o 8|

o5 off it Hfa-SufRURY BT empowerment I TATOT & =0 H Y UeT ST AT | THE & W1, S W11 G ST A1 07 e ST 370 3y
It et &1 TeY SeadT| U Afgen BT A Yabd! ©, Al 3% IuaNT 1 A0l ufey a1 IRaR &1 o0 Tew IR ThdT 8| 98 31T I R
Tl 8, TR TS IRAR & 01 7 Feit Gobell &1 98 do® W SUTRYd 8 Tohell 8, TR cd a1 Wideii-eb sia 1 AT 1 i | gost 3R, 3%
g fo<iig vfafaf & oY g aigarstt & urd TyT, Uerad, §o, Wy Jarsil, it gRem Aierel 3R IHeiie Tgf § aifed Sars
T &R Gahd & | STRTT SHG HT TUTT Tah binary TH—TERI § AT T8I SoId Ufehar aieh Uy 8: Tg o Ua% & q1g $I--3 Jre firerd &,
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?wwmmwﬁwwammmemwa 3R 1 T eadh TR aYT Jrael-id agency B URafid gidr

SR 3R WRel T Hed 39 Sfeerdm Bt gfP B &1 Brody et al. (2017) H Fafeyd GHien 3 onffe sHG HrisH & offifes, wmeies ok
RERIGED empowerment UR HhRIHD YHId UTY, ﬁﬁtﬁ-ﬂﬁ% 3THR 3R dimensions H BTH! variation YT Deininger and Liu (2013) J ey meRr H
TP SHG ATsd J AT GRIfGIeur 3R Gor & @4 & Tabd UIT, TR 3117 3R asset formation TR TF THTT TET fET| Desai and Joshi (2014) &
TTH0 YR & g | e B&Y § Afgemsit B household decisions 3R civic participation T Tj@ Eﬁ TR socio-economic status U STHHTT
UﬁUﬂTR%I Kumar et al. (2021) ELIERIEI] ﬁﬂ%?ﬂéh & panel data T SHG el &1 aggregate empowerment U b RTHD YHIT U], fagye
income control, credit decision 3R group participation ﬁ; f853 it domestic violence Taieh attitudes 3R household respect aﬁ@ norms § THTE Tiferd
el aﬁlﬂﬂfﬂ%aﬁ%ﬁ? SHG U enabling institution % afe empowerment P Waferd TR |

A TR 39 T8 B! R U ST Y 3 §¢TdT ¢ | T8 Had I8 e YSdl [ SHG Yawd Higad TR-ewd Higansit &t ga-r # e

=I5 € a1 e, e ag oft Sitaa 8 % sHG et &1 ey fofg-fAufon, snffe afsaar, safsara sm, amfse wguifiar sik s afger

TIN5 PR ST 8 | HISTIE B SO 9-9g e SR AT JrAIores a1 59 U o1 faRy Hewd il 8, i Ief Afganaii &1 o

g‘fﬁ, IS, EXAfRIeT, AIgR) 3R TY-IgH | TS 7, et JA1eEl R Shuenies a0 3R ardwif-e fHofa & sars §0m v 3 faafea T&t
|

TG BT empirical SR 384 AT SRS BT &0 TA&UT ¥ | 377 226 ARAE SHG T FaT off 3R 158 TR-Taw of | 59 WA Q Tegdl 3R
TRITGIHRUT & St JATeTD IR0l WG G| 3ed B TRIGAHRUN B Thd S T ISR Ja& & U § 781, Sfcp Fofg-fFAafor, snffe
T, oI guifaT, faddi uga, srafdRar ok ardefe Sitad & urfieRt & gad s & wu & Taen T § | I8 Sgemardt e
articlea'ﬁempirical Gﬁisociological contribution GHI BT YR B

2. JHE HYF, MY-3aR 3R Aiferswdr

SHG T A YHRIAD TRUITH B S5 TS & STavIG <1+ TG fa=Aw0TTed JHwT s+ g3 & | Uee qaw 31ife Suafsy 3R 3fie agency
¥ T SR ¥ Taifdd 81 s9d, BT, BRIGR T 3T BI IS BT empowerment BT Habvd HIFT ST 7, STa{d T8 SIR1 e} b Al 39 T B
IUENT R Fg=0r ot et 81 01 Al & AW W 8 Gl ¢ fhg aw o1 fRofa uRar & gow gew gRT ferar s wehdr §; wHg nfafafy 3 ura
3T household pool & ST Teral 8, Afeh Hge o1 arfdad Ui arsit & fie St 1 811 $UMAT income, access to credit 3R control over income
I 3ICT-37ETT HIYHAT AT | Kumar et al. (2021) %1 Y & SHG HWWW%W income control 3R credit decision & TTferd g
7, 3 distinction & ggg HRAT 3|

TR T IS ARIGIBROT BT YD1 AT § ST 81 s 3T mobility, household decision-making 3R meeting attendance @Y social
empowerment & proxy & &0 & IUINT $Xd & | T Yhdd Hew@YUl &, TR AIdeTd & H legitimacy, T8 THIT-HTLH, TaTId ST YR
Y 9T, entitlement claims 3R gender norms UX ?ITE[I%H? action S g SRR g ST §1 Zavaleta Cheek and Corbett (2024) = U\ &A &
case study T e & grdwie fAofg-Fafo & sHes &t dear 3iR W PRAR—oY grain bank dYT IRTS-fARIER mobilization— eI
empowerment 3! fe=m & H'E:E'G;Uf B et ¢ 1 3T WP BT | fb empowerment %ad household bargaining Ta; public authority 3R collective
recognition 1t ITHT U B

TR T wfe SiR arferes fafdear 81 WRa ® sHG UuTd IS, SRisH-fesTed, snfasonta, Te R, IR WU, g B 311,
facilitator @1 &HdT 3R local institutions & SFE'RWHT%I Brody et al. (2017) 3 heterogeneity 3R programme design Cil gﬁmﬁ%@ﬁmﬁm
Raghunathan et al. (2019) = ur fb SHGs ?ﬁ T 3R P fofaf & YR R JPa g W improved practices 3R production outcomes U YHId
?ﬁ&lﬁ%’ W%fﬁﬂﬁ?ﬁﬁ gender norms 3R domestic responsibilities 3T Cal UdgR 2| EENE! I APd ?I Sﬂﬁﬂl §€ﬁ I} & 3T UHIE BT
Kondagaon UR 18 AN &1 Sffrd I |

HienTa-fafky My-3icR AT 0 WY 31 SURATG & SHG TR Aige TRIFTHR R 5 & g Iuasd 8, fbwg HisrTa & 78,
fafy IR SHeI-aga AfRen THAT SHTETE) TR SHG Tewddl & AT T SHid TIfaddh ol & Tgad Yad I Sie- aral empirical evidence
RfPrd B 1 IRGd 1R S HH BT 384 ITRaIISN & &A1 ST, YGW-TR-TGH @, Chi-square TI&UT 3R sgfasedia fam= & Arem 3
BEIRRERGIE]

