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Introducing and Testing Maternal Vulnerability Segmentation Tool (MVST) for Essential 

Service Utilization: Initial Evidence from Implementation Research in Oromia, Ethiopia  

 

Abstract  

In Ethiopia, utilization of maternal health services, including antenatal care and health facility 

delivery remain low. This is particularly acute among women living with individual, social, and 

environmental vulnerabilities. This study aimed to develop and test a maternal vulnerability 

segmentation tool to enable community workers to identify pregnant women least likely to 

access maternal care services. Guided by Project Pathways’ Vulnerability Framework, predictors 

of maternal health service utilization were identified, and a 20-item questionnaire was developed 

from identified predictors. We employed exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis to create a 

latent variable called maternal vulnerability. Vulnerability items with acceptable internal 

reliability were tested to confirm association with antenatal care and institutional delivery 

through mediation regression analysis. A factor with eigenvalue greater than one was identified, 

which were further reduced and refined to 10, four for urban-rural residents, and six for a rural 

sample. This resulted in a root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) values of between 

0.01 to 0.08, comparative fit index (CFI) > 0.90, and Tucker Lewis index (TLI) value > 0.90. 

Women with higher vulnerability score were less likely to access antenatal care visits and more 

likely to deliver at home (p<0.01). Our data-driven work leveraging this tool provide guidance to 

effective programs in identifying underprivileged pregnant women to enable community workers 

to narrow maternal health service gaps in Ethiopia.  

Keywords: vulnerability, health facility delivery, maternal health, antenatal care, Ethiopia 
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What is already known on this topic 

• Nearly half of pregnant women are not using essential maternal services such as 

antenatal care and health facility delivery, placing their delivery and own health at risk. 

• Pregnant women are least likely to use those services because of individual, social, 

economic, and environmental factors  

 

What this study adds  

• This study provides new maternal vulnerability segmentation tools to identify women 

living with vulnerabilities for targeted interventions. It explains the extent to which 

intersecting vulnerability scores affect essential maternal service utilization. 

  

How this study might affect research, practice or policy 

• This study enables community health workers to classify pregnant women according to 

their degree of vulnerability, thus paving the way for developing well-targeted 

interventions    

• It also calls for further research aimed at generating more validated vulnerability 

segmentation tools that effectively and efficiently address maternal vulnerabilities 

across different contexts in low-income and middle-income countries.  
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Introduction  

Maternal and child mortality has been a priority for the global agenda 1, targeting under the 3rd 

Sustainable Development Goal to reduce maternal mortality ratio to less than 70 per 100,000 live 

births, neonatal mortality to lower than 12 deaths per 1,000 live births, and under-5 mortality to 

at least as low as 25 deaths per 1,000 live births by 2030 2. Around 38% aggregate mortality 

reduction has been documented between 2000-2017, but the progress is uneven across 

geographic and population segments 3 due to various context-specific factors 4–6. 

 

Ethiopia has shown progress in many maternal and child health indicators over the past few 

decades. In 2000, the maternal mortality ratio (MMR) was 871 deaths per 100,000 live births and 

declined to 412 in 2016 7. Despite this substantial progress, the country faces persistent health 

challenges. MMR accounts for 3.6% of global maternal mortality 2. Twenty-five percent of 

female deaths were due to pregnancy-related causes 7, and the neonatal mortality rate also 

increased by four points per 1,000 livebirths between 2016 and 2019 8. 

 

Women’s use of health facilities for childbirth (a predictor of MMR) greatly varies by region and 

sociodemographic characteristics. With the national average being approximately 48%, the 

percentage of institutional delivery ranges from 23.3% in Somali Region to 94.8% in Addis 

Ababa, the capital city 8. The percentage of health facility delivery in Oromia region is 41%, 

lower than the national average 8. Also, 79% of women in the lowest wealth quintile delivered a 

baby at home; the corresponding figure for women in the highest wealth quintile was 14%. This 

implies appropriate action is required to address such disproportionate uptake of and access to 

maternal health services. To achieve faster and more equitable improvements, the government of 
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Ethiopia has implemented a three-tiered health system with an intensive health extension 

program (a community-based approach) to improve health literacy and access to primary 

healthcare 9. 

