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Women's roles in agriculture vary over an almost limitless range.  The same
may be said of the conditions in which they live and work. Yet, this diversity
co-exists with some {wportant commonalitics that shape women's roles as farmers.
These conmonalities 1ink American farm women with women in very different clrcam-
stances in other areas of the world. These commonalities prow out of their common
femaleness.,  However, two other factors shape the implications ot that femaleness.
First, the social relations of production in asriculture are currentiy undergoing
a transtormation from relations derermined by kinship to relations determined by
controct.,  Secondly, women's roles and conditions are affocted by general chanpes
in the structure of agricultural production, especially vhe expansion of scale, the
trend toward capitil-intensive operat lons, and the increasing separation between
ownerslilp {or other forms of controil) of land and the operation of apricultural
enterprises,

These changes are global in two senses. First, simiiar processes are underway
to varying degrees throughout the world. Secondly, these patterns of change are
shaped by sharcd assumptions about modernity, productivity, the most appropriate
roles of I;H)<;r, capital and land.  Thesc assumpt ions have becen hased primarily on
U. 8. agriculture since World War (1. 1t might be more accurate to describe
agriculture as Americanizing rather than globalizing., Most of these technological
and cconomic assumptions have been appifed to, not tested in, the ecological,
economic, and cultuzal conditions of other countrivs. American farm women Are
affected as profoundly by these processes as arce women in the so-called "modernizing"
countries. In examining women's cross-cultural experiences in agriculture, it
soon becomes clear that American farm women do not represent a model tor women in
the rest of the world. American farm women are as vulnerable to marginality within

thelr occupation as are women elsewhere. Only the forms of this vulnerability,



not the vulnerability itself, vary. Tt is alwavs a shock for Americans to realiro
that they are not necessarily a model for the world. The realization that Americar
farm women face meny of the same problems as do farm women in the developing
countries requires a new look at American farm wom«n.] This paper focuses on
American women in an attempt to show that women's special problems are inherert in

agriculture's virtually unique blend of kinship and business.

Women's Access to Agriculture: Kinship and Contract

Agriculture is one of the few remaining occupations to which access s monitored
by kinship rather than by individual qualifications. This is not to say that most
farmers -- male or female -- are unqualified for their work. Rather, it is to
point out that agriculture enmeshes individuals in kin-def ined groups wvhile most
urban occupations provide access to individuals. 7This essential difference is
crucial to understandlng women's roles in apriculture.  Many quest ions of equality
under law are made tmmeasurably more difficult by the kin-proups basis of apri-
cultural enterprises. Since agricuitural caterprises are not defined by simple
individual rights, the problem of cqulty for women is far more complex than simply
guaranteeing them the same rights that are held by men.  There is much in
agriculture that could he¢ remedied by this expedient. However, there arve other
problems that require a new approach to defining individual roles in an enterprise
previously assuming collective activity. The areca of individual rights in kin-based
enterprises is a virtually uncharted area of law.

Women have historically in most cultures been the least likely to have their
indiv idual rights recognized within these property-controlling, occupation-defining

kin groups. This has been as true of the American "family farms" as of African clan
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villages. Fven when the land passed through the female kinship line, it pas
to men or men were soon recognized as the "farmer-oprator™ of the farm.
The general situation left women with indirect access to land aond thus to
the occupation of agriculture. They could protect this indirect acress only
through informal influence operating through kinship links. There might have been
a time when these kinship oblipations were regavded as so binding by individuals
and had such legitimacy {n the larver social anit chat informad jntluence dld in
fact protect women., That is no Tonger true.  Two processes have reduced the efficacy
of informal influcnce. First has been the Lepal-sdministrative thrust to repulacize
title to Tand,  This does nor always mean private ownership but it does involve
designating an Individual as the responsible "operator™, o this way the sphere
within which informal influence can operate eifectivelv has been reduced by the
necessity to make the internal operation of the avricnltural anit conform to the
legal-administiative expectations of the larger socicty.,  Secondly, land has becen
comercialized.  This has been a powerful dncentive to individual jpain, cven at
the cxpense of the kin group that has been associated with a particular agricultural
"
unit. These strains are most intense in an inflationary economv when land usually
appreciates more rapidly than the inflation rate and thus scrves as . "safc!" real
asset,  Strugples among kin for control of thoe "family farm" have become e¢ven more
intense during the recent appreciation of land values in an inflationary cconomy.
These two changes explain why kinship and the public realm have bhecome
increasingly incompatible ways of managing access to land and of managing the
operation of a business. They do not explain why women should he particularly
disadvantaged relative (o men during this process of chance.  Women's position
in the agricultural cconomv and in the Tegal-administrative matrix of the larger
soclety is conditioned not by their actual roles in labor or management nor by

their kinship statuses but by peneral cultural assumptions about the role of women.



These assumptions have, in most cultures. including those shaped by Judaic-Christian
c¢thics, placed women in a subservient position. This is clear when one considers
the roles of American women in "family farms',

The idea ot a "family farm" suggests a simple correspondence between one fuarm
and one nuclear family. This is rarelv an accurate deseription of actnal conditions.
The farm family is not always the simple nuclear unit portraved in American Cothie.

Tt may be any of these "families"

-- the nuclear familv, the stem family, or the
extended family. Each form of the "family" defines a particular phasc of the farm-
family cycle.  The nuclear family consists of a husband, wife and possibly children.
The stem family consists of the parents and an adult child and his or her nuclear
family joined together as a mechanism of preperty transfer. The extended famlly
refers to the parents, their adult children and their families. The nuclear family
is a component of the stem family, which becomes embedded in the extended family.
The problem of determining which ¢hild should become the member of the stem family
and thus inbherit the farm is the essential problem of separating the stem family
from the extinded family., This in turn involves problems of separating the nuclear
family from the stem family iu ways that reconcile the needs of business aud the

3
ties of family affectlon.

These phases of the farm-family cycle reflect the changing blend of labor and
capital characteristic of agriculture, At various
phases in the farm-family cycle, particular components of the relevant form of the
family tend to act either as labor or capital. In these various phases, the two
generations involved will be distinguished by their degree of control over the
property and their roles in actuil production. Tn some phases, a family functions

as capital and at other phases it functions as labor. The stem family thus

encompasses two different functions performed by people linked together in complex



kinship relations. Kinship does not prevent the expression of capital-labor
hostilities related to control of property, allocation of labor contributions, and
the share of the rewards. Stem families trv to resolve the difficult question of
whether property, the expressicn of past labor and investment, should he rewarded
more or less or equally with current tabeor.  Oaly when che nuclear family both
controls the property and provides the labor is this issue resolved.  Only then is
the farm that blend of capiral and labor implicd by the didea of the family farm.

