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Abstract: This study used the Hofstede’s cultural dimensions to assess the influence of cultural dimensions on household power 
dynamics among agro-pastoralists. Data were obtained from a random sample of 160 agro-pastoralist households from Handeni District 
using a structured questionnaire.  A binary logistic regression model was used to examine the influence of cultural dimensions on 
household power dynamics. Both power distance and masculinity as parts of the Hofstede's cultural dimensions variables used in the 
binary logistic regression model were found to have a significant influence on the control of household resources and decision making 
by a male household head at β = -0.313, p < 0.1, and β = -2.385, p ≤ 0.01 respectively. The observed influence of income was significant 
at β = 0.005, p ≤ 0.05. Correlation analysis showed a small relation between socio-economic variables, power distance, and masculinity. 
The findings indicated that male household heads controlled household resources as well as the household decision-making process 
which affect women chances to effectively contribute to the household wellbeing. The study recommends that Government, 
nongovernment organisations and other stakeholders should conduct awareness creation campaigns, seminars and workshops in the 
study area to sensitize equal participation in control and decision making on household resources between males and females.  
Involvement of women in household decision making can contribute to the household well being, including improvement in health of 
children under-five years 
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1. Introduction 
The household power dynamic is the relationship of power 
among people in a given household where some household 
members can be more powerful and dominant than others in 
making a decision. In most African countries, inequality in 
household decision making is skewed towards men, these 
results into lack of power by many women, especially in 
traditional societies including agro-pastoralists (Murnen, 
2016). Consequently, women are affected in a number of 
ways including lack of power to control over household 
resources and inability to attain reliable health care services 
as well as having limited access to income. In patrilineal 
societies like most agro-pastoralists in Tanzania, men have 
greater power to make decisions simply because they are 
men (Sultana, 2011). The patrilineal family relationship 
follows father or family’s line of male descendants i.e. 
father, his father, his father’s father and so on. In a patriarch 
family, the internalized norms make males dominate women 
in all aspects. Women are responsible for men because men 
hold the highest household position in terms of power and 
overall authority (Mutanana and Bukaliya, 2015).  

The power inequality in a patrilineal family leads to biased 
decision making on household resources including income 
(Mader and Scneebaum, 2013). It ensures control of women 
by making them financially insecure and isolating them out 
of the decision-making process in the household (Mutanana 
and Bukaliya, 2015). Culturally, men are entitled to make a 

decision and give instructions to women for implementation 
(Jayachandran, 2014). However, according to ABD (2015), 
most of the instructions given to women are neither reliable 
nor practical due to the lack of common understanding 
between household’s males and females. Women are also 
denied the power to own productive resources which could 
empower them economically and enhance their contribution 
to household wellbeing and subsequently to the decision 
making (ACORD, 2014). Isolation from household resources 
control and decision making is likely to reduce women 
access to reliable health care services like public hospitals, 
private hospitals, and pharmacies (ADB, 2015).  

In his study, Kumiko (2008) observed that the question of 
matrilineal and patrilineal has been discussed over a long 
period and indicates some different characteristics between 
the two. However, the same study observed that the 
demarcation between matrilineal and patrilineal in terms of 
resource ownership and power to make decision has no clear 
boundary. Further, Stege et al., (2008); in their study done in 
the Marshall Islands, Solomon Island and Vanuatu; 
explained matrilineal as maintenance of the lineage rather 
than any political role and that both matrilineal and 
patrilineal remain male-dominated. It has been reported that 
patrilineal traditions influence matrilineal traditions in some 
communities, including Tanzania (Kumiko, 2008). There are 
strong social and cultural norms throughout the world which 
sustain power imbalance between male and female 
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      (Klingrover and Havlicek, 2015). The study on which this 

paper is based considered the Hofstede'ss cultural dimension 
model which includes power distance, masculinity, 
uncertainty avoidance, and collectivism to drive household 
resource allocation, gender relation and decision making to 
the good health of household members particularly that of 
children under-five years.  