UG B Aol IR TR IR & | USHT, T8 SHG HI Had microcredit channel & =0 & g, Sfcsp TaTeM, THTNIG Sedd ﬁagency%@ﬂ%?
FUH @A QURT, g descriptive membership rate J SH'PIEIW empowerment categories 3R decision participation &y TIE JAT U hdT
B T, sgfasedi aisa gg e g fo R, sma, JAsiiR, Fam, st fRufa, arferes wguifiar sik fofg-fFAafor &t @ @ W sHG
Tl $1 W WIRTDIT Taitl §1 Il 8 | AT, empirical findings & HISFTIG B tribal-majority, rural-livelihood setting ¥ interpret far T g,
o aggregate national evidence 1 local social structure I Gﬂ'e'»T |

2.1 HEFGT F FGXT
PISHTa o & SHG TSTIaT &I UG AT 3R YT Afgaraht &1 Arifores-3fe Tiwrse &1 quiH &
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SHG T 3R TR-Tewg Ufgansfi & THy IRIGIHR0T TR B a1 BTl
SHG TewrdT 3R IR frofa-fmfor & nfgemsit o) aguifidr & Hey &1 =T w1
3 WHATTE- e HRD! B! R Fd gu afgar Iifaqaor & RURS! & SHG TEGRIAT & WA TRIGH BT TRIE0T HT |

SHG 3eTRd Afgar Tifade<or & e, 3nffe iR Hifqd fRfedrf o) gaerrea sare
22 Mgy

PTG T SHG T 3R R-Tew Afgarsit & T=faaemor wWR & &7 3feR 32
T SHG Te&dT Aigansil @) Fufg-Fufor gwfiar ¥ JeREs Fu 3 i g2

a1 e, 3, SR, Rarg, S fRUfS, gmiire ggaifiar sik Fofa-fafor o) Feifid w3 & 918 W SHG TewrdT Afear gufRisur &1
eyl AuRe it |t 82

Empowerment%?ﬂ'mm 3R e pathways T HH-J HRP SHG m‘m%uuﬁaﬁmﬁﬁm WB‘RﬁTﬁ%’?
2.3 TG GR&BT

H1 (R BT He T 3FTF): AT TGIHRT H W-TErdT THE! (SHGs) BT HfPehT YHRIeHD Td TR §; 37d: SHG FawaT 3R Afgar
THIBR $ &R & St Fifee1d T4 A Agaqul Yee 3 31

3. gy Tete 3R Agifa® eran
3.1 177?@'?7?77%?’707 resources, agency Jﬁ?'achievements

Kabeer (1999) &1 resources—agency—achievements framework g gxIiaaem P wsﬁ DT IUG K UR U HRl % | Eﬂ'ﬁ[ resources Had Y
1 gufy 761 §; Rien, Hivra, QAo ey, TRITTT Ugd 3R Ufasy & Tt W arar HY resources &1 3R €1 Agency & fofa-fmior & wmy
negotiation, resistance, bargaining 3fR strategic choice T &, STafd achievements 3+ fadhedl ¥ U sedmur 3R UMY ) i §1 39 2P
5t resource P empowerment value 3HP nominal ownership J g1, Sfeh TP IUANT BT &HT 3R I ITTNT B JrAToie 21f F 0 gl 2

SHG &1 34T framework o T ST Y §7<rd, credit, training 3R information resources &; meeting participation, credit-use decision, leadership, mobility
3R collective negotiation agency g, e g P fRRET, IR consumption security, household respect, public voice 3R reduced vulnerability
achievements 8 T&d g P’E!E'E[Uf ﬁ@ Tg © fab resource F achievement Pt BT & agency HEIX BIcit 81 Tfe TR B loan firan Afes= Far 1

i 39 U &Y, a resource 3T TR agency ST 811 TG meeting T yrfierR) 3 38 varad # i &1 ety fan, group interaction
social resource ¥ political agencyffWTI'ClTl

3.2 SHG &7 TRITTT [ABT: thrift collective platform J&

YRA H SHGs BT YR institutional logic BT Sad, 3MdR® FBUT 3R 8 linkage TR HEd YT THI & Y WHRT 3R IR-IPRI HRIHHT 3
E’E@f T U livelihood training, agriculture extension, nutrition, sanitation, health behaviour, public entitlements 3R governance engagement &
o = W= f&a11 9% institutional layering I:IEETIUT T ife empowerment outcome Had credit availability q T8 9feh SHG & “package” J
EECINGE qHg FHad monthly saving d& it 8 gpar g, IR FHg federation, community resource persons, livelihood collectives 3R temd
linkages J NS B qhdT g | Sl Y U Bl treatment category HI-T causal inference P HHSIR PRAT B

3.3 3 TeifRIBeor fAig yge a1 fadia AgTvr

SHG HISH &1 T Ue pathway financial inclusion %‘I BRIECEECE liquidity discipline Eﬁ?ﬁ%; internal lending emergency 3R small investment
needs &I o PR Jobal §; bank linkage collateral constraints H X b dl ; 3R livelihood loans productive assets 3{YdTl working capital Y&l X
qHhd Bl % “credit access” 3T “economic empowerment” CIERGD ﬁ'ﬁ!?d{ﬂf conceptual gap 21 Loan ARREN & 9 W 81 R +f 39& ITTT,
repayment burden 3R profits IR 0T URaR & 37 Yew! & U 81 9l g 39 loan uptake B AT outcome BT TRE 7TRY, intermediate
resource @1 cRg HIUAT AR |

Kumar et al. (2021) 3 T HRAHT 8T BT 1,470 TTHI0T ARSI P panel data 3TR matching methods BT SUTRT B SHG membership T aggregate
empowerment IR JhRTHD YHTT UIAT| g effect income control, credit-related decision-making 3R group involvement EEEISGRI W{Ufw
@f, 37z 3 g8 Y U f& household respect dT domestic violence el attitudes S domains TR THTT TR 0TI m 3 agency P relative
responsiveness 3R gender norms T relative persistence aIH1 T 3T 1
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Surendran Padmaja et al. (2023) 3 815 households % intra-household survey T women-centric agricultural SHGs T 14 farm 3R household decisions
R YUTG S I Afgarsii ot decision-making role T TH 8-13 Ufa=Id E{@ f¥OIE PI, W effect SHG intervention % YHR 3R decision domain
& SR dcfdl UTI Seed-oriented groups | spousal decision discord microfinance groups Cil qa-n o Y R 77| 399 g8 96 Holgd gar % &
SHG design ¥ empowerment mechanism P YT B %’; Paq group membership qafe explanatory variable -"-@%I

Brody et al. (2017) P mixed-methods systematic review J economic SHGs & HT%, RIS 3R Aokifaes empowerment R YhRTHD YHIT ol
ﬁml Qualitative evidence | money handling CHl familiarity, financial decisions o independence, solidarity, networks 3R household/community respect