Linking of property transfers to kinship means that the twe pencerations of
the stem family are cperating with incongruent nuclear family phases. Inter-
generational strains are unavoidable,  The vonnper couple will be veady to take
over long bhefore the older couple is ready to retire.  Biological reproduction will
put the business partners only twentv-five years apart wheon smooth business relations
mav welt require &« difference of at least thirtv-five vears.

These relationships between kinship and capitalism have a ciear impact on
women's roles in the farm. There s still a marked tendency for propertv to pass
down to sons rather than to daughters. Therefore, o woman becomes the one member
of a stem family that is linked only by contract (marriage) and not by kinship.
This puts women in a peripheral position in the kinship nexus. Cgltural biases
that obscure perception of the important labor and management roles of women mean
that their contributions to the farm will not nccessarily overcome this marginality
based in the Tack of a kKinship link., When the property is passed down through the
wifa, the husband will be in a stronger position because he will be scen as a
"farmer' whose labor is necessary to the operation of the farm. His lack of Kinship
status will be offset by his actual role and by the cultural evaluation of that

role.
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Strains arising out of the blend of kinship and capitalism often lead to
poor business arrangements, People cannot stop being relatives. They can caly
try to avoid the problems of rclating kinship to capitalism. There is teadency
to rely on kinship to organize capitalism, to rely on verbal understandings rather
than on written agreements.  The problems that arisce by sceking to avofd probloems
fn this manner are legend in farm commnit jcs . Mnfortunately, thev are logends
based on fact: kinship {5 no substitute for capitalism in making arrangements for
property transfers,

The strains growing out of the link betweon kinship and capitalism du not
simply divide the two nuclear familices along generitional and capital-labor |ines.
They also cause problems within cach nuclear familv. especially the vounger one.

In a stem family of four prople three of them constitute a previous family, a
residual kin group binding the individunls by special ties of affection and shared
experience.  One person 1s included in the stem family onlty on the basis of

contract, i.c., marriage., This is usually the vouny wife. At eritical points in
business negotiations or during the never-ending informai conversat ions over coffeo,
this contractual member of the stoem famlly feels, and is made to feel, margional.,
Patterns of kinship-based property transfers vary greatly, but sons are more commonly
heirs to property than are daughters.,  This makes the yvoung wife marpinal to
decision-making within the stem family.  She is probably an "equal" partner in her
own nuclear family and may well be a co-taborer on the farm with her husband. 1In
such a situation, resentments over her decision-making maveinality focused on her
in-laws may also be directed toward the hushand who seems reluctant to transpress the
unwritten codes of the residual kinship unit to demand both a more cqual role for

his wif. and to pursue more vigorouslty the business arrangements needed to protect

the rights of his own nuclear fanily.



At the same time, a young wife may feel that she is competing with her mother-
in=law for the respect and affection of her hushand. Many women, even those on the
verge of retirement themselves, speak bitterly of their yvoung husband's tendency to
"visit'" in his mother's house on the farm rather than coming "home" for supper or
to help put the children to bed or even to do his fair share of the chores. A
wife who asserted the primacy of the conjugal bond risked sceming to attack the
hond between parents and child.  There young wives were equal in work but not in
family sratus, family affection or decigton=-making

When the property is transferred through the wite's family, similar strains
become a feature of family 1ife.  The husband feels he s "the farmer” but his labor
contribution dove not give him control over property, the controt that the culture
Teads hia to cxpect on the basis of bath labor and pender, Yet, the hushband will
Wt be as peripheral as the wife in the in-law role.  The reasons for this difference
related to hoth family sex role and to farm sex rele.  The man is always presumed
to be the head of his houschold. The wife's tendeney to put her parents in a com-
petitive posttion with her husband finds Jess social-cuitural legitimicy than the
tendency f{or analogous behavior by the husband. Patriarchal nuclear family norms
separate women from their kin-proup to a greater degrece than they svparate the
husband from his., Even though a wife is expected to follow Biblical injunctions to
put her husband before her parents, she is still expected to be the peacemaker in
the Targer kin group.

As 1{ the inter-generational strains involved in stem family were not enough,
property transfers are made morve complex and kinship-based tensions exacerbated by
problems of detacking the stem family from the cxtended family in which it is
enmeshed.  Most farmers have more than one child., That child who stavs on the farm

and becomes part of the stem family has to define his/her relations with his/her



brothers and sisters and their nuclear families, all of whom can reasonably expect
to be the parents'/grandparents' heirs to some extent. Parents feel a responsibility
to all of their children and cven grandchildren and seck to establish "equivalencv!
in the estate settlemenv.,  This is particularly difficalt for farm familics. The
land {s the major asset and this Is an indivisible, non=liquid asscet.  The land

does not varn enough fo annual profits to permit farmers to make cash settlements
for those children who do not inherit the land.  The child wie takes over the farm
must usually take it a1l for an economically viable coterprise under current Tactor
costs and commodity prices. The problem of compensating the other children is
especially difficule. They feel thay have a claim to a part of the estate due both
to kinship and to their lahor contributions as children. The children of these
membors of the extended family may also be considerad to have a claim equal to that
of those children actually living on the farm. Those problems were never particularly
easy to resolve. But, when urban occupations could provide more lucrative alterna-
tives to apgriculture, those children who left the farm did not lock upen the farm

as an economie resource or asset. This has changed with the dramatic inflation in
land values during the past fifteen years. Hdow, agricultural land is valuable and
control of such land can be an cconomic asset to any family. As inflation has
reduced real Income for most Americans, land becomes especially valvable. This only
intensiflies strains over the transfer of farm land.  The nuclear family on the land
resents and feels threatened by pressure to sell the farm to the highest bidder

and divide the proceeds equallv among the members of the extended family,  They

are equally bitter about demands that they purchase the farm at foll marvket value.
The family on the farm may counter with demands that they be compensated fov their
labor. Teelings about the illegitimacy of the claims made by the extended family

are more frecly expressed than feelings about the strained .o.atlons with parents,



A person's relations with brothers and sisters does not fall into the same realm of
duty and fealty as does that between pavents and children, Indeed, feelings apainst
the extonded family are 5o strong that indignation is expressed oven by those with
no siblings with whom they may one dav conpete for control of the farm propertv, A
young woman whe, with her hushand, was ascured of inheriting her mother's farm since
there were no other children spoke passionately about people she had known who were
impoverished by their brothers and sisters who had left the farm,

A Tarm woman has the greatest potent izl for o weaningful carcer as a farmer
once the farm is linked with a nuclear family. The constraints of the stem family
have been resolved and business relations with the extended family hove heon defined,
The husbhband, wife and children are now free to farm as they decide.  The wife may
find that she does even more farm work than she did when other relatives were there
to help, but she will probably feel that she plays a larger role In farm deelsion-
miking. She may also try to reduce patriarchal control within her own nuclear
family, but this is usually less stressful than dealing with stem and extended
famllies.