 

Maternal and child health (MCH) services, including antenatal care and health facility delivery, 

are critical in reducing mortality 10. Accessing such services before and during labor can 

significantly reduce the risk of maternal and neonatal deaths attributable to prematurity, 

intrapartum, or postpartum complications 11–13. For example, timely access to maternal child 

health services has been shown to reduce maternal deaths by between 16-33% 14 and neonatal 

mortality by 29% 15. 

 

In Ethiopia, there are significant disparities in access to essential services, implying that 

strategies must be tailored to the specific geographic, social, and health contexts in each region 

and segments of population. One such strategy is to develop a vulnerability segmentation tool, 

which identifies factors that put women at risk and then tailor interventions accordingly. 

Vulnerability segmentation is becoming an important concept in such efforts 4,16. Despite its 

importance, less attention has been paid to how vulnerability is defined, conceptualized, and 

operationalized in the realm of maternal health service coverage 16. There is also a lack of 

consensus on what constitutes vulnerability and the underlying multidimensional factors that 

comprise it 16,17. 

 

Substantial literature exists on vulnerabilities in different geographic, economic, environmental, 

and social contexts, which manifest as disparities in maternal and newborn health outcomes. In 
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extant literature, vulnerability has two schools of thought: the behavioral perspective, and the 

structuralist perspective 18, though there are also other perspectives, including external and 

internal sides of vulnerability, with external referring to risk, and internal referring to individual 

capacities for coping 19. In the economics literature, vulnerability is conceptualized in terms of 

poverty dynamics, food security, or sustainable livelihoods 19. In recent years, resilience has also 

emerged as a similar concept, with it referring to how individuals cope with the stressors and 

outcomes they are subjected to as a result of their vulnerabilities 20. Furthermore, several 

vulnerability indexes are available, including those measuring economic, socio-environmental, 

drought, and heat-related vulnerabilities 21–23. 

 

Though of great utility, these indexes are primarily intended for national and sub-national use, 

and their applicability to community household or individual levels are limited. For example, in 

the United States, there is a maternal vulnerability index (MVI) available at county and state 

levels 24. It was developed by Surgo Ventures and has 43 indicators across six themes: (i) 

reproductive health care, (ii) physical health, (iii) mental health and substance abuse, (iv) general 

health care, (v) socio-economic determinants and (vi) physical environment. Although the MVI 

is useful for identifying geographics with high or low maternal risk, it cannot identify households 

and individuals using those multidimensional vulnerability drivers 24. MVI’s application includes 

research to show the index’s association with adverse health outcomes, which generates evidence 

of the association between vulnerability and poor maternal outcomes. Several other maternal 

vulnerability scales have also been developed, but they are not designed for household and 

individual level 22–25. Several scoping reviews define vulnerability in the context of maternal and 

child health with factors broadly categorized into three themes: socioeconomic, biological, and 
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environmental 26,27. In this study, vulnerability is defined in terms of risk exposure and adaptive 

behaviors, referring to underserved pregnant women affected by diverse social, environmental, 

and behavioral factors. Although the majority of women and child population is vulnerable, 

evidence revealed that there is a lack of thorough understanding of the socio-ecological factors to 

leverage the reduction of their vulnerability 28. Vulnerability assessment tools should address 

both individual and systemic risk exposures in addition to a “system’s ways and means of 

coping” 29. 

 

Segmenting pregnant women by degree of vulnerability enhances the scope of providing 

equitable maternal health services and in a cost-effective manner. By tailoring strategies specific 

to the segmented audience, we envision interventions to use precious resources in the most 

effective manner. The rationale of this study, then, is to identify pregnant women who are at 

higher risk of home delivery and use an intervention tailored to their circumstances.  

 

In the literature, there is a lack of guidance on how to identify specific individuals with maternal 

vulnerability at the community level so that frontline health workers can address their specific 

needs. Therefore, the objectives of the study are three-fold: (1) to develop maternal vulnerability 

segmentation tools for essential service utilization from implementation research field practice 

data, (2) to develop maternal vulnerability indexes, (3) to test if relationships exist between 

degree of vulnerability and essential maternal service utilization.   
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Methods 

Data for this study, collected at baseline before the intervention, comes from a community-based 

quasi-experiment run in Oromia, Ethiopia in early 2024. The study was designed as a pre- and 

post- intervention among a panel sample of pregnant women. Within this region, two woredas 

were selected as the treatment arm and two others as control arm. The treatment arm received the 

intervention, whereas the control did not (it was conceptualized as usual care). Data collection 

modalities and frequencies were the same in both arms: we collected data at baseline, before the 

start of the intervention and then again at end-line, after the intervention. Details are indicated 

elsewhere 30. 