UH™ mechanisms | 1Y Y review 7 TE ﬂ-ﬁaﬂﬁ:ﬁ?ﬁﬁ?mmﬂﬁﬂﬁ 3fifer, qrAfores T enfiies barriers %Wgroups@[ﬁ]@??—s’ﬂﬁ
%I Eﬂﬁm SHG programme @1 inclusiveness Ht empowerment evaluation W%W'Eﬁ:ﬁﬂﬁﬁl

34 WW mobility il entitlement access

IS empowerment WWW dimension ﬂ?@fw meaningful relationships 3fRR institutional contacts Wﬁﬁl?% I Wfﬁm contexts
B gfgarsit &t mobility WA 8 W bank, block office, TaTId, health centre TT market T Uga-T T agency FT Hdbd gl Tebdl 8| SHG meeting
Rafta sk socially legitimate public presence EEIGI] %I Eﬂﬁ peer ties, information channels 3R ?IT{%% confidence & Wed %I

Kumar et al. (2019) J UTg I8l & data H SHG membership B social networks, mobility, political participation 3R public entitlement access q Gﬁ’c;':TI
Matching methods % ST& SHG members JTST1ad 0 ¥ 31T engaged ¥, T& IHRT TSI & TR F 34 St off 3R 34fes entitlements
PT IUANT ol off| T8 mechanism 'ﬁl?(_dE[Uf % i public programme T benefit Fad eligibility IR R 718 =ar; information, paperwork,
mobility 3R institutional confidence ¥ 3Taxae %I SHG 3 transaction costs @1 collective U ¥ &H HR Tl %I

35 ma%lﬁ?"decision-making 3/ collective agency

SHG empowerment 1 a8 TRTA-THRI JHTGT AR household outcomes T 3T collective agency & | Zavaleta Cheek and Corbett (2024) 3
West Bengal & process tracing & F1eH ¥ faxama f5 T8t 3 trust 3R solidarity ffHd @Y, grain bank SRIt community project &1 T TaTferd &R
legitimacy 3fSfa =, 3R §1g # TR19-FvY S faarerue 'EJ,% TR collective authority T AT {511 39 case | empowerment “fgar A W H T
Toer A oM “ggerg 3 Afeen I & Iy FMofgewsal & w0 § fbd WieR fhar dew g g g |

TE distinction TRIATG empowerment theory Jd WT% foraw “power to” Y “power with” dTHgd %I Collective action individual vulnerability
B T TR Yahdl § b fbait BT FSIT gender norm &1 AT et & Hebell, THE Irfed w0 I I W ITHd HR Tl ¢ | Urad a7 market
actor & T Th Y& B bargaining position i g1 gahcl! % TR federation T collective producer group 3ferw negotiating power X9 & dl %I

3.6 9‘17% W\iﬁ?pmductive agency

Tretor Afgar empowerment 1§81 o= agriculture 3R natural-resource livelihoods & ST H| Raghunathan et al. (2019) = AT 1,000 ARG &
cross-sectional data 3fR nearest-neighbour matching & 3MYR R U & SHG participation 3 agriculture-related information access ﬁ?@ decisions
o gfgarsii & yrfier aﬂ'l% TR improved agricultural practices, crop diversity dT market orientation UX UHId TifPra T TRaI A financial constraints,
social norms 3R Mresponsibilities o uTfad STl SarT| I8 finding “information is not adoption” JHXT EaksIEERIniE|

DT Kondagaon T TeT Taiel § | 7 T HV-3MUTR livelihoods H AR knowledge TaTe 8 avait 8, fhg input T¥te, 4 TR 3R, transport,
market price negotiation 3TR THY B! ITASIAT 3P (=01 § 7 81| 3T BRUT training & aTe Y behaviour change TfFd I8 TobdT g1 3T
livelihood intervention WIECIWW training attendance T knowledge score @fﬂ%’f, Sfed actual resource access, production decision, sale proceeds

3R market contact ¥ BT 13T

Sahu and Ghosh (2018) 3 Kanker, Chhattisgarh 31€0 = R0 &1 ¥ Tgaquf evidence f3aTI 12 SHGs 3R 120 respondents TR e sreaa
fafe schemes & e &=l H overall empowerment improvement UTT TT; leadership 3R income domains JaqTHD =Y q Holdd 3, S
production, resources 3R time domains & empowerment & 7| T sample TAT AT 3R design causal attribution Y AT &Y T, findings
m%mwmmﬁ% i Gﬁiﬁ?jc_d gains % T time burden 3R productive resource control P JHRN 5+ 78 That g1

3.7 &R, GIYUT 3¢ HeqToT Fspillover effects

SHG T MRS UHTE livelihood T S8R HY SITAT @1 Desai et al. (2020) BT mixed-methods systematic review § HRd H women's groups & Iafdd 99
studies T fazayor fasa| Moderate-quality experimental evidence 3 P interventions | perinatal practices, neonatal survival, immunisation, dietary
diversity 3R vector-borne disease control S outcomes 7 JUR T v HOI effects 3 interventions T & 5 Had information dissemination
ERACISD community capability building 3R mobilisation TR TR & |

Saha (2021) J NFHS-4 district-level indicators 3R SHG concentration ﬁ@wwﬁ? 3f¥e SHG concentration aTel foral H institutional delivery,
iron supplementation, family planning knowledge/usage 3R house/land ownership S outcomes P odds 31 & TUT anaemia F odds HH Y| Tg
ecological association causal proof Te' 8, e ot groups B health and welfare diffusion platform & U H I/ BT YR AT 8|
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3.8 SfTiearet afger GaﬁﬂTwﬂ??'intersectionality

Naveen et al. (2023) J Odisha & Mayurbhanj district T 111 Santhal tribal women entrepreneurs T &I fopam 3R entrepreneurship intervention &
T empowerment indicators AT family decision-making A YpRIeS URad- RAIE faan| Authors 7 education 3R financial capacity 2l enterprise
growth ddT decision agency % fog HBEEUTEETCITI g Kondagaon T Y& evidence :@% ﬁvﬂ comparable tribal context H livelihood 3R decision-
making & & link T ST G |

3.9 TGV AP HI7GS 3¥empowerment BT HTHTT
SHG literature H§ T& recurring finding Ig g f anfife aiR participatory outcomes Hﬁm Sec! 9Gad §, i gender norms 3{fI& N gead g
Kumar et al. (2021) q empowerment score | gains & §Tdv]c¢ domestic violence attitudes 3R respect-related dimensions UX T effects T Brody

etal. (2017) El psychological empowerment UR quantitative evidence 2l comparatively weak SdldT| Raghunathan et al. (2019) T domestic responsibilities
E2l agricultural adoption P IeT | findings Udh Hﬂﬁqﬂf caution &dl % T &1 income T unpaid care division IT male authority CARSE