The nuclear family phasc is likely to be brief if a farm couple has a child who
wants to farm.  They will form 2 new stem familv,

This new phase combines, for the hypathetical farm family, the first two. The
woman will no lenger be marginal in the new stem familv but will be perhaps the
emotional core of the residual kin group within the stem and extended families.

The woman who began her 1ife as a dirughter~in~law in a stem familv, will end it, ar
that portion of it linked to the farm, as a mother and mother-in-law. Given the
longer life expectancy of women, the farm wife may not have the business and emotional

support of her husband in this phase. Either as wife or widow, she will again

expericence, but from a different perspective, the strains of doing business with
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relatives. If anything, the emotfonal strains may be intensifiocd by negotiating
with her own children., When she waus a daughter- in-law, ¢he feared being joft
destitute, of having her family labor explolted with no guarantee of Lhe property
transtev.  As a mother-in-law, she is less concerned about being lett destitute
because she controls the property but the emotional strains miv be cven greater.,
In the carlicer phase, her kin-based parginality was also an emotions! Bafler.

Women's longer Tife cxpectaney means manv farm women will be widowed doring
this second stem family phase.  If she can pay the "widow's tax" and retain control
of the farm, her heir will again have to pav inheritance tax at her death, unless
the mother has sold the tarm during her Tifetime to her heir. Fow farms are so
protitable thot they can support such a tax burden. Families have hegun to circum-
vent these costs by transterviong th property dircetly from the Father to the
next generation, jeaving the mother in the position of never having owned the farm.
The Tand contract in such cases usually specifies the type and level of support
due cach pareot for tife. "Businessiike™ as this sounds in the ahstract, it leaves
some women concerned about their old age. They are forced to trust in kinship in
a world run on the assumptions of capitalism. What, they ask, will be their recourse
if their children do wot take care of chem? Could a seventv-year old woman sue her
child?  Why should she have to be dependent until her dying day? The crvel dilemma
of farm families is that each generation {eels that it should trust the other
implicitlv, but cach knows that there are limits to family dutv and trust.

The increasiag size and increasing capital costs of ecven a modest commercial
farm mean thuat the pure nuclear Family farm is becoming increasingly less common.
These larcer land units are not necessarily more efficient or more prafitable. They
exist primurily to support the increased costs of production -- especially machinery

and the petro-chemical herbicides, fertilizers, and fuels that are the basis of
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contemporary production techniques. Tn the Middle West, most partncrships seem to
be among brothers. Tn such arrangements, the extended familv replaces the stem
family and thus one nuclear family will never control the farm. Even if the wife
Is very interested in agriculture, she will be marginal te the farm's operation,
She cannet interfere in relations amonyg the partners  cven though she is marvried to

A

one of them, Sy o partner's wife, she will be cxoected to show the same invelvement
in the farm as her sisters-in-law so that other coaponent of the extended familv
do not begin to fear that one  nuclear fami lv 15 trying to increase its relative
role. An "overly intevested" wife wonld disequilibrate a partnership based on kin-
ship.

The American "family farm'" {s a kinship unit through which women have had only
indirect aceess to land.  Women have been forced to rely on kinship and on Informal

influence. This reiationship to property does not necessarily reflect women's

contributions to their farms.

wWomen and Farm Work

Women's roies as food producers have been hiddeu from history by a screen
of cultural myths about male gallantry and female delicacy.  tven when it is acknow-
ledged that women have roles in agrfeulture. it is usual to sav that men farm and
women only help.  This help has been estimated to produce 44 7 of the world's food.
Such an estimate can be sugeestive only. But, in the current state of lack of
reliable research on women's roles, such estimates are valuable. They are the
beginuing of replacing the assumed certainty that women do not farm with,at the
very least, uncertainty.

There are several reasons for the failure to recognize women's contributions

to food production as work. Women have farmed within kin groups, not as individuals.



Within these kin groups, there was no percelved need to docoment, or even to
recognize, contributions of particular individuals, Scrondly, women have not been
paid as individuals for their labor, so there was little impetus to think in terms
of their individual contributions. Third, the farm and the house are usually close
together. In such clrcumstances, it {s difficult to distinguish farm work from
housework. There is little reason to make this distinctfon. Fourth, there is not
necessarity o rigld sexual division of labor associated with farm work., Much of
what women do. such as caring for yvoung animals or cleaning milking utensils or
growing food for the fawmily, can be scen as extensions of their nurturing roles
as wives and mothers.,

The consequences of the non-recognition of women's work are prave.  Because
wonen tradirionally have not been property cwners and have not been fonctuded amony,

the farm "operators”

, the prebhlewm of having their contributieons recogonized intensifies
the difticulties in asserting their rights as farm operators.  Men do not have to
buttress their claim to belng Tarmers with proof of their actual labor contribution.
Vomen still do because of the prevailing cultural assumptions that they contribute
tittle or nothing to production and to the actual operation of the farms themselves.
Work is likely to be women's main ¢laim to legal recognition as a farmer outside

of the sphere of kinship and infermal Influence.