Hofstede’s cultural dimensions have been explored in several 
studies such as Wu (2006), Begriel (2011), Khairullah (2013) 
and Werner (2015). These studies have explored the 
convergence of different national cultures, the impact of 
culture on organizations, the effect of cultural dimension on 
innovation for European countries and International 
business. While the uses of Hofstede’s cultural dimensions 
have been criticized for capturing cross country cultural 
differences, on the other hand, Saores et al (2007) uphold 
that, measuring Hofstede’s cultural dimensions at the 
individual level constitute an important contribution to 
cultural research. It is from this context this paper considers 
Hofstede’s cultural dimensions relevant to understand the 
household power dynamics and their implication on health of 
under-five year’s children. 

This paper empirically assessed the influence of cultural 
dimensions on household decision making representing 
household power dynamics variables including gender 
relation and resources allocation. From the policy 
perspective, balanced household decision making is one of 
the important elements for improving household well-being 
among agro-pastoralist societies in Tanzania. Generally, if 
inequalities at the household level are not addressed potential 
skills and talents from disadvantaged household members, 
most of the time women will remain undeveloped. The 
adverse consequences will trickle down to poor health of 
children under-five years amongst other effects (Hora, 2014: 
Chigbu, 2015). The important questions addressed by this 
paper are: How does culture influence the decision on the use 
of household resources? How do power distance and 
masculinity as cultural dimensions influence household 
decision making? Responding to the above research 
questions, the study employed power distance and 
masculinity variables of Hofstede's cultural dimensions as 
they neatly match the study methodology. 

Power distance is explained to be based on age and 
household as opposed to collectivism which mainly deals 
with groups. In collectivism, people are integrated into 
groups from birth onwards and self-introduction “I” is 
avoided (Hofstede, 2011). The paper considered an 
individual household as a sampling unit whereby the 
household head was taken as a proper respondent. 
Masculinity indicates dominance such as achievement, 
power, competition and material success which are almost 
universally associated with male roles (O’Connor et al., 
2015). On the other hand, uncertainty avoidance has to do 
with the degree to which cultural members are ready to 
accept and deal with ambiguity. It needs a high level of 
prediction about the future which leads to clear rules of 
behaviour and strict laws (O’Connor et al., 2015). These 
arguments convinced the study to employ power distance 

and masculinity in studying agro-pastoralists households in 
the study area.  

2. Theoretical and Conceptual Framework  
2.1  Cultural Dimensions Models 
Desire to understand cultural differences motivated Hofstede 
in the 1970s to start investigations that led to the 
establishment of a model of cultural dimensions. The model 
explains culture using four constructs namely power 
distance, masculinity, uncertainty avoidance, and 
collectivism but also used in scientific theory building in 
cross-cultural researches (Soares et al., 2007; Khastar, 2011). 
Although, other scholars like Bond (1987) developed 
Confucian work dimension and Minkov (2011) developed 
three cultural dimensions identified as indulgence vs. 
restraint, monumentalism vs. felexumility and masculinity 
feminist role-based. They both were mentored by Hofstede. 

In his study, Werner (2015) tested a link between innovation 
and Hofstede’s cultural dimensions across European 
countries. The study indicated that only two variables power 
distance and individualism had a significant influence on 
innovation. This could be due to the fact that in European 
countries culture makes everybody accept that power is 
distributed unequally and that interests of individual prevail 
over the interest of the group (Hofstede, 2011). Further 
studies such as Mhawar (2015) maintain that the 
globalisation process has an effect on the countries which 
intercut and seem to adopt a combination of cultures. 
According to Khastar et al. (2011), choosing proper levels of 
analysis is one of the important challenges to Hofstede’s 
theory and that theory has to be established based on a 
detailed description of levels. This assertion was made based 
on their study that analyzed Hofstede’s theory of cultural 
differences and assessed the place of ethnic culture in the 
organisation. There is wider support in the literature for the 
use of this conceptualization. For instance, Saores et al. 
(2007) assert that measuring these dimensions at an 
individual level forms an important contribution to cross-
cultural research. The study on which this paper is based 
assumed that the Hofstede’s cultural dimensions could be 
useful in the analysis of the culture of agro-pastoralists, their 
influence on agro-pastoralists’ household power dynamics 
and the impact to health of children under-five years.  