QTiSd 8l Bl
3.10 THF P GRTPaT, FIRIETT 3V federation linkage

gyferg Kondagaon study | membership duration, meeting regularity, audit quality, bank linkage, VO/CLF membership, training intensity 3R collective
initiatives T record e ST AT | Fad “SHG member: yes/no” variable programme exposure Cil quality 2l capture ERCTU

4. AGYRVUIHASD 214T: SHG Resource—Collective Agency-Empowerment Model

BN Teitem Udh “SHG Resource—Collective Agency—Empowerment Model” URaTfad foraT ST aehdl %I HIsd H# SHG participation ol Udh EE-W
institutional exposure HIT AT % e uig UHY inputs % fo<hig 1Y, Sﬂ:[/?:hsmﬁ peer networks, institutional linkage 3R collective identity | )
inputs Tt outcome :@'Eﬂﬁ; 'ﬁ’-‘-@ ST conversion mechanisms BT B %'I JTEUIG: credit access A+ economic agency §-dTl % EER I UG
1oy @T, profit TR fGA01 I 3R market T El"gﬂ T | Peer network a4t social agency H:R'TT% 9 3T mobility, information 3R public speaking
DI gAAT IS |

SHG FEIaT/Aha TEHIRIAT — SEa/HBUT + DIRIC/TT + THIND Feddh + JRITT TUb — THTE TR 07 + 3Te-gH1fadT + Wrfees e
— 3fTffe agency + TR FAofg + Trdefes wrfieRt — arfores Ud snfifes T=ifdaamu|

Y pathway P TR UHR P moderators THTIIT B4 & | TSAT household context—Tfa/aRaR T JHH, TRER TR, marital seniority 3R unpaid
care burden| G¥RT individual context—fRraT, 311Y, digital literacy, health 3R previous work experience | T group context—dHg Cil 31,
governance, leadership rotation, federation linkage 3R training intensity | YT structural context—market distance, bank access, road/transport,
community norms, land/forest resource relations 3R local state responsiveness |

nisa ag ff AMaT 8 f& economic 3TR social empowerment & St feedback loop BT 8 1 income control HIEET T household legitimacy TGT Tebdl
%; increased mobility ISR AR dgl Tl %; public entitlement access household vulnerability YICT dehdTl %; collective action RITIT services &1
QWW%I s@ﬂ%«m linear “credit — income — empowerment” model CHRSUT recursive, relational model 3few B'EREJ,HH%I

AIfRAPT 1. Y BT SAURUNHSD ardl

TRl S8, ST, BT foxfta uga, drra, AT T/ WR R, self-efficacy | SH¥es warawdn

peer group T federation §TH ?ﬂﬂﬁl’cﬁ Jegs, institutional mobnl_nt;_/, public speaking, collective | e S
linkage bargaining

training d livelihood linkage 3T, market information IH/ET BT 07T, TG ITERT | 3T T livelihood &FT

IHRF S R 74t fa%yr, g uga R I Aofa & sparer | fAofg-fnfor gwifdeor

AT, T5 GTFTSHG TITT &1 GRUIH 78] sfess Gare] &lagency H dqcr arch] GR/Tdexposure & &7 & THIAT 81
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5. UGfd

5.1 3 3718 3T ST BT AT

TRId o diast My & &3 srgHaeg 3T IR i 81 Je MY & mixed research design SO 71, forad quirerss SR fazavonars
TTHATED D01 ] [ONTHD TR & 1Y ST | i SeT HISTIIG &3 1 Afgdl Surardrsl 3 e Hahford fbT 7T, 1 81 RBRT e,
IR RUIe, gd =y, Jeden! TR SRINTA GxTdol &1 fgd s id & =0 & SUANT f3a1 TR 39 article %7 T8 empirical analysis TTATET®
FAOT I N=384 STRGIATS W Hfxd 8, TP SHG TSN, TRIFIHU Yadhid 3R TiRABIT TR0 6T ST R WF TY I Juasy § | FGD,
HIETHR AR Saae o Ut AT oS I Riey-vatey § YeufaTs Fme & forg wiad g, I8 dis QT verbatim quotation TR -Tal
1S 8 O JUASH thesis record ﬁW&IWﬁB@?ﬁ:{ﬁI

5.2 FGAT T 3N TG HTHR

3T B ILRIRE THATGRUT (Purposive Sampling) 3R WRIgd ATefasdh THATHRUT (Stratified Random Sampling) T Tga TanT fasar |
ILIRS T I 3 HITMeres Td AHIfoI 313l o1 Qfva forar 7 S iy I5at & forg faviy &0 § yrifies off, Stafer 9afd Wi & iR
fafay wmfSie-enfifer gyuftral o) afgemsit o1 ufafifia gRia w7 & o e ok arefess 9o &1 IuaT faar mar) T3 § Riférd-
iffara mfeary, fefn, HiY vd morgd & o Afgan, sHG Faw, Afeen et SR geaicd/sra e fafafiat & ISt wfgard wmfir of|

HAT HTPR Cochran (1977) %ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂfﬁﬁﬁ?ﬂTWI 95% confidence level, 5% margin of error YT p=q=0.50 F STYR YR YAdH H1 384 BEIEG]
BT Tl 384 ARRAT ITRGIISN DI Ul T [IBRRI /IR 1 SR 313l H Ao ©U 3 fadid faar T 78 sample size THg e
JUT Sgfam ey faerr & forg vaf wifegsig SR UaM axar gl

5.3 8T HHerd FYBVIT

U STl e o1 T SUSHRU] GaHeiRd HETaR g 4T | $9% Heqd ¥ QrHifors-saiered ggyfl, aRaR, Rig, IR, sfdqma
31, anffes TAfafy, sHG Jagdr, B Td wdu-e Mufg-Fafor, s weuiidr, siieR-sareewdr iR afedr axifadsor ¥ Y&t
TFBR! Yhierd @ T | $8 IRardst, IRvd: sHe ¥ Tt afearst, v ufaffiat sk Riféra ufawnfat 3 SRfad wsmach & meaq §
SHfafvad SR ot 715 | ga =e B focus group discussions 7T Tiel sfaaids- +ff 2nfire &, foreT 3e=a AMfed ryd, Sgad! T i,
3 yrfieRt 3R gender relations B contextualise AT AT|

5.4 F5@ q¥ 3Iv FT97T

39 article T WA TR & TU H SHG TSTIAT B! binary U H orT M1 Tawg 3R TR-Ue | T Afedl GRGIH0N &1 MYy-Use 7 fasmid
Women Empowerment Index % TR TR 45, 7eqd GﬁTWWﬁWWWI %Wﬁﬂh—ﬁm’fﬂ, 3ffes AT, ST T HIRT,
ol g, smafRkar ok Ardee Sha & urfigRt SR Sl &1 Ifd &Ral ¢! Yere faxayer & fRien, safdad sm, siie
IfFTARISTTR, Areor-Rrgt fam, st R, amfres wguifiar siR fofg-fafor R &1 Iuah far mar)