 

At baseline, to establish a sampling frame and to reach pregnant women with vulnerabilities, a 

total of 1,614 households were visited through house-to-house visit using a simple pregnancy 

screening tool to get suspected pregnancies and resulted in 1189 pregnant women with greater or 

equal to five months of pregnancy. All of those pregnant women were listed eligible for 

vulnerability segmentation and interviewed in a face-to-face interview using 20-item 

questionnaire, automated in a digital data collection tool. After listing eligible pregnant women, 

we randomly sampled three women per enumeration area to achieve our target sample size. If an 

enumeration area had five or fewer eligible women, they were all contacted for recruitment. If 

there were more pregnant women than the minimum required number of pregnant women, we 

randomly selected the required number. Then, 470 sample of pregnant women living with 

vulnerabilities were considered for final baseline data. This study analyzed two data sets: data 

prepared for sampling frame (n=1189) and data collected for baseline (n=470). The exploratory 

and confirmatory factor analysis used data from sampling frame, whereas associations of 
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vulnerability to outcome measures (ANC and health facility delivery) were carried out using the 

baseline data.  

 

Item Development Procedures  

Adapting Project Pathways’ population-based vulnerability segmentation approach 31, we 

conducted an extensive desk review and secondary data analysis using the 2019 Ethiopia 

Demographic Health Survey. The data analysis was undertaken to understand context specific 

drivers of maternal vulnerability affecting uptakes of health services for pregnant women. This 

secondary analysis identified the predictors of maternal health service utilization. These included 

women's illiteracy, distance from health facilities, high parity, decision making power, exposure 

to media, and lack of household assets. A multivariate cluster analysis (K-medoids) was 

performed to assess these predictors’ ability to segment households and to classify individual 

pregnant women as low, moderate, and highly vulnerable. The K-medoids clustering algorithm 

can measure distance in multiple dimensions, representing a number of different categories or 

variables 32.  

 

We then developed a 20-item structured questionnaire from the predictors to serve as a maternal 

vulnerability segmentation tool (MVST). The MVST encompasses three dimensions: economic 

drivers (8 items), social drivers (7 items), and drivers of information and service access (5 items). 

The questionnaire included individual, family, and service-related or environmental 

determinants. Individual-level factors included women’s literacy, work status, and ownership of a 

mobile phone. Family-level factors included household income, ownership of assets such as 

livestock and land, ownership of radio, number of children, husband’s educational status, 
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household experience of food shortage, household decision-making autonomy, and husband’s 

engagement in household chores. Service-related factors included visits from health extension 

workers (HEWs), distance from heath facility, and residence in pre-urban or rural areas. The tool 

was pretested to confirm its feasibility. The 20-items questionnaire applied to our context is 

shown in Table1.   

 

Item Reduction Process 

We applied exploratory factor analysis (EFA) to create reliable latent variables (factors). 

Orthogonal varimax type rotation with level of factor loading (> 0.3) was used to interpret 

factors that depicted correlation between observed variables and the factor 33. In the EFA, the 

eigenvalues and scree plot were considered to select the optimal number of factors. Correlation 

coefficients between variables were used to reveal the magnitude and direction of relationships. 

Both factor analysis and principal component analysis (PCA) are item reduction techniques. Our 

decision to use either of the two is based on the unique values. We found the principal 

component method inappropriate because the unique values were not zero for each item 34.  

 

For this analysis, chi-square values cannot be considered as a reliable measure of fit with the 

large sample size of 1189, since χ2 could be inflated by large sample size 35. Considering our 

binary nature of data along with large samples and items, root mean square error of 

approximation (RMSEA) values of 0.01 to 0.08 36,37, comparative fit index (CFI) greater than 

0.90 35, and Tucker Lewis index (TLI) value >0.9 35 criterion were adopted to assess acceptable 

structural equation model and goodness-of-fit. For sampling adequacy of the EFA, we used the 
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Kaiser–Meyer– Olkin (KMO) test (KMO>0.50) and Bartlett’s test of sphericity with p value 

<0.05 38. 

