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INTRODUCTION

One of the concepts to emerge with the Farming Systems(FS) approach to
agricultural resesrch and extension ieg that of the recommendation domain
(RD). Defined as "e group of roughly homogeneous farmers with saimilar
circumstances for whom we can make mor2 or less the same recommendation"
(Byerlee, et al., 1980), the =inderlying assumption is that farmers of
households within the same RD will have similer responses to proposed
technology (Snaner, et al., 1982: 44). RDs are intendea to focus the
research process and expedite disseminat:ion of the recommended technology
thereby facilitating the extension phase.

The aebate continues in the farming systems literature and among
farming systems practitioners about both the more relevent criteria and the
preferred timetable to 1denti:y and elaborate recoamendation dcmeins. The
position of tfhose of us who malintain that the early celineation of Kis
precluces cousiderations that are not readily evident or initially sal:ent
(Cornick and Alkerti, 1983) is countered by others who maintailn tha: the
early identificstion of RDs permits their progressive refinement (Franzel,
1884). Still others (Norman and baker, 19%¢) poant out that in the las:

analysis both the terget groups identified anc the nature of the technology

recommendec tend to reflect the expertise of the the tean members 1n e
particular rarning Systems Research(rSR) project.
in this paper I take the position that, first, Kbe s&nsitive to gender

iesues are difficul: teo develor due Lo scant documentsetich oI womer

3
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participation in agricultural anc farm-relatec activaities in locazl arees,
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and, second, if developed, difficult to implement due to several features
common to many FSR projects. Indeed, it seems to me that the greater the
pressure for prompt elaboration of RDs, the greater 1s the likelihooc that
women’s roles, as well as their concerns within the FSK countext, will be
overlooked because of insufficient time to draw them out. The long term
solution to satisfactorily address gender issues in FS, however, lies less
in attempts to develop appropriate RDs and more in efforts to revise che
FSK framework so that gender issues are deliberately and self-consciously
entertained unless excluded. Until these changes occur, several key
guestions are proposea to assist FSKR practitioners 1in assessing what gender
related issues are potent:izlly relevent irn & perticulaer FSk site and
whetner they can be addressed feasibly within the existing project

framework.

DESTACLES TO DEVELOPING GENDER SENSITIVE RECONMERDATION DOMATINS

Among the more common techhigues suggested for the initial stages of
problen diagnoseis leesainc to the formation of recommendation domains ara
reviews of secondary date, informal interviews with persone such &s locel
officireals, recioents, and extension workere, and an exploratory survey of
farmers sometimes combinec with or followed by e formel survey (Harrington
and Tripp, 1984; Snaner, et al., 19&Z). The obstacles to uncovering the

extent of women’s involvement in the total or select pheses of a Zarming

system imbeddéed 1n each of these techn:cues 1s discussed briefly.

V]
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LIMITATIONS OF TPADITIONAL TECHNIQUES
Secondary Data Reviews

Huch of the literature on women in agriculture published within the
lest ren years underscores the extent tc which the involvement and
contributions of women in this area have been underrepresented (Deere and
Leon, 1981; Lewis, 1981). Nevertheless, secondery sources such &s census
date and local agricultural repor:ts that continue to ignore or
underesgimate female contripbutions abound. When FSR staff{ cunsult theée
materials they are likely to accept the data sz factual unleas they are
aware of the possibility tnat female participation in agriculture may be
nasked or otherwise distcried. Only wheﬁ sensitive to this bias may they be
persuaded to seek edditional corroboration before dismissing gender as &

potentially relevant varieable,

Informal Interviews and Exploratory Surveys

Local officials and extension agents cen often provide extensive
site-specific information that & FSR stafi member would be hard-pressed to
otherwise obtain so efficiently. For information on female involvement in
agriculture, however, this is less likely the cese for several reassons.
First, culturel velues may intervene. When female agricultural activity is
~assocratec with poverty, not only are male officiaic unlikely to discuss
such ect:rvity on the part of femsle menbers in their own household, bu:z
they mey well be reluciant to discusg such activitiy on ihe part of female
residents 1n generel presuring thet it woula reflect necatively on the
‘socioeconomic status of the community.

1

Assuming thet these local officials and extencion agents are alros:t
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exclusively male, attempis to adjust fcr these gender-related "blind-spots”
by speaking with their wives or other female houszhold members may not
yield substantially different results (Alberti, 1980). To the extent that
these women partake of the elevated social status of their households, they
are unlikely to make ;public" their own involvement in farm-related tasks
or imply difficult socioeconomic conditions within the community by
referring to such activity on the part of other women unless it is to
demean ghem.