2.1 Construct of Hofstede’s Cultural Dimensions  
The Hofstede’s Cultural Dimension is the most used cultural 
framework in a number of disciplines like marketing, 
sociology, psychology or management studies (Bond et al., 
2004; Blodgett et al., 2008; Koc, 2016). Below are the details 
of two constructs of Hofstede’s cultural dimension model 
which were considered appropriate for this study.  

2.1.1 Power Distance 
According to Hofstede (2011), power distance is the degree 
to which the less powerful associate with an organization and 
an institution like family accept and anticipate that power is 
distributed unequally. In this case, the unequal distribution of 
power is accepted among people with and without power or 
approved by followers as much as by the leaders (Huber, 
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      2001). In a low power distance society, power is shared and 

well dispersed in the sense that society or household 
members view themselves as equal, children are taught to 
take control of their own life as soon as possible (Waal and 
Chipeta, 2013). It is different in high power distance where 
society and household accept an unequal distribution of 
power and where people understand their places in the 
system or household where aged people are both respected 
and feared. 

When power is attached to male / female household head and 
make them overall in making important decisions may cause 
problems. For example, within agro-pastoral societies, the 
male head may be absent from home for a number of days. 
In case of an emergency such as a sick person whose 
condition needs special and immediate attention, absence of 
this household member endowed with the power to make the 
decisions may affect household initiatives to rescue the life 
through treatment.  Children under-five years are more 
vulnerable compared to adult persons when proper treatment 
is not available on time (Abdulkadir and Abdulkadir, 2016). 
With the absence of empirical evidence on whether power 
distance has an influence on power dynamics at the 
household level, this paper attempted to confirm this 
proposition and establish if power dynamics have any 
implication on the health of children under-five years.   

 
2.1.2 Masculinity 
Varieties of masculinity aspects reflect traditional values 
attached to males and females (Wade and Rochlen, 2013). 
Masculinity, a cultural dimension, refers to how much 
society values traditional male and female roles with an 
emphasis on ambition and acquisition of resources. In high 
masculinity societies or households, men are expected to be 
powerful, tough, provider, confident and generally effective 
leader characterized with values such as success, money, and 
possessions of resources (Agodzo, 2014). In high 
masculinity society, imbalanced decisions are skewed to the 
one characterized with power and if not properly exercised 
can lead to a wrong decision on the use of household 
resources.  

When household resources and income are not wisely used, 
household members can suffer in different aspects including 
health particularly that of children under-five years (Craig 
and Mullan, 2011).  In a low masculinity society, the family 
structure is flexible with the small gender wage gap, women 
and men work and decide together equally across several 
household matters (Cox et al., 2011). Roles in low 
masculinity are domestic-oriented ones including taking care 
of children, preparing food, collecting firewood and fetching 
water. Women are associated with low mass roles while men 
become more associated with roles that require physical 
strength (Murnen, 2016). Household roles division between 
male and female have a critical influence on the development 
of the health of children specifically under-five years 
(Yogman, 2016). 

 
2.6 Concepts of Power Dynamics 
Power dynamics embrace terms such as power, gender 
relations, resources allocation, income, decision making, 

education, occupation, seniority and the like (Daplah, 2013). 
This paper deals with selected items only: power, gender 
relations, resource allocation, and decision making. How 
men and women interact in an attempt to influence decision 
making is critical determining structural roles that men and 
women play in social relations such as household decision 
making (Chawla, 2016). This is all about household gender 
relation works which differ in societies as cultural meanings 
given to being male or female varies (Schmitt, 2016). In spite 
of the key roles by women in societies and households, their 
participation in a household decision is limited as a result of 
cultural values that favor men (Cuddy et al., 2010). Across 
communities and cultures, men have more rights and 
privileges in management and control of household resources 
and income than most women (Heath et al., 2013).  Nigussie 
et al (2014) and PSAP (2013) describes agro-pastoralists 
women to be having vital roles to play in livestock 
management, but they have little power in decision making 
and opportunities compared to men. Children under-five 
years in hands of such women are affected as their mothers 
lack funds and authority over household resources which 
could be used in caring them amongst other uses.  