 

Internal Reliability Test and Threshold   

Different methods and cut-off points for estimation of internal reliability coefficient exist in 

literature. A generally accepted rule is that Cronbach alpha coefficient of 0.60-0.95 is designated 

as an acceptable level of reliability with a corrected item-total correlation greater than 0.3 39–41. 

Moreover, the Kuder Richardson (known as KR-20 formula), an equivalent of Cronbach alpha 

statistic for binary items, could be an alternative method to assess internal consistency of the 

items with a level of > 0.5 suggesting good reliability coefficient 42. 

 

Evidence suggests that a scale in the preliminary stages of development is generally not thought 

to require the reliability of one used to discriminate between groups or of one being used to make 

decisions about individual segmentation 43. A study suggested that researchers must be mindful 

of context, as acceptable values of reliability depend on the purpose for which the test is being 

used 37. Considering these suggestions along with our binary data, we used both Cronbach alpha 

and the Kuder-Richardson KR-20 coefficient criteria: having a level of 0.60 or greater internal 

reliability with a corrected item-total correlation greater than 0.3. Items with internal reliability 

were explored for pre-urban, rural and urban-rural settings.  

 

Finally, an odds of trend analysis was conducted to test the relationship between vulnerability 

scores and health facility delivery. Items with acceptable internal reliability for urban-rural and 

rural settings were tested to confirm association with antenatal care and institutional delivery 
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through mediation regression analysis to assess the direct and indirect effects of vulnerability 

scores and antenatal care on health facility delivery. In the mediation regression analysis, we 

controlled other potential confounders (Figure 4). However, we didn’t do prediction analysis for 

pre-urban setting because of small cases. All analyses were performed using STATA version 18 

software. Our goal was to create and test the maternal vulnerability segmentation tools to 

determine the extent to which can serve as a practical and useful audience segmentation device. 

 

Results 

Characteristics of Respondents  

A total of 1,189 households were assessed using our maternal vulnerability segmentation tool. 

The assessment was conducted through interviews with pregnant women in each household. 

Table 1 shows the proportion of households across these maternal vulnerability segmentation 

items. Most of the interviewed pregnant women (83.1%) lived in rural areas. Almost all 

households (98.3%) were male headed. Majority of the interviewed women (75.4%) could not 

read or write and did not work for income. A majority (77.0%) of the women had no functional 

mobile phone. 

 

More than half of the households (62.2%) had no livestock. Nearly a third of the households 

(35.5%) experienced food shortages over the past three months. Most households (88.0%) have 

not received a visit from a health extension worker in the past six months. Almost half of the 

women (50.4%) lived more than 30 minutes away from a health facility. Additionally, in nearly 

half of the households (47.1%), only the husband decided on the purchase of major household 

items. About one in five households (18.7%) had a mobile phone owned by any household 
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member. Approximately a third of husbands (37.2%) could not read or write. A majority of 

women (62.0%) reported that their husbands did not assist them with household chores. 

 

The outputs from factor analysis using scree plot indicated that only one factor had a high 

eigenvalue of one. We retained four constructs for urban-rural setting and rural residents with 

theoretical and practical relevance and good-to-strong reliability for the vulnerability 

segmentation tool. As shown in Table 2, four items had factor-loadings above 0.3. These items 

identified for urban-rural settings include women's rural residence, houses not made of 

corrugated iron, women's didn’t have a mobile phone, and far distance from the health facility. 

These items provided an average inter-item correlation of 0.26 and internal reliability coefficient 

(Cronbach's alpha) of 0.60. Further, we analyzed for rural setting and revealed six items with a 

factor loading above 0.3 including: women and husband education, houses not made of 

corrugated iron, women’s mobile phone ownership, household’s mobile phone ownership, and 

far distance from the health facility. These items provided an average inter-item correlation of 

0.20, while the internal reliability coefficient (alpha) reached 0.60. In our analysis of a structural 

equation model (SEM) with six items for rural, four items for pre-urban, and four in urban-rural 

settings (Figure 1), the goodness of fit statistics was within an acceptable range: Root Mean 

Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA)=0.047, Probability RESMEA=0.017, comparative fit 

index (CFI)=0.99, and Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI)= 0.97 for all items in pre-urban and urban-rural 

settings and were significantly correlated at p<0.001. Similarly, the goodness of fit statistics for 

six items were found within the acceptable range: RMSEA=0.057, CFI=0.94, and TLI=0.90. 