The experience of American farm women suggests that the cultural barriers to
the recognition of women's work arc difficult to overcome. These barriers do not
arlse from the actual situation on farms.  The non-recognition of women's work in
agriculture persists contrary to fact and {s likely to persist unless the larger
cultural setting of these myths {s recognized and confronted,

Pioneer women were cxpected to work simply because the work needed to be done.
The labors they routinely performed excited comments only from visitors. Tales of
male indolence and female drudgery are the common fare of travellers' tales of the

early Middle West, Eliza Farnham's e¢ncounter with a newly married couple 1is



typical of these accounts. The author, a teacher from New England goling West to
visit her sister, chided the groom for his faflure to help his bride move a heavy
trunk. The new husband replied: "I don't think a woman's of much account anyhow,

6
tf she can't help herseif a little and me too."  In the portrait of farm 1ife that
emcrges from the travellers' tales, this might be raken as the credo of the male
farmer Specifications for such a wife were summed up by the same man, who entered
the marriage market guided by the idea that "women are some like horses and oxoen,

7

the bigpest can do the most work, and that's what . want one for." Ne one
knows whether most pioncer men would hiave expressed themselves quite so candidly,
but it is clear that farm women were expected to work,

At one time such toil conferred a cortain dignity upon farm women, 1In both
home and fields, they were valuable and valued artisans,  Their husbands exercised
absolute control over properry and the veturn from vomen's lahor, but the women
themselves were, at the very least, avarded status and respect for couforming to a
social ideal. The same was truc of women in towns whose houschold responsibilities
were similar to those of their sisters on the farms.  Farm and citv women alike were

Q
conforming to the role defined in the "cult of domesticity". This was on ideal of
useful work performed within the home on behalf of the family. As both farmers
and housckeepers, farm women conformed to this larger social ideal.

This began to change as American industrialized, urbanized, and commercialized.
All of these changes led to increased differentiation among Americaans. These dif-
ferences related not simply to how people made their living nor even to the amount
of money they accumulated, but to their way of lire and attitudes toward work.
These attitudes toward work bevan to separate home and woekplace, mile and female.
The cult of domesticity gave way to the cult of the ladv, Women were no longer

9
supposed to work and were no longer respected for doing so.



Farm women could pot adjust thelr lives to fit the vew ideal of the "Tady",
As hired men moved to the citiles for jobs in factories, wonen worked cven harder on
the farms. Yet, women's work was devalued., Tt became a source of shame to farm
families.

One of the first serfous attempts to study women's roles in farming came in
a 1919 survey of approximately 16,000 farms in 33 Northern and Western states. The

b

"conditions rather above the averave”  and the period itselfl was

data reflected
one of general agricultural prosperity compared to the agricultural depression of
the 1920's and 1930"'s.  Yet, even for this relatively prosperous strata during a
period of reasonable farm prices, the study concluded:

n industriesg, where love and service are not the ruling motives, a
walkout might be foreshadowed bv conditions brought out in Table 1
winlch shows that the average working dav, summer and winter, for over
9,000 farm women i5 1.3 houre, and that 87 7 of 8,773 women report no
regular vacation during the year, although a large per centage tell of
scattered 'days off' in the family automobile,

.

o

This long work day fnvolved wonen io farm production.  The survev found that 36
of all the women responding helped milk, 81 % cared tor chickens, 25 7% helped in
other ways with livestock, and 24 7 worked in the ficlds an average of 6.7 wecks
]’?
per vear, Middle Western women cqualled or excecded these apgregate fipures.
Forty-five percent of Middle Western women helped milk, 93 % of the Middle Western
respondents washed tlie milking utensils, 89 7 of the iddle Westcrn respondents
- A - : - 13
reported that they regularly carced for poultry,
This high level of participation did not pive women a commensurate share
in the economics rewards of vheir labors. 1In the Miadle West, 66 % of the women
made butter, 33 7 sold brviter, 30 Z kept records of the butter meoney. but enly 9 7
14
kept the money that they had earned. The same was true of the egg money. While

89 7 of the Middle Western women kept an average {lock of 102 hens and 51 7 kept

records of the egg money, only 16 Z controlled the egg mone&? Women's labor did not



provide "luxuries" for themselves but was an integral part of the farm enterprise
and the family economy. A Minnesota woman said of her Cgg money:
When we were married, five years ago, it was distinctly understood
I was to have all the income from the egps if 1 took care of the
chickers, ard, as a resunlt, my husband hardly knows that there is
such a thing as a grocery bill, or that he has a wife and baby to
dress,

The scarcity of data on women's actual roles in farm production is matched by
the paucity of data on women's assessments of their reles.  Fow people thought of
asking farm women what they felt about their lives since the pioneer pattern of
Family-oriented toll seemed such a natural part of the rural American landscape.

One of

the first sources of questions was, surprisingly cnough, the Department of
Agricuiture. In 1913, when the prospect of increased funds for the Department under
the Smith Lever Act stimulated an interest in farm women, the Department sent 2
letter to the wives of USDA's 55,000 crop correspouuents. The letter to these
women, wives of farmers considered to rank "amons the most progressive farmers in
17
their communities", asked women to comment on all aspects of their 1ives and their
feelings about them, what they would change {f thev conld, and how the Department
could assist thew. The letter eliciced 2,241 veplies, which formed the basis of
I .

four reports on farm women's perception of their own lives., The replies shocked
the Department and the agricultursi press.  Farm women were not content with over-
work and lov rewards. However much they might enjoy farming, the jov was diminished
by the lor-liness and isolation, lack of understanding and appreciation by thelir
husbands as well as by the larger socicty.  Farm women were fod up with unrewarded
goodness.

Most women wanted vespect for the vital work that they performed. An Iowa
woman wiote that "Women have an innate longing for appreciation and a feeling that

. 19
they are partners in fact with their husbands and not looked upon as subordinates."
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From the USDA reports, few farm women {elt that thedir hushands appreciated, or ceven

really noticed, their contributions. A Missouri woman suggested that "The men

nceded to be educated up, as so many men think women's work does not amount to much

24) .

and consequently has no commercial valuation." A New York farm wife wrore that

"Most farmers' wives have ne share in anything on che farm but the labor. They are

expected to do their own work and as much of the cut-of-door work as they can, but
R

none of the income is theirs."”  Another New York woman concluded that "The men

don't care how hard the women work to do their tasks if only they themselves are

: : - . . 29
provided with food regularly and their own comfort is looked after."” ==

Women noticed that in many cascs they were not treated as well as the hirved
men. As an Oregon woman obscrved, "The hired man wets paid for his work, but the
tired housewife on the farm mevely getrs her board and eleothing, the same as the

, o
farmer's work animals.”

The presence of hired men did not relieve women of farm work in addition to
their housework, Hired men were hired to help the farmer, not the farm wife, even
with her farm chores.