5.5 HIfRIH1T fAzeyor

TS Scl BT [ARAT SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences) & HregH ¥ far | auiHree oo & frequency 3R percentage,
JATHD fa=erooT # cross-tabulation, Chi-square test, independent-samples t-test 3R ANOVA, Tse/ faZawor § Pearson correlation aT TRfbd
fFRufe & wieor & multiple regression T Iy fasan man| wifere fAvfa & forg 0.05 significance level 3UTIT TTAT| $9 article T SHG-
empowerment T&Y ALY Chi-square U, SHG-decision participation Jef-T 3R E[Uf regression model UHH evidentiary 3TUR gl

5.6 FdP IV fAzdguTHS FraarH

TRGd manuscript § Haet TAfHd SR SFW Wifsaas i uRomy IudiT f5u 17U §; fdt STRerdT &t safdard uga UIRId T8 &1 TS 81 Sudsy
thesis text & institutional ethics approval number ¥¥ U BEEEE ERINIY journal submission Y uga urff & oo fayfemeriia siftrea &
STTHR consent/ethical approval statement P SifcH E@ FH! TR W UBR cross-sectional SeT association BT T HRT g, causal impact 2l
:lﬁ'; Eﬂﬁﬂ YU’ e P AR HiRSTH g Hae 3R sociological mechanism %Wﬁﬁﬁ"l’s‘%, 7 & randomized causal effect & =0 H|

6. giuImH

6.1 FTRGIar3/l BT Tratfores- sfifes miwrser

3T B Gl 384 Afgamd =M off | 59.64% ITRGTAT STYfRId SoMtal (ST) F ofY; 74.749% Tretor &=t & vgeft off | 3my-faaor & 26-35 a9 (26.82%)
3R 36-45 T (25.00%) T TS TG V1 13.54% ARG FReR o, Taifdh 19.53% HIqh 3R 8.60% AABITR a1 IT 31 fifere off1 28.910%
FeRarar ieoft off; HY iR HRY Aorgd o1 frara 37.76% Afeant R H-smenfva wrf & off | safdara o & e & 28.13% Al @t 15
ol TR i Tet o, Srafes Q SaReransit § g ok mery s Sfrat v off| 78 fafdudr sHG Tewdr & TuTd %Y dhad et v oG
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T T livelihood category T HfHd 7 TR e T Hf S T Al St 81
aTfereT 2. A & Tafa arafore-enfie Jbaw (N=384)

o Soft ST 229 59.64
o B 287 74.74
SHG fRufd RSERs] 226 58.85
sHG fRufa R-Ie= 158 4115
HfkrTd 3 Pg S TRl 108 28.13
SIRERIGIEIR foreft anffes mifcrfafey & 5t 20 5.21

R YT AT RIER 86 22.40

ANe. sive Huas] 8T ademr 1 auiaes dfcers] @ e 1w 8
6.2 SHG WQwIdT &1 ITgHaT

384 JTRerd H 226 AR (58.85%) forddt =1 frwit SHG A T off 3R 158 (41.15%) SHG BT Gawg el off | T & Yo 3R R-Tewg S
o wfafaftd 89 | qorTes faRawor Wyd gl BISFTid o AT 3R ST Sgd &5 H 58.85% membership T8 Wdbd dl & & SHG
wﬁun@wwﬁaﬁﬁwn@aﬁ[ﬂfw interfaceaqﬂm%; i oft 41.15% non-membershipa’s’lﬁm%ﬁ?ﬂ'&ﬁaﬁqﬁﬂwwqﬁ
2l

6.3 SHG TGwIAT ¥ THT HIgeT ToFRIBT0T
SHG Je&gdT 3R Women Empowerment Index P AfRI P cross-tabulation & WY 3R ﬁ'@l’l’s:ﬁ'qﬂ SHG et # fAy gxifdassur 14.60%, HIH
50.44% 3R I 34.96% UT| TR-TGHI T iy TRIFFIBRT 39.24%, TLT 50.00% 3R I HAA 10.76% UT| T UHR I IR BT U

Tt # TR-Tewt &t ga1 o i 1 ¥ 31 o1, Safer g geifdaeor TR-gexdt & ey 218 T i o1l Her Joft S aagt & ey
T @, ﬁmﬁﬂ'@ﬁ’-ﬂ\_ﬂ:{ lower 3TR higher empowerment tailsﬁﬁ'@'l’s:aﬂ%l

TIfRIPT 3. SHG TGEdT 3R AT TIfeam<or

SHG &y 226 14.60 50.44 34.96

SHG F&™d g1 158 39.24 50.00 10.76

e, Women Empowerment Index BT G107 Ter gaes F GBI GRNRTBIT HIG7 T ST 87

Chi-square TI&0T 3 9 3R P FiRABIT U F Hgaqul URIT (42=32.47, df=2, p<0.001) | 3fck: SHG HETIAT 3R AT FRIRIHRUN F TR Wi
Tt &1 i Bt Ha— o iy e ifaaanRor & SHGs BT YfHwT RIS Ud THITRITE §— b Jucs FA&0T TRomH & wifeaes 1 qaed firer|
g URUIH gTaifds W selection bias 1 TAI gl HaT: S Tichd, Riférd a1 Tneq-Hus At SHG T qMd 81 &t 31 TutaT off @
Tl & | 3T association ITG@H% ™R causal attribution IHT g1 I1EY |

6.4 SHG HGwIdT 3/ vl Aafor agyifiar

SHG F&=dT HT TeiY household 3R social decision-making & f} faaTs | 226 sHG Wewt 161 TfRasHt (71.24%) 3 3= sryar qead fofy
TEUIRTAT ol T, STafehs 158 TR-Taw! & 9% WA 89 (56.33%) UT | 1 TG & o9 14.91 percentage points BT 3R § | T8 pattern 39 ddh &b IR
%%ﬁﬂ&lﬂm Wﬁ—d loan discussion, institutional interaction 3R peer support %WW@H—T%ETQ negotiation 3R decision confidence
oo o Tt g1
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ATfRIPT 4. SHG e 3R frofa-femfor wgwifiar

SHG da¥ 226 161 71.24

SHG I& -1 158 89 56.33

e, 46 descriptive comparison ? TR 2x2 W%@Fthesis I 3/ Tinferential test report WWW?/
6.5 HTIE HTATH: 1T, RITTIY 3HI¥ FRFTHCT