Thus, the confirmatory test findings suggest that the four and six items provided an acceptable 

level of factor creation in all tests.  
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Figure 2 shows the percentage of health facility delivery and odds of trend with the composite 

scores of four and six items in urban-rural and rural settings. In Figure 3A and 3B, women in low 

vulnerability groups had higher percentage of health facility delivery compared to those in higher 

vulnerability groups. As shown in Figure 2C and 2D, we observed a declining trend in health 

facility delivery with an increase in vulnerability composite score of four and six item points 

starting from intersecting score of 3 points (p<0.001). These findings indicate that the four and 

six items can segment pregnant women in urban-rural and rural settings, respectively, for women 

who are at higher risk of institutional delivery. For health facility delivery as the outcome of 

interest, a cut-off points of less than 3 (or below) showed greater odds of institutional delivery, 

whereas those scoring above 3 were more likely to deliver at home.   

 

Similarly, Figure 3 shows percentage of antenatal care utilization and odds of trend with 

composite scores of four and six items compared with urban-rural and rural settings. In Figure 

3A and 3B, women in low vulnerability groups had higher percentage of antenatal care visits, 

compared to higher vulnerability groups. In Figure 3C and 3D, the composite score of the four 

items in urban-rural setting and six items in rural setting showed a steady decline in antenatal 

care visits with statistically significant values among women who have greater than one or more 

intersecting vulnerability score points (p<0.001). These findings indicate that the four and six 

items in urban-rural and rural settings, respectively, can segment women who are attending 

antenatal care less than the recommended number of visits. Odds of antenatal care visits with 

vulnerability score showed that the cutoff point less than one indicated less vulnerability and a 

score of one or more indicated greater vulnerability.  
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A mediation regression analysis was done to depict the direct, indirect, and total effects of 

vulnerability indexes on maternal services. As shown in Figure 4, the effect of vulnerability on 

health facility delivery was mediated through antenatal care visits. This mediation could validate 

the odds of trend analysis shown above in Figure 2 and Figure 3.  

 

As indicated in Figure 5A and 5C (4 items identified for urban-rural settings), women in higher 

vulnerability groups were less likely to go for antenatal care visits and were less likely to deliver 

in health facilities, as compared to women in the low vulnerability groups (p<0.001 of net direct 

effect (NDE) and total effect (TE). However, the net indirect effect (NIE) of vulnerability on 

health facility delivery mediating through effects of antenatal care was not significant (Figure 5 

of A).  

 

Similarly, in Figure 5B and 5D (6 items identified for rural setting), women living with 

vulnerability were less likely to go for antenatal care visits and less likely to deliver in health 

facilities, compared to women with low vulnerabilities (p<0.01 of NDE and TE).  

 

Discussion 

The maternal vulnerability segmentation tool (MVST) we introduced and tested in this paper, we 

believe, is both practical and valuable for a number of reasons. First, literature indicates that 

interventions that are more narrowly targeted are likely to be more effective and cost-effective 

than those that can only make a generic appeal 44–46. A tool like the MVST that segments 

audiences according to their vulnerability is a significant first step in developing tailored 
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interventions: knowing the audience segment any given pregnant woman falls under can help 

interventions develop targeted materials and methods to appeal to her specifically.  

 

Second, conceptually (though not yet practically), this tool may be able to reduce disparities in 

maternal mortality. In Ethiopia, like in many other low- and middle-income countries, we have 

seen significant progress in reducing maternal mortality 3,7, but even the prevailing rates are 

much higher than is the case in their developed-country counterparts 1,2,47. This is because of 

what we might call the neglect at the margins – while interventions, educational programs, and 

government policies have reduced the overall mortality, women at the edges of society, those 

who are subjected to many intersecting vulnerability factors, have not been well served by 

existing policies and interventions. This is likely because of the unique constellation of 

vulnerability-enhancing factors that they face. Evidence shows that women experience various 

risks and barriers during pregnancy, resulting in adverse maternal and neonatal outcomes, such 

as pre-eclampsia, preterm birth, and stillbirth 48. The MVST is designed to identify women at the 

highest levels of risk. While the tool, of course, does not develop specific interventions for them, 

it provides the first step in doing so – by identifying who the women are in a community. 