This situation was scen by several women as vot simply burdensome but as inequi-
table. Women complained that this male callousness did not simply mike their work
more burdensome but actually denied women and children essentials. A Massachusetts
farm woman declared:

I would work to have a law passed whereby no man should be allowed
to own a farm unless he would provide for his wife as well as he
did for his stock -- plenty of watcr, and casy to get, good drainage,
and other sanitary conditions about the farmhouse which go to make
. T 2,
life healthy and comfortable =9
A Kansas woman urged USDA to "Make it illegal for a man to make his wife work llke
w29 : Cifag . oo
a slave Lo cook for from two to ten repgnlar workmen, A Missouri farm wifo urged
USDA to "Put a bill before Congress to allow the farmer's wile S! per day for her
20

own money, to be used by her for her own expenscs.”
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No similar record of farm women's views of their work has been made for the
current cra. My reseacch among Middle Western farm women suggests that a larger
percentage of women 1is doing more actual farm work new than during the early twenticth

century.

Census data on contemporary women's labor roles are almost as scarce as

data on the roles of their ancestresses.  The 1964 Census included a sample survey

A
/

of farm women's labor contributions te their farms. The almost two million women
surveyved nationally contributed 16 % of the total hours worked by all members of
farm-operator households. While husbands in this sample averaged forty-one hours
of farm work per week, wives averaged twenty hours. This did not include housework.

Virtually all of this was unpaid labor.
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The survey suggested that most farm women worked steadily on the farms. Thoy
were not o simply "helpers'". Their contribut ions were crucial fo the operation of
familty farms. As one analyst of these 1964 data concluded:  "farm work by farm

23
wives contributes significantly to farm output."
’Q . . 29 -

A 1948 study in Wisconsin presents much the same picture’ The farms were
primarily diversified dairy farms with year-round work with animals plus a heavy
scason of field work. long concluded that these farms operated more efficiently
when husband and wife worked together., His data show that the wife's work decrensed
il the husband were disabled because the scale and/or inteunsity of the farw operation
would be reduced.,  likewise, a husband's work decreased if his wife held a job off
the farm.  Long concluded that the wife's labor was not likely to be cither episodic
or peripheral.  The work performed by farm women was seen as an integral part of the
farm operation.

Survey data give the same picture of farm women's devoting much of their time
A, . . - ; .. 30
to farm work and making significant contributions te the farm by doing so.

It is 1mpossible to determine how the work done by contemporary farm women
compares with that done by their ancestresses,  Many of the women interviewed felt
that they did more actual farm work thaa had their mothers. They also tended to
feel rthat their overall burdens were less becanse of smaller familics, more
conveniences in the home, and mechanization of manv aspects of farm production.
Wallace Huffman conjectured after analvzing the data from the 1964 Census of
Agriculture:

Data on the participatfion of farm wives in farm work for other years are
unavailable. Thus, a trend cannot be cstablished. But one eould hypo-
thesize that the long-term trend in wives' participation in farm work

has been upward, although not as rapid as the labor force participation
for all women, with cycles about the trend ecaused by disturbances -- major
wars, business cycles, and cycles in farm profits -- in the farm and

non-farm labor markets. The increasing mechanization of agriculture --
especially size, versatilicy, and power accessories of tractors -- and
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mechanization of livestock feeding have made physical strength less
important for many farming activitics. Tractors with radios and air-
conditioned cabs have improved the quolity of working conditions, espe-
cially in crop production. 7The steadily falling aumber of hired workers
and teenage childien In farm houscholds leaves only wives on many farms
to provide human assistance with two person farming activities,

Long, writing In 1948, noted the same lack of data but supgested the same hypothvsls}?
For contemporary farm women, the satisfaction of farm work its tinked with

the opportunity for individual accomplishment within the family caterprise.  Women

have responded with overvhelming interest and cnthusiasm to apportunities to increase

their technical krnowledge of farming. The University of Wisconsin's dairv production

seminars for women and the University of Missouri's hog production seminars alwavs

have more applicants than places. Women also report that they read the farm magazines

and mark relevant articles for their husbands.  For most women, cquality means not

just cquallty In work but ecqual recognition and respect for It,

Women and Farm Management

Women's roles as farm managers are, if anyvthing, even less well-perceived than
their roles in farm labor. Decision-making is a less observable activity than
weeding or harvesting. Again, women's contributions are obscured by the group-
family nature of agricultural enterprises.

It has been estimated that one-third of the world's rural houscholds arve
headed by women.i3 Ir is difficult to estimate the number of vishle agricultural
enterprises headed by women, given the tendency of most censuses to glve information
for urban and rural and rot to scparate rural-farm from non-farm-rural. Nevertheless,
there are significant numbers of farms headed by women throughout the world, Many
of these seem to be widows or women whose husbands have moved to the urban arcas

for their entire working lives. In most cultures, including the United States,



divorce seems to deprive women of their occupations in agriculture. Single women
also seem to have difficulty gaining access to land and capital on their own to
begin thefr own farms. Inheritance patterns in wost cultures scem to leave the
land to a son rather than te a daughter.

Available data suggest that farms operated by women tend to be smaller, on
average, than those "operated” by men. There is also evidence that wvomen's farms
are as well-run and as economically suceeseful as comparable male "operated" units.
Staggt found in Kenya that women farmers had farms as successful as those operated
by men even without the same level of aid from the national extension service or

34
similar levels of credit.

The Tack of fnformation about women who operate their own farms arisces from
the culturally-based assumption that such farms are few in number or insignificant
in their contribution to overall agricaltural production. Lt also reflects the
urban bias of much research on women and the concomitant assumpt ion that agricalture
is an occupatfon that offers women only a drudeery that they deck to flece at the
first opportuaity.

These same assumptions help explain why wvomen's role in managing "family farms"
is so Tittle studied or recognized.  Farming is assumed to be a burden imposed by
men upon their families. The 1dea that women sce themselves as professional farmers
and their sclf-images are linked to this occapational identification is new. Tt is
emerging only slowly for the United States and cven more slowly for women in other
parts of the world. Certainly, not all women who farm see agricolture as a meaningful
occupation. Yet, many probably do. 1In the United States, the tendency to fdentify
as a "farmer" and to find sclf-gratification through this eccupationsl identification
are linked with the opportunity to play a role in farm decision-making. American

farm women now tend to be the farm bookkeepers. This control of information gives



them a role In decision-making not enjoyed by thefr mothers and grandmothers.
However, access to information and actual influcnce over decislons are two
different things,

Survey rescarch can give data only on articulated perceptions at that time.
Any study of male-female decision-making roles confronts the difficulty of saying
who makes decislons when roles are as undifferentiated and as enmeshed in family
relations as they are on farms, The more important point may be that women want
to be considered both wives and farmers. Tn response to a question about how they
list their cccupation, 19 % said they write "farmev", 47 %4 1ist themselves as

"housewifa', but 30 % checked both or wrote in somcthing like "farm housewife".