 
2.7 Conceptual Framework 
The conceptual framework (Fig 1) presents the relationship 
of variables in this study whose interaction can lead to 
improved health of children under-five years or otherwise, 
depending on the nature of the interaction. The variables 
shown in the conceptual framework include cultural 
dimensions, household power dynamics, and household 
health-seeking behavior. Cultural dimensions through power 
distance and masculinity can influence household power 
dynamics. In a society where the health of children under-
five years is given priority, minimum health problems can be 
reported and the vice versa is true (Alonso, 2015). Under 
cultural dimensions, accepted cultural values and norms vary 
across societies manifesting in different practices such as 
control and use of household resources. Hence there is a 
direct link between cultural dimensions and power dynamics 
as presented in figure 1. When the emphasis on health issues 
is not among the first priorities, household resources and 
associated income are considered to intervene in health 
issues when it is too late. This scenario affects access to 
reliable health services at the right time, causing reliance on 
traditional treatment which the study considers inappropriate, 
particularly for children under five years. Children under-
five years need a thorough diagnosis and generally extra care 
to understand and treat their health problems (English, 2017). 

 

 
Fig. 1: Conceptual framework 
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i. How does culture influence the decision on the use of 
household resources? 
ii. How power distance and masculinity as cultural 
dimensions influence household decision making? 
 
3. Methodology  
3.1 Research Design and Sampling Procedure  
The study adopted a cross-sectional research design whereby 
data were collected at a single point in time. The design has 
been recommended by several scholars (see Bailey, 1998; 
Bryman, 2004; and Delice, 2014) due to its cost and time 
effectiveness in data collection.  Wards and villages involved 
in the study were obtained using purposive sampling 
technique. The technique was preferred because the study 
targeted wards and villages which had high populations of 
pastoralists and agro-pastoralists.  

The study involved 160 agro-pastoralists’ households, a 
sample size which was considered to be adequate basing on 
homogeneity nature of households from four villages.  
 
According to Bailey (1994) and Gray (2014), samples of 30 
cases or more are recommended for researches which 
conditionally must have variables to be manipulated and 
analysed statistically. From two wards (Misima and Chanika) 
four villages were selected, two villages from each ward. 
The four villages involved in the study had 3 137 
households. The selected villages and their respective 
household sizes were Kibaya (1024), Msomera (1000), 
Malezi (713) and Kilimilang’ombe (400). Proportionate 
stratified sampling was used to determine the number of 
households involved from each village in the study area. The 
total number of households for each village was divided by 
the overall total number of households for all villages and 
multiplied by 160 (arbitrarily decided sample) to get 
proportions of sample for each village. The outcome for each 
village was divided by 160 and answer multiplied by 100 to 
get the sub-sample for each village. 
 
3.2 Data Collection Methods 
The primary data was collected using a structured 
questionnaire. The questionnaire was pretested at Bangu 
Village in Handeni District.  Pretesting of the questionnaire 
was done in order to test the clarity of questions before 
embarking on data collection. After the pre-testing, some of 
the questions were adjusted for clarity. The sampling unit for 
this study was the individual household of agro-pastoralists 
in the study area.  
 
3.3 Variables and Measurements 
3.3.1 Household decision making 
Nineteen (19) items in the questionnaire were used to test 
female involvement in household decision making. Three 
different options of answers were available for each question 
in the questionnaire. These were 1 if only a male, 2 if both 
male and female, and 3 if only a female was involved in 
household decision making respectively. These options were 
later transformed into dummy for male and female 
involvement in household decision making (dependent 
variable) where female involvement = 1, otherwise = 0. 