Second, it has been found that male farmers routinely uncerestimate
the degree end undervalue the importance of femzale involvement 1in
farm-related activit:es in which they too part:cipate {(Bourgue and Warren,

198

; Deere enc Leon, 1981; Alberti, in process), and to ignore or be
unaware oI the extent of female :involvementi in farming activities that they
do not share in. Hence easking mele farmers about the participation of
femailes 1n agriculture will not necessarily elicit accurate information.

Finally we must consider the reluctence of t.e national mele FSX stas

4y,

members, especially if they are from the local area, to ask guestions that
are deemec '"i1nappropriate” by local stancdards. Moreover, cultural norns may
restrict male field stafi merbers’ access to women for interviews. As ye:
enother possibility, male F3R staff members may resist interviewlng wonen

because of their own attitudes about femesle participation 1in agriculture,

rormal Surveys

The aavanteges and limitat:ons of formal surviys have been wigeiy

w

’

discussecd. Within the farming systems litsrature Chanbers (1580, 198

1984) 1s perheps their nost outsporen anc graphlc Critic &8s he conjures up
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visions of “30 pages of questionnaire ... which if asked are never coded,
or if coded never punched, or if punched never processed ... examined ...
or anaiyzed..." that a number of us have also seen (1980: 4).

Visg-a-vis women’s involvemernt in agriculture there are two points I
would raise about formal surveys. The first is that preparing a
questionnaire assumes that we know whe: we need to know and how to ask it.
While this ought eventually to be the case, for surveys conducted during
the inigial stages of project development this 1s not always true for
women’s issues prec:sely as a conseguence of some of the limitat:ons just
discussed. Secondly, many formal surveys are designed to be administered
to either the maie or female head of household, bu: nd: both. Generaliy,
the househeld rmember aveilable when the interviewer arrives responcs,
However, the survey form freguently lecks an 1ter to indicate who was
actuslly interviewed andé wnether that person was malz or female. Hence,
even 1f relevant gquestions about women’s involvement in agriculiture anc
ferm-related activities are Included, it 1s 1impossiple to cdisaggregate male

and female responses and analyze them for consistency and comparability.

LOCATING WOMEN IN THE FARMING SYSTEMS CONTEXT
Given these constirsints, we turn to the issue: What site-specific

information might be readily evailanie that woulcd expedite developing
1]

recommencalion conalns censitive To genaer differences? By "read:ly

evailiable" I refer to information the: coulc pe elicited over a few days

througn inzormal conversaTion Wwitih local residents, teachers, and otner
persong WOrKing 1n the aresz, =g Ragp:ifd Furel Appraisel precedures recommend
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(Chambers 1980; Beebe, 1985), in conjunction with & field trip around the
project area. The field trip is essential to provide visual information to
accompany verbal accounts. Lines of inguiry otherwise not considered may
be opened when the information from these two sources does not concur.

The information obtained from responses to the following gquestions
ought to enable FSK practitioners to contextuslize the situation of women
in the FSR setting in broad strokes. At the same Liwme, it would facilitate
a quick assessment of whether the FSR project, as it exis*s or could
feasibly be modified, can viably address the gender 1ssues relevant to that
site. Where addressing those issues 1s possible, this wou.d tnen ideally
be followed by coll_cting the kind of information ne~iea to 1nform analyses

of intra-household dynarice in FSR (Flora, n.d.; Felcdstein, 19837,

What are the Lo~al Cultural Norms Regarding Femeie Agricultural Activity?
Is Hore then One Culture Represented in the Project Area?

In meny paris of Latin Amer:ica, particulerly indigenocus recions of the
Andes, women wcrk side Dy side with men in the fielde. 1In other areas such
ae Honduras women are scldon seen working in the fields beneath the direct
rays of the sun end may well be embarzssed i{ they are. Asian women such
as those from Bangladesh are rarely fielc workers while many of their
indian counterparts assume the major roie in most if not all phases of rice

procuction.
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The d:f7erences referrec to here ars largely iLhe result oi cu
VEr1ations WNOSE CoRinant mode of exprsszion mey be religlious or ethnic, or

SOmE COLDination of —he two. Wnat 18 importent 1e thal when we Kknow that a

certain portron or subportion of the population of an eree shares a

Alberti/February 1986 6



particular cultural orientation, we are also in a position to make certain
assumptions about the kinds of roles women are likely to assume within an
agricultural setting and how forthcoming information about those roles is
likely to be. For example, if visible productive activity on the part of
women 1is highly circumscribed, we can expect that even when women do engage
in such endeavors, they will be extremely difficult to document.