SHG Taief &1 3fifes gRUHT & e R ST vl =1t 8 | faTd Tifids S 3R empowerment score & d1d T RIS Tese AT (r=0.46,
p<0.001) | f1 Afgaan Bt B afRTTa 3 el o, IhT ST FRFIBIU ThR 47.8 UT; 11,000-35,000 3T I H TG 52.6, 25,001-210,000 F
57.4, 310,001-320,000 H 63.1, 220,001-330,000 F 68.7 3R 230,000 ¥ 316 H 72.4 UTI T monotonic pattern ST & b 3nfdfes Trem

empowerment 9 HBTGE[UTW 9 \_{J,%%I

3ffer U ¥ Tfspg Afgemsii (N=364) BT 3T empowerment score 58.9 YT, Safd M wu ¥ fFfepy Afgars (N=20) H 46.3; independent-
samples t-test R BT u%a’qpf U (t=3.21, df=382, p=0.001) | i ot a@ﬁmﬁ area o employment &T standardized beta 0.09 3R p=0.071
@1, 3T 3T HRSD! B! (AT FRA W simple economic activity T U ¥ gyl 16l Y81 T8 finding THISTRIRATT 70 § He@YU! §: “BTH
BT 3R IgEd @W’ WﬂTiﬁTﬁ?f % income control, social participation 3R decision authority 3fde fFAuraes aﬂﬁ%l

6.6 FIHToTS TEHIGT, A0 [RHfor 3ilv T=ifdiseor

IS TeHIRIaT & A, A SR 3= TRI & 1Y empowerment score THHRT: 46.8, 57.1 TR 68.4 UT; ANOVA J THG-3faR & Hgaqul ur
(F=27.64, p<0.001) | S UPR decision-making & g, e 3R 3= TR W 3 empowerment score 44.9, 57.6 3R 69.8 1| fofg-Fafor 3R
AT GGIHROT & S Pearson correlation r=0.62 (p<0.001) T, S 3remg & qEy HOIGd bivariate relationships Ny s H|

31 URUMHT & SHG mechanism @1 U THTTad TSI SReT frert 8 1 afe group participation ATR@TST &1 BR J dTex Fafid, Irfoe 0 3
Y meeting space, %fqiﬂqﬁ W, collective discussion 3R information network Ul hdl %‘ RIRRECa RIUEE] Had credit P %ﬁ&lﬁ:@'iéa |
fHofa-fafor sik g gevifiar & empowerment q Holgd sy 59 broader institutional pathway kTR

6.7 TEIABNT FIATHT: 3= BIVH] &1 7937 Fv7 & FIGSHG THTT

II%FIT ufaderu & gufed Ryl &1 TR0 B & ﬁ‘lﬂ Women Empowerment Index 3 dependent variable 3R @T&H, Hfgard 31, ﬁ\‘:l’TR,
SHG TexgdT, wmiur-2ret e, sHeira fRuf, it g T aut fofa-fAafor &Y independent variables 3 ¥4 B T@eR multiple regression
model SFRIT TATI Hisd statistically significant 4T (R=0.728, R2=0.530, Adjusted R2=0.520, F=52.84, p<0.001) 3R empowerment T T 53%
variance @1 SIS Rl %’ |

arfereT 5. afgen axifeas v & sglawadi yfamr= aikom

e 0.21 <0.001 GHRIHAD,

HiRITd 31 0.18 0.002 HPRIFHP,

AR 0.09 0.071 R-Tgayuf

SHG H&=gdl 0.16 0.004 THRITD,

grefor=redt 0.08 0.083 R-Tgayquf

ST Rufa -0.07 0.118 R-Tgayuf

RIGISEE RG] 0.24 <0.001 JHRIAD,

ofa-fmior 0.36 <0.001 T Holgd YPRIHAD Jaitl
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e, Model summary: R=0.728; R2=0.530; Adjusted R?=0.520; F=52.84; model p<0.001.

Regression analysis | decision-making T standardized beta 9y 3HfIH (p=0.36) T, ISP §1G AHIIS TEHTATT (B=0.24), TR1&fm (3=0.21), I ESUG
ST (B=0.18) 3R SHG awga (B=0.16) BT SHG BT p=0.004 TG Tifar § fb o ool predictors P! AT FA & a1g ot group membership
empowerment I WA YHRIHD Gaie TG %I 'g"ﬂﬁ 3R employment, residence 3R tribal status bivariate comparisons | IIE@E[UT IR emm &
dTdv]a multivariable model F@aa U ¥ significant T8l Q%I g pattern Y thesis P HSgd pdl % & empowerment social location &T simple
additive outcome g1, Sfeth resources 3R agency & &1 relational conversion process %’I

7. <94t

7.1 SHG membership: association #mechanism #7 3v

9 ALY BT g Y& UNUH SHG Ta&dl 3R empowerment level & d Holgd TiRAP I association %’I I GRIHRIBT 34.96% et &
3R 10.76% TR-TSTT H URIT TAT; 42=32.47 3R p<0.001 37 fIHTSH B chance variation ¥ WX A §| TR JHCIIRATT Hgd Had statistical
significance o &1 &1 Tf& membership T T beta & 3R income B! fafd &7 & w18 2 0.16 5T &, Y U8 Tobd a1 © [ SHG Fo T
non-income resources H ST FHRIT % Sl empowerment J \“{Jﬁ %—@ﬁ peer networks, institutional exposure, collective identity, information 3R
public legitimacy |

g URAT Kabeer (1999) & resources—agency—achievements framework J A9 @t %I SHG savings 3R credit BT resource ST % TR resource
empowerment At e % E AT 3P TN UR THTE TW b | Group meeting 31 collective decision process agency P 3N HT M &d %
S, Uarad T livelihood agency d |U institutional navigation SGIT §; 3R repeated participation household TUT community & Hfg@T &1 social
visibility BT SGa Tl § | ST observed effect BT *loan effect” FHE1T Igd apiof G|

7.2 vl A5for v $5gpathway

SHG &t H I=/MLH decision participation 71.24% 3R R-wewl o 56.33% BIFT 39 social mechanism ®1 3R Hdbd &l % SR collective
agency literature X ifebd PR & | FafPrd T oo H IUTRYA 81 % fbft household hierarchy @1 gid -Tel SGaidT, Afde-1 I8 Sa, G4, AR
M, B SN qg H, repayment planning 3R rdeife Trraif § Sradia it micro-practices & R ST gHar g1 practices domestic
negotiation  transfer 8l Teba g |

Decision-making T empowerment%?ﬂ‘q r=0.62 3R regression f=0.36 Eﬁ‘ﬂﬁ‘«ﬁﬂ%ﬁ@@?ﬂ%l mwﬁwm%ﬁ?mw
HT Hd 3rf Had income generation %I Tfd decision authority, social participation 3R education 310 ¥ 3ifrs explanatory weight @d %’ dl SHG
programme evaluation I loan volume, repayment rate 3R enterprise count  3m dedR voice, control, negotiation 3R autonomy W?H%HI Desali
and Joshi (2014), Kumar et al. (2021) 3R Surendran Padmaja et al. (2023) & findings +t 3 T T2 &1 I0d v B