 

Third, the VMST is meant to be an easy-to-use device that does not come with a large literacy 

burden. We envision that this tool will be used by frontline workers (in Ethiopia, they are often 

not highly educated) with relative ease to identify women who fall in the high-vulnerability 

category. Once they can be so identified, frontline workers can then be trained in addressing the 

unique challenges that the women face. Furthermore, this tool can be used in both an urban and a 
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rural setting, places where some of the underlying challenges, vulnerability sources, and deficits 

can be different.  

 

We should note, however, that the MVST is for identifying women living with vulnerabilities; it 

is not an intervention strategy. Put another way, it is a population segmentation tool, not a 

tailoring tool. Hence, the next step for us is to test the efficacy of this tool in a real world setting 

to learn whether it can effectively identify different population segments, and once so segmented, 

whether interventions can be designed to cater specifically to the different audience segments.  

 

We acknowledge certain limitations of our study. Given our focus on identifying those most 

disadvantaged in accessing care, our vulnerability criteria may not be universally applicable 

across broader regions of Ethiopia, where societal, cultural, and environmental vulnerabilities 

differ from our study sites. Nevertheless, we believe the process of developing a tool to identify 

the most invisible populations and refining it based on residential areas to enhance its practical 

utility can serve as a replicable approach in other contexts. Further, we acknowledge that 

maternal vulnerability is not a static concept. Rather, women’s levels and facets of vulnerability 

continuously evolve throughout the stages of pregnancy, childbirth, and the postpartum period, 

all of which are influenced by pre-existing health conditions and their responses to emerging 

threats and barriers. Future research could benefit from refining our tool to capture vulnerability-

enhancing factors unique to the different stages of pregnancy. Lastly, our study focused on 

maternal care-seeking behaviors as outcomes, emphasizing its potential to address gaps in 

service coverage. While we consider service utilization a strong predictor of maternal and child 
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outcomes, we recommend testing the MVST against health outcomes to uncover additional 

important vulnerability factors.  

 

To our knowledge, this is the first study that consolidates holistic factors affecting maternal 

health service utilization to develop a tool that identifies the most underserved pregnant women 

in Ethiopia. While other vulnerability tools are extant, we believe that the MVST offers a 

targeted perspective by taking account of the health system’s contexts along with the 

sociocultural dimensions relevant to our target population. The MVST also ensures its 

practicality in the field, as it presents only the essential factors that define women’s vulnerability 

and fine tunes its application based on residential areas. This approach results in a tool that can 

be used to inform effective, cost-saving intervention strategies, while minimizing the burden on 

frontline workers and pregnant women during roll-out. It would be worth further developing and 

validating vulnerability segmentation tools for maternal and child health programing. 
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Table 1 Percent of responses by study participants to each item (n=1,189) 

 

Item code Questions/items  Response options  Percent 

vsq1 Place of residence Semi-urban  16.9 

Rural  83.1 

vsq2  Head of the household My husband (men) 98.3 

Myself (women)  1.7 

vsq3 Marital status Married  98.3 

Single/dissolved  1.7 

vsq4 Women occupation Working for income  24.6 

Not working for income  75.4 

vsq5 Husband occupation  Working for income  92.8 

Not working for income  7.2 

vsq6 Women education  Read and write  24.6 

Not read and write  75.4 

vsq7 Husband education  Read and write  62.8 

Not read and write  37.2 

vsq8 Number of children  Less than 4 75.5 

Greater or equal to 4 24.5 

vsq9 Size of land for farming More than 2 Timad  35.3 

Two or less Timad  64.7 

vsq10 House made from Corrugated iron  45.3 

Not corrugated iron  54.7 

vsq11 Livestock ownership  Have livestock  37.8 

Have no livestock  62.2 

vsq12 Household mobile phone 

ownership  

Having mobile at home 81.3 

Have no mobile at home 18.7 

vsq13 Women mobile phone 

ownership  

Women have mobile  23.0 

Women have no mobile  77.0 

vsq14 Household radio ownership Have radio  13.9 

Have no radio  86.1 
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vsq15 Money to buy medical drugs  Have money  47.6 