4 7 checked "other™ and listed non-farm occupation -- like teacher. FEven among
morce active rarm women, those sufficiently interested in agriculture to attend a
meeting of a farm women's organization, both the family role and the occupstional
designation are important. This blend of work and tamily attracts people to farming
and fs an aspect of T47e they wish to preserve.

Contemporary farm women have much greater access to the economic rewards of
their labor than did earlier gencrations of farm women, Joint checking accounts
are the norm. Yet, the income, in the form of checks for the farm commodities, are
made out to the husband only in 62 7 of cases surveved. Women who have arranged for
joint payment have done so for recognition of their contribution by both their
husbands and the legal system. One wife told her husband if he did not agree to
having both their names on the milk checks she would stop doing chores. Her husband
decided she had a valid point.

Farm women emphasize the family focus of agriculture but it is clear that they

are not referrinug to an unreformed patriarchal family., Women want a consensual

dceision-making process about their families and farms. Respouses to survey



questions show that women claim that they already play such a role. Stxty-one

per cent of the respondents said that major farm decisions like the purchasce of
machinery or land were made jointly, 81 % characterized decisions about major
Invostments Yor the house as consensual, and 78 7 said decisions about raising Lthe
children were consensual. Tt s lmpossible to tell it the responses represent
actuality or aspirations. In cither casce, partiarchal rule is neither seen as a
norm nor simply accepted as fact .,

Responses to attitudinal questions reveal o similar propensity to non-patriar-
chal, or perhaps modified patriarchal, familics. Sixty=-nine per cent agreed with the
proposition that "A farm husband should help with the housework is his wife helps
with the farm work." Fifty-three per cent agreed and 45 % disagreed with the {dea
that "If a wife is going to be away at a mecting, <he should fix meals for her family
before she goes."  Sixty-three per cent disagreed with the Ldea that "A farm husband
active in farm orpanizations should feel entitled to leave the choves for his wife
whenever he feels it s necessary.'  Contemporary American farm women see themselves

as mainagers and decision-makers, not as "unpaid family labor",

In every region of the world most agricultural organizations are men's clubs.
This has an adverse ef foct on women's position as food producers since these organi-
zations shape pgovernment policics and are often the mechanism through which farmers
gain access to national markets and to government credit.

Women realize the importance of these organizations and often seek to join but
arc denied membership.  For example, a dairy co-operative in Peru admitted women

only if they were single heads of houscholds cven though Peruvian women do most of

R
the work in dairying.
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Women often have their own associations through which they exchange agricultural
information. lowever, these informal groups do not glve women access Lo povernment
programs.

North American women have become so frustrated at being lgnored by government
and denied meaningful roles in agricaltural organizations that thev have formed
their cwn groups focused on policy issues.

Instead of staying home and doing the work as the husband decides, 94 % of
the respondents agreed that "Women should plav o more active role in farm organi-
zations." Seventy-three per cent disagreed with the assert lon that "Woman's place
is in the home."

These attitudes have found concrete expression in increased activism In farm
organizations. Women are demanding an cqual role in the established farm organiza-
tions. Sixty per cent of the women surveved agreed that current voting rules in
farm organizations dare unfalr to women. Rather than concentrat {ng exclusively on
a long-term strategy of reforming these organizations, farm women are revitalizing
auxillaries or founding new organlzations. American Agri-women and Women Involved

in Farm Economics are the leading examples of the new, policy-focuscd orpanizations.

Farm Women and Public Pmlig}gﬁ

The cultural biases against recopgnizing womnen as farmers, especially as
farmers with their own distinctive problems and neceds, have repercussions In public
policies that affect agriculture. These cultural biases shape public policies that,
in turn, intensify women's marginality in agriculturc. Public policies with the
most direct impact on women include the provision of agricultural credit, the availa-
bility of technical advice from the extension service, and diseriminatory tax

policies.



Crediv avatllable through public agencies poes to the recognized owner or operator
of the farm. Women's ambiguous positions fn kin-defined enterprises often disqualifiecs
them from applying for suach credit.  In the United States the myriad forms of property
ownership compounded by the different taws in each of the Fifey states on women's
individual rights associated with ecach form of properiy ownership mean that no one iy
sure when women are or are not cligible under low for participation in varfous public
pregrams that provide credit for agricultural production.  Therve is little evidence
that the intricacies of the property laws are the major factorv in determining access
to such credit.  Although there has never heen a studv of somen's participation in
agriculttural eredit programs, there are numerous reports of individual situations
suggesting that such agencies as Farmers' Home Administrat ion prefer to deal with
men and that they make this preference abundant v clear to women who seek to apply
for credit. Even some single women farmors report that they ave told to bring their
fathers along to sign the application forms. In Kenva, women with large. successful

b
farms are less Tikely than men with smaller farms to receive eredit,

Women are not the only food producers pooriv served by the extension services
they pav for. Despite the Tess=than-impressive performances of manv extension
services in all regions of the world, women are put at a relative disadvantage by
being denicd access to potentially useful intormation. There is considerable
evidence that women are deniced access to exlonsion assistance primarily because
they are women. In Kenya, cven the large and successfnl wvomen farmers had less
contact with the extension agents than did men with smaller and loss productive

37
farms. In Liberia, the government paid men to attend a demonstratton of new tech-
niquest of rice production. Unemployed, landless men came, but the women rice

producers remained at work in their ficelds. 38



Dental of access to extension scervice to women also impoverishes the quality of
the advice that extension agents can offer. Wowen have rvich practical experiences
in various techniques of food production.  This practical oxpericence could usefully
be incorporated inte national rescarch and extension efforts.  Since women have been
denied access to credit, their techniques are more Likely to be efficient in terms
of capital and energy. They are also likely to be techniques that manage risks so
that food is almost always avaflable cven if this means fovegoing the high-cost, hiigh-
risk strategics for maximum production.

When women are not consol fdated about their experiences and their needs. much
research and cxtension effort may he wasted.  One West African country devoted time
and resources to developing a maize sheller that worked more slowlv than women could

39
shell maize by hand.