7.3 HTYF yrifierdt participation ¥ control & & 3fav

$d sample T economic activity Igd ATaH AT, Had 5.21% Afgarsit = faedt snfifes Afafafyr & v 9 o1 &1 ga= f, Jafe I, HY Tegy,
BRI, TY-SATIR 31K service activity T 2| fhR 2} 28.139% Tfeamsit ot Tad= aafaara oma =gt ot g5 sieR umfior Afgern o1 3} ve wifid
AT FHTIT TAA 1T 2: AR productive work 7 Jfeha 81 Tebell § TR cash income, asset ownership T expenditure control H AR fRufq
@ gH i gl

T 31T | income BT empowerment Y r=0.46 3R p=0.18 T HaY IIEETIUT 7, Safp employment status multivariate model | non-significant g
Srargl ENEdl 3 g T8l o B SR §; Ifcd employment T quality, remuneration, ownership 3R control AT IWd & | SHG TS Higam &1
FHad unpaid collective labour TT household-managed credit J Gﬂ@?ﬂ il empowerment Hftya g gwar g1 afe agt group direct savings, own-account
operation, market access IR enterprise decision support a1 8, < resource control Wﬁm%l Brody et al. (2017) 3R Kumar et al. (2021) It
distinction 1 TIH HRH evidence T ¥ifdhd Hd B

7.4 GIHToTS TEHIFIGT 3V TTefaif3d agency

[T TEHTRIET TR & Y empowerment score 46.8 Y 68.4 TP de-l 3R 3=0.24 T multivariate association Ig T 8 f& household  aTER
P relational resources Tfgal &t agency o Bt I ¥t & | wmdir ug snfearsht ast o mobility, meeting attendance, GaId Tuds, entitlement
knowledge, S AT market T ST Had logistical activities To1, afed public presence 3R social recognition FEYEISHG LU UDR “bridging social
capital’ faRId R THdT 3—uRaR & R T network J STER TRIFTA 3R IR Faiel de ugd|

Kumar et al. (2019) JSHG membership P mobility, political participation 3R public entitlement access QGﬁST YT; Zavaleta Cheek and Corbett (2024)
4 collective public decision-making EAl legitimacy 2l empowerment T TR U T | PHISHTE & TlRome <9 literature PR empirical 3TYR
2d §: SHG association ¥ ¥ Y AUl §, W social participation BT coefficient 3T ¢t 312 § 1 TTA programme design & T Ty =
a8 f successful SHG Had §dd S3d! dd TITH =1 TG federation, TR, banking 3R community problem-solving ¥ ST =1faU|
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7.5 TFSIAG S FTHIT T BT e

qufff 59.64% ST ﬂ%ﬂTﬁ 3R 74.74% uﬁrmn%wﬁ ff| Bivariate comparisons H tribal women T mean empowerment score 54.1 3R non-tribal &7
59.8 YT (t=-2.31, p=0.021); rural women T mean 54.7 3R urban women T 62.8 T (t=-2.94, p=0.004) | ﬁ?ﬁ regression model T tribal status (B=-0.07,
p=0.118) 3R rural-urban residence (B=0.08, p=0.083) TWdd =Y q significant T8 W T 3R substantive TT FIEr_dlIUf %z observed group
differences fRr&fT, 31, social participation 3R decision-making R proximal resources Y mediated g1 T d %I

YT “tribal women are less empowered’ S R sy 3 & RTI Tribal identity & TR 1} education, remoteness, livelihood, family
structure, market access 3R SHG exposure o ses fafaedr gt %I T UPR rural residence ¥4 disadvantage &1, 9P infrastructure, mobility,
schooling, bank access 3R livelihood structure T proxy ERSEI %I High-quality journal interpretation T social category P deterministic explanation
T ST structural context % ¥4 B U 3% Iugad 3

7.6 GTIT FUTR Tl & Aoy v firar

PISHTG findings oTU® SHG literature FdH recurring conclusions JAd @ %I Ugdl, SHG participation dT empowerment Y IHRIAS T gl
%, TR effect multidimensional %I Brody et al. (2017) T economic, social 3R political dimensions oAy & heterogeneity o B Qi
income/credit access ¥ 3(f¥d% W& control 3R decision process W%; Kumar et al. (2021) J income control 3{R credit decision 1 central mechanism
| ?ﬂ?RT, group intervention P THR BT YRUMH WR THE gsdl %; Surendran Padmaja et al. (2023) 3 agricultural SHGs H decision role gains P
intervention-specific UrAT|

HisnTa BT fARY TeH T8 § b SHG Tl T significant coefficient T model 7 w1 § fIH education, personal income, employment,
residence, tribal status, social participation 3R decision-making 9Ty fee g1 9y & decision-making 3R social participation T comparatively
stronger association feamar % % local empowerment process 1 Had finance-centric framework I JHGAT Ktepaiire) EﬁTITI g finding Chhattisgarh &
Kanker ¥ Sahu and Ghosh (2018) ¥ 34 ey § ot e § o leadership 3R income domains Hﬁ&m Helgd AP resources 3R time
dimensions HHSIR U 7T & |

7.7 PRUTHS TITETH1 3V 35 cd rems

BTaT statistical results ASTSd &, cross-sectional design & HRUT I AT TgY 3501 S G fd SHG membership 3 & empowerment T faar|
Self-selection Te T T 8: 31 motivated, socially connected, financially active T supportive households &t AfRATE SHG & 2fAd §H
3HfRrep TUTGHT TW Tavelt & | Reverse causality i T 8 Uga I 34 agency aTel AfETE gl & Wfthd UM & Whalt § 1 Regression observed
covariates BT FIIf3d BT 8, TR unobserved differences @ e T gl HRal

YT article “SHG causes empowerment’ P! T8 ‘SHG membership is positively associated with empowerment, including after multivariable

adjustment’ s Y Trufiedr 3T 8 | I8 Traurt empirical integrity ¥ fog amawas § iR findings & policy relevance P! B T8l BT, dfeh
programme evaluation | stronger longitudinal, matched dT quasi-experimental designs P Ma=TDH T WY BT g

8. i wd sagive ffgard

8.1 Credit #agency indicators &7 v

SHG monitoring CIE group formation, bank linkage, credit disbursement 3R repayment b Tiftrd T8 v ?IT%QI PHISHT & data H decision-
making 3R social participation empowerment I strongly @% % BRI programme MIS T income control, personal savings operation, household
expenditure influence, mobility, public speaking, TR/ THT participation 3R entitlement use S indicators RMfHT fapT ST TNRT | ST financial
inclusion 3R substantive agency % Sd 3fcR WY BRI

8.2 Livelihood-plus ¥ market linkage

SHG Fe=Idl BT GHRIAD Toy dHt 3ifiie fesrss 3nffes empowerment & Sce TebdT & &4 training % T market access, product quality, price
information, transport, digital payments, enterprise bookkeeping 3R control over proceeds \_g’é E?fl PISHTE DI ?ffﬁf FATS 3R TR sutia
3efifeT o producer collectives, value-chain linkage 3R women-controlled accounts ﬂTs’HCLUf FESED] %"I Fad loan &7 I business risk Ilf%?’ﬂ W
YR 8 FebdT @ livelihood-plus model capacity 3R market support &lH1 UG BT |