When more than one cultural group is represented in an area additional
factorsymay come to bear on the situation. Is one group dominant and the
other subordinate? Is the participation of women in agriculturel and fern
related tasks the same for both groups? Are the norms regarding such
involvement the same? If the norms vary, which norms co agricultural
extensioniste and field workere represent?

In culturelly complex settings it is importent to specify the cultural
group or groups to which a recommendation domain applies. This should help
clarify and explain what would otherwise be unanticipeted responses to a
recommended technology. Factors that might be involved include
difierential access to extra-household labor by ethnic group, or different

production objectives despite use of the eame traditional technologies,

Does Women’s Perticipation 1in Agriculture Vary by Social Class? 1If so, in
What Ways?

There is an ever-growing consensus that the way households, and the
women within those households, participate in the farming system 1is highly
contingent on social cless. Women from laac poor householde who engage in
ferming tasks tend to werii lonaer hours el those taske and generate

proportionately lowar returns than other women. Oftentimes they are the
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women who have been left behind while their male partners migrate in search
wage enployment. Women from landless households are ciearly the most
vulnerable as they are increesingly dependent on an ever more tenuous
agricultural wage labor market that relegates them to more restricted and
marginal employment opportunities even as it expands commercially (Hart,
1978; 5Stoiler, 1977; Sen, 1983; .tolcke, n.d.; Young, 1985; Horn, et al.,
18%.; Chaney and Lewis, 1980),.

While these trends may be wicespread they are not universsl. Knowing
whether they are valid for a particular setting should give us some clue of
how candid men, or women, or both are likely to be about female involvement

in aygricultural and farm-relatec activities.

Do Women Specialize in rooc Production and Subsistence fariculture?

Despite broac variations in patterns, the preeminent roie of women in
in the procuction of food for home consurpTion appears to Cross continental
bounds (Chaney and Lew:s, 1880),

In Letin Anerica the evicence 15 widespread that the majority of women
who directly engege in egricultural production at the householcd level do so

1

or home consumption thouah they may
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primarrly with basic crops :in

also market smell portions of those crops. If the householid ealso raises a
cash crop, 1t 1s likely to pe under the care of the male nead of household,
even when women contripute labor to ite cult:ivation. The more the

householcd’s agriculzurel activitiee ere conrercilelly orientec, the lesce s

the l:kelinocc thstl the women of the housenolc will be directly inveoived in

agriculzural procuct:on However, wnen labcrers arc precent, women oI the

household are usuz'ly expected to provide the sSuUppOrt SErvices SUrrounding
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food preparation, end ere occasionally called upon for managerial
activities (Deere and Leon, 1981; Bourque aad Warren, 1981; Alberti, ;n
process).

In Asia the scenario is disﬁinct. Despite broad variations in the
extent of women’s direct involvement in rice-based agricultural economies
due to ethnic and religious differences, women are always involved in the
processing of rice and {requently bear major responsibility for its
t;ansplanting, weeding, and harvesting. When the household’s access to
rice fields is insufficient to meet its own consumption needs, women as
well as men are l;kely to seek work as egricultural laborers with rice as
thh2 preferred mediun of payment. Perticipation in the harvest of kin and
neighbors, 1i not the planting ae= well, 1s another strategy geared to
insure a ration of }ice (Hart, 1978; Sen, 1985; Dey, 1985). 1In each
instance the overarching objective is to obtain food that can be
immedietely used by the household.

In contrast with rice cultivating areas, using the Philippines as an
example, the cultivation of cash crops such as coconut and tobacco and
commercilal varieties of roo: crecpg such as cassave and camote is dominated
by men. Koot crops grown for home use, however, ere often under the
immediate control of women (Cornick and Alberti, 1985).

Until recently, the situstion in Africa presented what hed probably
been the Rost consistent essociation between crops and gender. Even now,
food arops ere grown elmost exclueively by wonren, though some women,
particularly those near urban aress, have begun to cultivate cash crope as
well (Fergueson ancd Horn, 1S€5: 3). 1In contrast, men continue to

concentrate their efforte in cash crop production.
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Getting a sense of the pattern that predominates for a given F3R
project should help us to identify the crops and animals that women tenc to
work with as well as to assess the FSR project’s capsbilities in those

areas.

INFORMATION WITHIN A FARMING SYSTENS FRANEWOXRK

(23]

UTILIZING TH

Having asked the questions, we now turn to how we may fruitfully use
the information obtained.