 
3.3.2 Power distance 
Power distance was measured using fifteen (15) items in the 
questionnaire. The items were used to test involvement and 
ideas about the leading household in the study area. A 
summated index scale with five alternatives responses for the 
fifteen items was prepared ranging from 1= strongly 
disagree, 2 = disagree, 3= undecided, 4 = agree and 5 = 
strongly agree. Transformation of these options enabled the 
creation of two dummy variables coded as 1 = household 
leadership was not participatory (high power distance). 0= 
household leadership was participatory (low power distance),  
 
3.3.3 Masculinity 
On the other hand, masculinity was measured by observing if 
there were differences in the subdivision of household roles 
among household elders. Twelve (12) items in the 
questionnaire were used to asses masculinity through 
responses in index summated scale ranging from 1= strongly 
disagree, 2 = disagree, 3= undecided, 4 = agree and 5 = 
strongly agree. The respondent had to tick adjacent to each 
point to show their idea about the subdivision of household 
roles. Transformation of the options leads two dummy 
variables coded as 1= inequality in household roles 
subdivision (high masculinity), 0 = equal subdivision of 
household roles (low masculinity). 
 
 3.3.4 Other variables  
Other variables considered in the study were education, 
attendance to a pharmacy, household annual income and 
household size. Education and attendance to the pharmacy 
were measured as dummy variables with 1= formal 
education, 0= no formal education and 1= attending 
pharmacy, 0 = Not attending pharmacy, respectively. 
Household annual income was measured in amount of 
Tanzanian shillings while household size was measured by 
number of members in the household. 
 
3.4 Data Analysis 
The Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) was 
employed in the analysis of quantitative data. Descriptive 
statistics was used to compute frequency and percentages, 
while binary logistic regression was used to estimate 
decision making was a dependent variable.  
 
The independent variables used were age and education of 
respondents, household average annual income, and 
household’s size, attendance to pharmacy, power distance 
and masculinity. Age determines experience and time spent 
in household affairs as well as trust from others that one is 
mature enough to handle some responsibilities or not 
(Settersten et al., 2015). Education and average household 
annual income can determine a particular household decision 
making on issues like household size and sources of 
treatment such as formal, traditional or buying medicine 
straight from pharmacy. All these have implication to 
children under-five years in a particular household. 
 
Outputs from the model were interpreted based on β-
coefficients for measuring the directions of the impact 
(positive or negative) of predictor variables, Wald statistics 
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      for measuring the magnitudes of the impact and p-value for 

testing significance of the impact.   The binary logistic 
regression model used is shown as: 
Log [p / (1-p)] =βo+β1X1 +β2X2+β3X3+…+β7X7 
Where; 
Log [Pi/(1-Pi)]=Natural for the logarithm of the odds for 
female involvement in household decision  
       making. The dummy for the dependent variable (female 
involvement in household decision  
       making) were coded as 1=Yes and 0 = No; 
Pi= 1, certainty (100%) that female was involved in 
household decision making 
1-Pi= uncertainty of female involvement in household 
decision making  
 o=Constant;  
 1 to  7 = Logistic Regression coefficients of the predictor 
variables; Independent variables in the model were as 
follows: 
 X1= age of respondent in number of years (ratio); 
X2 = education (formal education= 1, no formal education = 
0);  
X3=household annual income in Tsh (ratio);  
X4= household size (ratio); 
X5 = attendance to pharmacy (Yes= 1, No = 0);  
X6= power distance (household leadership is participatory = 
1, household leadership is not  
         participatory =0);  
X7= masculinity (hierarchy in the subdivision of household 
roles=1, no hierarchy in the subdivision of  
         household roles=0)  
 
4. Equations 
4.1 Management and Control of Household’s Resources 

in the Study Area  
Management and control of household resources were 
assessed in order to establish the presence of evenly or 
skewed control between male and female household heads. 
Results in Table 1 show that 83.1% of the household 
decision on selling household livestock’s was made by 
male’s household heads. Similarly, 78.1% of all decision of 
selling crops were also made by males. Almost 64.4% of the 
household decision on spending household cash from 
livestock’s was made by males household heads while 61.3% 
of all decision on spending cash from crops were also made 
by males. The percentage of female deciding on spending 
cash from sell of livestock’s and crops were 30.0% and 
33.7%, respectively. This is higher compared to 10.6% and 
16.3% of some women who were involved in decision 
making on the selling off some household resources.  