8.3 Social participation ¥ federation strengthening

Social participation T =0.24 3R decision-making T $=0.36 g Topd gl % & sHGs BT village organisation, cluster-level federation, UTH 4T 3R
R JaT GRS T SIS empowerment pathway @ ASTSd &= bl 8 | Leadership rotation, meeting facilitation, public speaking, rights awareness
3R collective grievance mechanisms programme design T %WI E?I%f Ele%HI m qHg Pt ‘{&1?51 thrift unit I community institution T fawiad Eﬁ"cﬁ
Bl
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8.4 FT8 FHGIV Hlers &1 garafrar

41.15% ITRGIAT SHG I&w et oYl 98 Uy Hﬁﬁqﬂf % & non-membership voluntary % T exclusion, time poverty, family restrictions, distance,
documentation, indebtedness dT social hierarchy J T{lﬁf %I Programme success P Had existing members @ outcomes I &1, Ffeh excluded women
@I profile ot A7 ST =R | fa=IY outreach gai fqarfea nfgarsi, fauarsfi, srfd TRIS households, remote hamlets 3R HHSIR digital/financial
literacy aTelt AfR@T3T & frw sMazae & gad! |

8.5 Gender-transformative engagement

SHG @ financial success ¥ad unpaid care burden, domestic authority T gender norms P! W ©U 9 8! Sgad| sﬂﬁﬂi household dialogue,
W 3R senior family members & Y gender-equitable decision-making sessions, time-saving infrastructure 3R childcare support S measures
e participation P qATAH autonomy T gea § YeT® 8 9ad %I Deep norms Eal programme outcome & =0 | (e {91 I, | fh
income gain J infer AT BT

9. 9 & RIEH

g ALY SHG literature 7T empirical contribution Y&l hdl % i g tribal-majority Kondagaon # member—non-member comparison ol
multidimensional empowerment 3R regression framework q Gﬁ@?ﬂ HEER HBE‘{[Uf fsptf 7% 8 f sHG membership T independent association
(B=0.16, p=0.004) social participation 3R decision-making S agency variables F Ty Tg-31fidd Tadr %I Eﬂﬁ SHG & Udh standalone treatment
%1 g1 institutional platform FFUH conceptualise AT 3w Sugad GIGASRI] %I

3eqg gg ot faarar % % social 3R economic empowerment DI 3T compartments T 7Y SfeT ST 9HdT| Income 3R economic activity resources
UGH Hd % social participation networks 3R institutional access T %; decision-making g1 Tl Bt agency o geaar %I SHG & dimensions &
S interaction ! facilitate HR bl %I %9 relational interpretation J “loan received’ 3R ‘woman empowered’ % & theoretical @W @?ﬁ% 3R
evaluation P 3AfIH rigorous B %I

10. AT B HHATE

[T cross-sectional §: ST causality RITAT & 1 ST Tebat 3R self-selection bias THI 3|

Y manuscript | respondent-level raw dataset T J: ¥dd re-analysis e faram T statistical values U thesis § RUIE T T field outputs J
fere U €1 Journal submission § TEW scholar BT original SPSS/Excel dataset J tables 37X test statistics T final audit =T AT

SHG membership binary variable group maturity, meeting attendance, loan size, federation linkage ﬁ?training intensityaﬁ heterogeneityﬁ{ﬂfw
J capture ERERGH

Women Empowerment Index TAP construct 8; journal reviewers & foru 39! item composition, scoring 3R reliability statistics T raw instrument
% 3MYR TR 37&T methodological appendix F ST STAWT 11

Qualitative component J@ PhD design & HI9[E &, TR 39 article  verbatim respondent quotations T SUTNT -Tel fobaT 71T Fiifch SUAH thesis text I
T Q& SR TN attribution G TeT e S TaT|

11. MfaIsg & =My 1 fEzme

3 longitudinal design SHG joining J U 3R qIE & gearmar aﬁmﬂwél Member 31X comparable non-member women 1 baseline-follow-
up tracking, propensity score matching T phased programme rollout self-selection bias P HH B Jhd o Group maturity, training intensity, market
linkage 3R federation participation P exposure intensity & ¥U H e o1 A1feul

Economic empowerment%ﬁ'mm income amount TT&1, income control, savings ownership, loan-use decision, asset acquisition 3R enterprise revenue
control ATY ST ARTI Social empowerment % T mobility, public speaking, network breadth, household decision influence, entitlement use 31X ITH
HHT participation JUTFH indicators BT Time-use diaries unpaid care burden 3R livelihood participation % hidden cost P A A1 THd %I

Tribal contexts H local-language qualitative interviews 3R community-specific livelihood mapping oy me<a Y@d %'I Forest produce value chains,
handicraft markets, land/forest rights, digital finance 3R women producer groups & Y SHG linkage UR 3{cTT analyses T policy relevance dgl
T &1 GIW household members 3R SHG facilitators & interviews J household negotiation T institutional mechanism Y e/ Tferd TR
o g 31
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12. frspd

HISHTIa & 384 Afea IR & AT Y& ¥ SHG TaIaT 3R Hige TRIfFIHRU & dfter WF, BRI R iRH1d =0 F Hgaquf
Tae T 3MTAT| 58.85% JTRGTAT SHG & At | = TRAGIDHRT 34.96% Tt H 3R 10.76% TR-Tewdi & Uran 7, safe g weifaqemor
TR A 14.60% 3R TR-Tewdl T 39.24% UT| Chi-square TRIE0N = TaY B Tgeaqul TR (2=32.47, p<0.001), 3R Tgfadedig Arsd & SHG TG
3 TSI - HReb! P 0T & a1 Ht Agayuf I8t (B=0.16, p=0.004) |

g, empirical pattern Ig ¥¥ Hdl % % SHG effect P Had faxiTa FATEAT § TaT THI I HhdT| Decision-making participation SHG eI
31fere ot social participation 3R decision-making ARl] empowerment & SIfaa=Iel predictors % 3R simple employment status multivariate model |
WA FUY significant eI %871 359 ge sy Awaan % f& meaningful empowerment ST¢ TITGT & 31T resources TR control, social networks,
institutional presence 3R decision authority P TR Q@ g %I

3{d: HISTTE H SHGs BT Pad microfinance mechanism & ¥U H g1, Sfees 3flies T ) JHATRIE 3R 0TS agency & sga areit
W TR & FY T ST 31fAF SUYad %I Programme policy I credit delivery q agency measurement, livelihood-plus support, federation
strengthening, public participation 3R gender-transformative practice FI 3R deHl %IT%QI X Y causal claims & ﬁﬂ;l longitudinal 3R stronger
comparative research 3{TdRIH HEH empirical article O e A uw district-specific sociological evidence base UalH & dl H
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