Women may be more highly motivated to participate in programs than ave men. For
example, women responsible fer collecting household water would be interested in
maintaining water pumps. With some 80 % of the water pumps in Less Developed Countries
(LDC's) out of order, it would scem to be in the general interest to train women to

W0
maintain then. Currently, men are given such training. But, if the pumps break
down, the man will not have to walk for wator.‘/‘l

When cxtension services do hire female of ficers or design programs for women,
1t is usually fn the wnproductive field of home economics. These programs put women
at an even greater disadvantage relative to men.

The experiences of Amerfcean farm wemen with home cconomics should cautton women
in countries just beginning to fund a home economics "establishment".

Through the home economists, Taylorism tuvaded American farm homes. Farm women

were told that good management would solve their problems. Undoubtedly, there was



a great deal to be learned from heme cconomists about better methods of housekceping.
However, the home economics movement offered not so much technical assistance as an
ideology. Women were told that human fulfillment lov in making lace curtains for
the home of the nuclear family presided over by o wise and beneficent patriarch.  Home
cconomics taught women to serve thefr husbands and families within the home. Tt did
not even tell women to serve their hushands and familios by doing ceonomically pro-
ductive farm work or supplemevting the menper cash carning of most farms throuph

of f=farm jobe.  Women were to be separated from both the larger ceonomy and from

their own businesscs by the new duties of full-time domestic busy work.

This home cconomfcs ideology was, of course, curious. 1t came at a time when
women's work in the homes was hecoming increasingly tvivial, when the cash economy
wis supplying many of the services previouslyv performed by the homemaking arcisan.,

Tn the face of this fundamental chanee, the women's larger socio-cconomic anc
political subservience could only he maintained by an ideology of the womanliness
of domestic triviality. At the same time that more and more women were entering
the cash ceonomy as factory workers, office workers, teachers. the home cconomists
were perpetuating the patriarchal family by offering a vision of housekecping as a
carcer,

This did not, of course, mean that women should be left to do their housework
either as they had done it in the past or as thev preferred to do it in light of
their own values.  Rather, housework was to become domestic science.  Home economists
built an ideology of their own indispensability in guiding women into this new age
of scientific servitude. The hiome ceanomiats quicklv moved into the agricultural
extension service and helped seuregate women's issues from agriculture. Tn the
process they perpetuated the mvihs that women did not farm and should be shielded

from the physical burdens and managerial strains of farming,
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One of the [lrst products of these publicly-supported devotees of Tavlorism in
the home was a series of time-use studioes desipned to show rhiat betier management of
Fime was o critical need of farm wemen.  These stodies were funded under the 16425
Parnell Act, which provided federal support for rescarch on a number of topics,
including home economics. With this money, the home economists organized a Natfonal
Conmittec on Rural Home Management Studies.  The study in Idaho showed a marked

hestility to women who worked outrside the home and who sought alternatives to the

"eareer” of housekeepiug.  The report arguced:

The statement is often heard that women keep house not from cheice, but
hecause they can do nothing else.  The answers obtained in this investiga-
tion do not confirm such a statement... . On the other hand, there are a
few women who would prefer poing back to their old positions, leaving o
maid to take care of and cook for the “amilyv.  These women have not been
trained to look upon homemaking as o profession.  One of Che main abjece-
tives in the present wethods of teaching Home Economics o to instill into
the minds of girls that idea that no nohloer protession erists than that of
the homemaker. There are the chosen ow wio have a special talent but are
not gitted or trained in the art of homemaking, who preter te teave the
heuschold responsihilitice to servant s and render their services te the
family by continuing in their former professions,

Any ddea or working for selt-ful Villment would have been nnthlnkable within the
ideology of domestic scicnce. Anvithing but hone e conomics indicated a fundamental
failure of womanhood and wifeliness.

The emphasis on management (o the house never transferred to hoelping women assume
a role in wanaging the farm. The time spent on farm work was glossed over in these
studies or treated as an unfortunate diversion from housekeeping.  The Oregon time-use
study noted that women penerally tended to do mere farm work as their heuschold and
family responsibiiities decreased.  This study cven novted that

Most farm women find outdoor work interestiag. Tt is likely that the

time which they give to farm work will {ncrease as homemaking time
is set free by the extension of, g‘-mnmunit\' ut ilities and commercial
services into rural districrs.



Women were plven no ldeology of their role as farmers.  Farm work was tolerated
because it was, In a sense, within the home. This same studv said of the trade-off
between farm work awd houscwork:
The increase in Viving stondards enjoved beomembers of other occupat fons
had had the cffect of increasing the desiced standard among farn people,
The width of the sap is in a scuse a neasure of the farm homemaker's
problem, She c.oanot usnallyv have the full benefit of medern facilities
for cutting time costs In the honschold.  She is more apt to give part
of her working time to adding te family income. 34
The domestic scicence ideology spread through the farms of America partly through
the farm press. The Country Gentlemen carried a regular column between 1912 and 1916
from Nellie Kedzice Jones, founder of the domest i ceasomy department at Kansas State
University, and later a resident of Wisconsin., "Aunt Nellies" letters to her
"nicce" Janet, a young wife on a Wisconsin farm, were at least leavened by common
sensc and humor., Her Taylorism was restrained by the understandiog that she was
writing about haman beings In hemes, not about extensions of machines in facteries.

Nevertheless hers was o message of planning tor preater efficiency on hehalf of the

45

partiarchal family,

The probicm posed for farm women by the ideolopy of domestic economy was that
it imposed new burdens without providing realistic means of ceping with them.  The
betterment of farm women's lot as both farmers and as housekeepers came not through
the home cconomists but throuph advantageons farm prices, the extension of rural
electrification, and the rebellion of urban middlie ¢lass women against the feminine
mystique. The ideology of domestic sceience was another product of the land grant
colleges and the extension service. Women's tax moncy was used to try to convince
them that they were homemakers, not farmers. The colleges of agriculture were giving
mer professional training in agriculture, while the women were segregated into home

economics courses. The logiec of the ideology of demestic science contained a central
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flawv: if homemaking were indecd such a challenging, fulfilling carcer, why did

women have to be warned against and e-cluded from management in other fields, even
their cwn farms, the farms on which their houses were located?  The fdeolopy of
domestic sceience wanted women in the house and men in charge of the farm. This meant
that women were to be cut of [ from the larper worlds of politics and cconomics.

They could understand cconomics only when that related to the bome.  Thev could manage
kitchens but not farms.