The findings suggest that cultural values and practices in the 
study area give power to males head making them superior to 
women and children. This may further imply that women do 
not freely use household resources to solve household 
problems including treatment of children under-five years. 
These findings are in line with those of a study by Lemire 
and Budgel, (2016) who reviled that males in Nigeria were 
generally controlling households. Increased percentages of 
women involvement in the decision on spending cash from 
livestock and crop products may result from the prevailing 

global movement to women empowerment. There is a need 
to develop participatory behavior in making the decision on 
the sale and use of earnings from household resources in 
order to have a common focus among household members. 
This can help in solving household problems particularly 
those which are related to the health of children under-five 
years amongst others.  
 
Table 1: Management and control of household 

resources (n=160) 

 
 
4.2 Relationship of Social-economic Characteristics, 

Power Distance and Masculinity 
The Pearson product-moment coefficient analysis (Table 2) 
showed a small correlation between social-economic 
characteristics of respondents and Hofstede’s cultural 
dimensions-power distance and masculinity. In the analysis, 
respondents’ household size appeared to relate to the 
respondents’ age. This implies that aged household bears a 
high number of children particularly in traditional 
communities like agro-pastoralists. It was further found that 
power distance as a variable slightly relates to the age of 
respondents. This is caused by the fact that it is about 
accepting inequality in the distribution of power in a 
household where aged household bear high power compared 
to younger ones. Masculinity, on the other hand, relates to 
household annual income, reflecting its characteristics on 
traditional male and female roles. This is associated with 
values such as success, money, and possessions of resources. 
The findings on the relationship between masculinity and 
power distance are obvious since the two variables are from 
some category among four variables under Hofstede’s 
cultural dimensions.     
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      Table 2: Socio-economic characteristics of respondents 

Hofstede’s cultural dimensions variables 

 
 
4.3 Influence of Cultural Dimension on Household 

Decision Making 
The regression results (Table 3) indicate that power distance, 
household annual income, and masculinity variables had a 
significant influence on household decision making. Also, 
household power distance as shown in Table 3 had a 
significant negative influence on household decision making 
(β = -0.313) at P < 0.1. The Wald statistics of 11.645 and the 
odds ratios of 0.76 imply that household power distance was 
among the influential variable as its increase, decreases 
chances of women involvement in household decision 
making. The odd ratio shows that power distance was 0.76 
times more likely to reduce women involvement in 
household decision making. These findings mean that, as in 
most traditional cultures, agro-pastoralist culture in the study 
area favour men compared to women. This is confirmed by 
results in Table 1 which demonstrate that 83.1% of decision 
on selling livestock and 78.1% decision on selling crops are 
made by males. Failure to integrate women in household 
decision making have several implications such as making 
less informed decisions as well as the stagnation of women 
ideas which could contribute to well being of a particular 
household. An observation by Fomby and Cherlin (2007) in 
a study conducted in America supports the current study 
findings that women have a crucial contribution to household 
development and improved health, particularly that of 
children under- five years. Sensitisation is needed for women 
empowerment and awareness creation in order to reduce 
women isolation from household decision making. 