Figst, the knowledge gained should enable us to better identify the
variables that are particularly relevant vis-a-vis women in farming systenms
in the project area. Second, it can provide us with guidelines to estimate
the validity of the information and date that does exist. Thirg, it
highlighte the kind of informetion that is availeble while giving sone
indication of what is laciking. This should help us to assess what
additional information 1is neegec ancd to appreise how sensitive its
collection may be.

For example, the knowlecge that there are two ethnic groups within the
FSR project bounds should inmediately prompt us to guestion whether their
attitudes toward agriculture, and women’s involvement in agriculiure, are

the same. I7 they differ we should be attuned to the importance of

n

systematicelly distinguishing responses by ethnic groun.

4

The denial of female i1nvolvenmsnt 1n agriculiure by government and

I CUrn oucht Lo suggest thal we ne=d to ewercise calution o eliciit the
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rarely fall into compartments that vary so neatly elong a single dimension.
Rather, multiple variables combine and fuse, whether systematically or
erratically, resulting in ever more complex relationships. Their salience
1s heightecned as they interact with some of the more common features of
farming aystems projecis. Let us examine sore of these characteristics and

the way they interact with gender concerns.

FARMING‘SYSTEMS CONSTRAINTS AND THEIR IMPLICATIONS FOR GENDER ISSUES

Site selection for farming asystems projects often results fronm
political and economic decisions that occur outsice project bounds (Sharer,
et al., 1982; Herrington and Tripp, 13584). Marginal ereas are less likely
to be selected. Not only do they tend to lack political leverage, but
projects 1n such areas are more prone Lo failure due to the restricted
access ﬁo resources of their residents. Women who engage in agricultural
and rarm-releted activities, however, are freguently concentrated emong the
resource poor who are commonly located in more marginal areas.

Despite occasional efforts to the contrary farming systeme projects
are frequently cornodity-orientec either as the result of project mancate,
or team nemder expertise, or & combinetion of tnese factors (Norman and
Baker, 198¢). Bui a commodity orientation :s fregquently aligned with a
commercial orientation. As has been discussed, however, womzn are more
likely to cultivate food crops with @ view to household consumption.

Hence, when & F3R proj=ct hzz 2 cormudizy o;lentatlon it may amplicitly
ignore women by axcluding the crop, or crop focus, of nmost concern to them.
Lestly, FSR projyecis tend to &dapt already existing technology, or

shelf technoliogy, to & particular situation, rather than to develop new
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technology for a specific situation. They justify their approach on the
basis of insufficient resources and a time frame inadequate to allow for
additional research. However, existing technologies have tended to be
capital intensive, and until recently, to give demonstrated results only
when adopted es an entire packeage, rather than in steps over time. Hence,
to the extent that women who engege in egricultural and farm related
activities are concentrated among the resource poor, they may be unable to
adopt tﬂe new technology because of insufficient cash resources. Or 1f
they have the resources, they may be unwilling tc adopt the new technology
because it 1s inapproprieate to their goals when they are subsistence rather
than commercially oriented.

To paraphrase Chambhers, then, these factors :interlock (1980: 3). Nor
does the conflict end there. As Harrington and Tripp remind us: “Donmains
are formed so that researchers can effectively deal with the majority of
farmers in a particular aree" (1984: 14). However, the only nmejoriity that
women tend to constitute ac household level agriculturalists is that cf the

rura Neveritneless, even eamong them, some women are partnered,

=
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others single, some the only farpmer in the household, and still others only
sources of ladbor. Trnough wonmen who directly engege in fariming and

farm-related acitivities are uniikely to be weal it is likely that there

~

1s considereble variatlon in Thellr aCCeSS Lo resources, even among those
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abel as "poor”.

mele-criented agrarrtultural research and development programs. The way they

eyperience thet disacdvaniege, however, 1s pecdiates by their culture,

resources, ard civil sterus, end, hence, varies, 1t 18 difficult for



recommendation domains that depend on homogeneous circumstances in key
variables to locate issues that relate to "women" equally despite their
diversity, for, indeed, there are few. What & true incorporation of gender
issues in farring systems implies is & revision of the farming systems unit
of analysis from the househcld to the mzle end femsale household'heads
within the farming systems household for the staages of problem diagnosis
and design. The information thus provided would enable the farming systenms
practitioners to make conecious though difficult choices about where the
FSR resources will be channelied knowing full well and in advance whether

and how those choices are likely to differentially affect men and women.
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