The probfem wich domestic scicnce was not that it tried to provide useful methods
of houseckeeping but that it raised this advice to the level of an ideology that
denied women's capactty for work an:d maigement inoany setting other than the home.
Women were not encouraged to learn about and participate in that business which
supported their home. This was anfair to both men and women, it was inconsistent
wvith the realities of family farms. On these counts, one can paraphrase John Kenueth
Galbraith's remark about agricaltural cconomists:  YIf all domestic scientists were
laid end to end, it would be a pood thing."

Discriminatory tawation sceems a particular problem of United States women. The
current controversy over the estate tax, or widow's tax, has shown women the grave
economic consequences of the prevailing cultural assumptions that men farm and women
merely help. Unuer current state and federal Taws, women's labor on the farm does
not constitute a claim vo ownership. When the hushand dies, the wife has to pay
inheritance tax on the farm even if she can prove that she operated the farm while
her husband held an off-farm job. Women whose husbands were invalids have been
similarly confronted with the law that savs they have no claim to the farws they
have run. This issue became critical in the carly 1970s as the rapid appreciation
in land values duc te speculative pressures meant that many move farms now exceeded

the exemption limits. A number of wid.ws have been forced to sell their farms in



order to pay the estate taxes; women now say that men pay for a farm once, but a
widow has to pay for it twice.

This issue mobilized farm women to political action. This was a perfect lssue
for farm women because {t was seen as family maintaining.,  Women could show that

discriminat ion against women was a threat to the ontlre family.

Women and Rural Development

Changes in the structure of agriculturai production together with the increa-
singly mirginal position of women in agriculturce make women scckers of non-farm
cemployment .  This is as truce of the United States as of the less developed countries.
In this quest women are a disadvantaged group of job scekers for several reasons.
First, they are less likely than men to have had anv previous work experience.,
Second, they are less likely than men to have had any vocational graining or as
much relevant formal education. Third, few women have any arrangements for child
care, The need for a job awiy from the home does not guarantee that cither the
enployer or the kin group will help in this area.  Fourth, rural women, like rural
mén, dre a captive labor force. Their owacrship of small amounts of property limits
their mobility without at the same time providing an adequate standard of living.

The rural labor force 1s constrained from belng a class-conscious proletariat by its
character as a marginal petit hourgeoisie. These rural workers will be less inclined
to demand the minimum wage or to organize labor unions. They rely on their small
amounts of property to grow food to support themselves and to supplement their meager
wages. These rural laborers are marginal in both sectors of the cconomy.

Examples of women in this situation of dual marginality are legion. Women do

most of the work in the food processing industry in the United States. Since this



is seasonal work, they receive no health or retirement benefits and rarely earn the
minimum wiage. Unionization is out of the question. Women sort and pack cranberries
in Wisconsin and Massachusetts, they pluck turkeys and pack vegetables in Minnesota.
Women rarcly fill the much better paying jobs in packing houses in the United States.
These are reserved for men.,

The main issue is not simply one of cqual access for women to jobs in slaughter
houses. 1t is rather the set of warket and policy constraints that force women to
seek such jobs in addition to their work on their own farms. This is a quest ion
of the structure of agricultural production and the meaning of "rural development".
In many arcas of the world, Including the United States, it Is also a quest fon of
a private sector that takes advantage of this situation of the rural labor forcoe,
particularly women. The Sunbelt success story in the United States is built on
thiz combination of public financing of a private sector that operates through the
subemployment of 2 large part of the rural work force.

This is a virtually neglected area of inquiry. Tt raises questions about the
adequacy of equal access as a framework for the analysis of women's positions as
well as for the preparation of policy recommendations. Ic is not clear that anything
but a demand for equal access is poliricallv possible. On the other hand, there is
always the risk that demands for cqual access will retard the emergence of more

fundamental change of even greater benefit to women,

Policy Recommendations

Women's roles in agriculture, like those of men, are increasingly determined
by public policies. These policles have had an adverse impact on many farmers during
the past thirty years. 8mall farmers have been put at an increasing disadvantage

relative to large farmers in many regions of the world. Women have suffercd from the
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additional burdens of cultural assumptjons and explicit policies that have indirectly

or directly discriminated against them as women and intensified their marginality as
farmers. Even if all the problems of the small and medium sized farmer were to be
solved, farm women would stil! face problems as women.  The following policy recom-
mendations address this special position of women 1 agriculture. These recommendations

reflect the convict{on that cqual access is insufficient.

1. Women's individual rights within kinciip-1inked enterprises must be ¢lari-
fied in Taw and administrative procedure if women are to derive benefits from the
incorporation of agriculture ifoto the legai-burcaucratic realm represented by
agricultural policies and dovelopment programs avound the world.  Without explicit
recegnition of this issue, the preseat tendency (o exclude women trom aeccess to
land and thus to all other &ssoclated rights will be intensified. There is no
reason that the delimitation of individual rights should exclude any member of a
kin group. The present situation results from a lack of insipght, not from any
inherent or nccessary rigidity in Liw or administrative practice.

2. A1l publicly funded progroms, whether from national goverament resources
of from external sources, should be caamined for their divect or ifondirect impact on
women. Efforts to include women as project co-ovperators and project staff should
be intensified,

3. Educational opportunities in agriculture should be extended to women.

The current tendency to train men in agricultural and women in home economics
should be stopped. The vntire role of home cooncnics training in developing
countrices should be re-evaluated to ensure that home cconomlbes programs are not

used to separate women from meaningful roles in agriculture.



4. Policies that encourage large-seale, capital-intensive agriculture should
be carefully examined for their impact on both farmers and consumers. Women are
likely to be even more adversely affected than men by a chaige from apgricultural
systems bascd on small-holders to an agriculture based on government or corporate
control of land. Women might well be at a disadvantage in secking jobs as agri-
cultural workers. Separating women from even a marginal role in the product fon
of their own food might well increase hunger for themselves and their children.

5. Policies that link "rural development” to a publically-financed private
sector that depends on sub-cmployment, especially of women, [or maximum profits
should be carefully studied. Ar the very least if such policies are te continue,
they might be endorsed less enthusiastically and less uneritically as a positive
benefit to rural people, including women.

6. Governments and agricultural organizations should facilitate contact among
farm women from many parts of the world, New policy options might well be generated
by a sharing of experiences, successes, problems, failures, and aspirations. TIn

such sharing, American farm women have murh to contribute and much to pain.
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