Income makes households afford most of the things they 
desire such as paying rent or mortgages as well as paying 
other bills like life insurance, food and water utilities. In this 
study, income was assessed to establish if it has an influence 
on female involvement in household decision making. It was 
found (Table 3) that income had a positive relationship and a 
significant influence on female involvement in household 
decision making (β = 0.005) at P ≤ 0.05. The Wald statistics 
value of 8.276 and the odds ratios of 1.005 suggest that the 
variable income also influenced both male and female (from 
high-income households) at 1.01 times more to participate in 
household decision making than a household with low 

income. In addition, it was noted (Table 1) that, there were 
improved involvement of women 30.0% and 33.7% in the 
household decision making on spending income resulting 
from sells of livestock and crop products which were largely 
decided by males. This finding concurs with Blackden et al. 
(2015) who inferred that income was the reason behind equal 
participation in household decision making among males and 
females in Tanzania. The efforts to improve households’ 
wellbeing need to capitalize on equalization of power to 
control household resources and associated income. 
Contribution of cultural values to the skewed household 
decision making needs assessment and rectification. This 
will help households’ achievement in including improvement 
in health, specifically that of children under-five years. 

Table 3: Regression results of cultural dimension 
influence to household decision making (n=160) 

Variables 
entered in the 
model 

ß S.E Wald p-value Odd 
ratios 

Age of 
respondent 

0.531 0.377 1.986 0.159 1.701 

Education  0.752 0.486 2.396 0.122 2.121 
Household 
annual income 

0.005 0.000 8.276 0.004 1.005 

Household size 0.725 0.546 1.761 0.185 2.065 
Attendance to 
pharmacy 

0.560 0.418 1.796 0.180 1.751 

Power distance -0.313 0.92 11.645 0.001 0.76 
Masculinity -2.385 0.933 6.530 0.011 0.89 
Constant -4.112 1.687 5.940 0.015 0.016 

The coefficient of the masculinity (Table 3) had a negative 
relationship and significant influence on female involvement 
in household resources ownership. This extending its impact 
on household decision making (β = -2.385) at P ≤ 0.01. The 
Wald statistics value of 6.530 and the odds ratios of 0.85 
indicate that high masculinity was also influential among 
other variables entered in the model. It was 0.85 times more 
likely to decrease the probability of female possessions of 
household resources and power to decide, compared to 
males. These deprive women the right to contribute to the 
household wellbeing through particular household resources. 
The effect can manifest in different areas including in health 
of children under-five years (ACTIONAID, 2013). As see in 
Table 1, an increase in the percentage of women deciding on 
household income from sells of household livestock and crop 
products had a potential impact on household development; 
hence it needs support. Women’s involvement of women in 
household decision making is possible through assessing 
prevailing cultural values and their outcomes like ending up 
with high masculine community which affects the 
involvement of both males and females in control of 
household and decision making. 
 
5. Conclusion and recommendations 
This paper explored the influence of cultural dimensions on 
the household’s decision making using Hoftedes cultural 
dimensions. Household decision making was taken as a 
representative variable for gender relation and resources 
allocation which collectively stands as household power 
dynamics. Lack of female’s participation in household’s 
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      decision making negates their capacity to perform important 

household roles including sales of household resources and 
control earnings. Cultural practices which lead to inequality 
between male and female need an assessment and whenever 
necessary adjustment for the sake of improved household 
well-being. Government through the Ministry of Health and 
other stakeholders like NGOs dealing with social affairs 
should conduct awareness creation campaigns seminars and 
workshops in the study area to sensitize equal participation 
in household decision making between males and females. 
These must involve cultural elders, District development 
officers, village leaders and women representative from each 
village who will need to discuss the cultural issues widening 
the gap towards equal participation in the household 
decisions making.   The impact of differences in household 
decision making on the household wellbeing in relation to 
the health of children under-five years need to be considered. 
Thorough discussion and strategic implementation are 
needed to correct inequality that can affect women and 
children under-five years.  Thus, potential development and 
household well-being through participatory involvement in 
household decision making will be achieved. The study 
recommends further research in health care-seeking behavior 
and its effects among agro-pastoral communities. The 
study’s contribution to the body of knowledge is that not all 
Hofstede’s cultural dimension variables fit in the study at 
individual household levels. That is why uncertainty 
avoidance and collectivism were excluded in the current 
study. 
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