Have no money  52.4 

vsq16 Household face shortage of 

food in the past 3 months 

No shortage of food 64.5 

Experienced shortage  35.5 

vsq17 Home visits by health extension 

workers in the past six months 

Visited by HEWs 12.0 

Not visited by HEWs   88.0 

vsq18 Distance to the health facility  Near to health facility <30m 49.6 

Far from health facility>30m 50.4 

vsq19 Decision-making to purchase 

items 

Decide myself  52.9 

Decide by husband  47.1 

vsq20 Husband support of household 

chores 

Have husband support  38.0 

No husband support  62.0 

Note: All answer choices signifying greater wealth and facilitating favors were coded as 0 and factors contributing 

to vulnerability were coded as 1.  
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Table 2: Reduced items with internal reliability coefficients using factor analysis for rural, semi 

urban and urban-rural settings (n=1,189) 

 

 

Retained items after 

rotation 

Item 

loading  

Internal reliability statistics 

Factor 

Loadings 

>0.3 

Inter item 

correlation 

Item-rest 

correlation 

Average 

interitem 

correlation 

Cronbach 

alpha 

coefficient  

KR20 

coefficient 

 

Rural setting  

      

Women education  0.47 0.60 0.37 0.20 0.55  

Husband education 0.42  0.57 0.33 0.21 0.56  

House made from 0.50 0.61 0.38 0.19 0.54  

Women mobile ownership 0.41 0.56 0.31 0.21 0.57  

Mobile ownership in home 0.52 0.61 0.38 0.19 0.54  

Distance to health facility 0.33 0.52 0.27 0.22 0.59  

Test scale    0.20 0.61 0.60 

 

Semi-urban setting* 

      

Women education 0.45 0.62 0.29 0.23 0.48  

Husband education 0.43 0.66 0.34 0.20 0.43  

Mobile ownership in home 0.35 0.58 0.22 0.27 0.53  

Women mobile ownership 0.60 0.71 0.42 0.16 0.36  

Test scale    0.22 0.52 0.53 

 

Urban-Rural setting 

      

Place of residence 0.60 0.73 0.46 0.21 0.44  

House made from 0.65 0.72 0.45 0.22 0.45  

Women mobile ownership 0.37 0.62 0.30 0.31 0.57  

Distance to health facility 0.35 0.61 0.28 0.32 0.58  

Test scale    0.26 0.60 0.60 

     *We refer to semi-urban means a district town resident and because of small semi-urban cases we did not do prediction analysis  
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Figure 1: Confirmatory factor analysis using structural equation modeling (SEM) items retained 

after rotating 4 items for pre-urban indicated in A, and 6 items for rural setting indicated in B and 

4 items for urban-rural setting indicated in C (n=1,189).  

 

 

 

 

 

  

A) SEM confirmatory analysis of 4 

items for pre-urban setting: 
      RMSEA=0.069, CFI=0.92, TLI=0.76. 

 

B) SEM confirmatory analysis of 

6 items for rural setting: 
      RMSEA=0.057, CFI=0.94, TLI=0.90. 

 

C) SEM confirmatory analysis of 4 
items for pre-urban-rural setting: 

      RMSEA=0.047, CFI=0.99, TLI=0.97 

remix, or adapt this material for any purpose without crediting the original authors.
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) in the Public Domain. It is no longer restricted by copyright. Anyone can legally share, reuse, 

The copyright holder has placed thisthis version posted January 3, 2025. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.12.28.24319732doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.12.28.24319732


28 
 

Figure 2: Odds of trend relationship between health facility delivery and vulnerability score 

from urban-rural women indicated in figure A and C and rural women indicated in 

figure B and D.  
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Figure 3: Odds of trend relationship between antenatal care (ANC) and vulnerability score 

from urban-rural women indicated in figure A and C and rural women indicated in figure 

B and D.  
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Figure 4: Mediators of vulnerability indexes and maternal health services with covariates to 

show direct, indirect and total effects.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

a) Vulnerability index of 4 

items (urban-rural 

setting) 

b) Vulnerability index of 6 

items (Rural Setting only) 

 

- Health Facility Delivery 

- Antenatal care (ANC)   

Mediator: Four 

plus ANC visits 

Covariates: age, parity, previous 

experience in HF delivery, 

knowledge of danger signs, 

service satisfaction, social and 

gender norm 
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Figure 5: Mediation analysis between vulnerability scores and health facility delivery, and 

antenatal care among urban-rural and rural women indicated in A and C, and in B and D 

respectively.  
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