Gender and Innovation Processes
in Wheat-Based Systems

to the CGIAR Research
Program on Wheat

GENNOVATE Report q‘ GENNOVATE

| sesemncn
SE | Qe



WHEAT (http://wheat.org) is a CGIAR Research Program launched in 2012 and led by the International
Maize and Wheat Improvement Center (CIMMYT). Coupling advanced science with field-level research

and extension in lower- and middle-income countries, WHEAT works to raise wheat productivity,
production and affordable availability for 2.5 billion resource-poor consumers who depend on the crop
as a staple food. Partners include the Australian Centre for International Agricultural Research (ACIAR),
the British Biotechnology and Biological Sciences Research Council (BBSRC), the International Center for
Agricultural Research in the Dry Areas (ICARDA), the Indian Council of Agricultural Research (ICAR), and a
community of more than 200 public and private organizations worldwide, among them national
governments, companies, international centers, regional and local agencies and farmers. Funding for
WHEAT comes from CGIAR and generous donors including national governments, foundations,
development banks and other public and private agencies.

©2017 CGIAR Research Program on Wheat (WHEAT). All rights reserved. The designations employed in
the presentation of materials in this publication do not imply the expression of any opinion whatsoever
on the part of WHEAT or its contributory organizations concerning the legal status of any country,
territory, city, or area, or of its authorities, or concerning the delimitation of its frontiers or boundaries.
The opinions expressed are those of the author(s), and are not necessarily those of WHEAT or our
partners. WHEAT encourages fair use of this material. Proper citation is requested.

Correct citation: Badstue, L., Petesch, P., Williams, G., & Umantseva, A., with Daniela Moctezuma.
(2017). Gender and innovation processes in wheat-based systems. GENNOVATE Report to the CGIAR
Research Program on Wheat. GENNOVATE Research Paper. Mexico, D. F.: CIMMYT.

ISBN: 978-607-8263-64-6

AGROVOC descriptors: Agriculture; Gender; Wheats; Innovation

AGRIS category codes: A50 Agricultural Research; E10 Agricultural Economics and Policies
Dewey decimal classification: 338.1082 BAD


http://wheat.org/
http://www.cgiar.org/our-research/cgiar-research-programs/
http://www.cimmyt.org/
file:///C:/Users/LBADSTUE/Documents/00001/aciar.gov.au
file:///C:/Users/LBADSTUE/Documents/00001/bbsrc.ac.uk
http://www.icarda.org/
http://www.icar.org.in/
http://www.cgiar.org/

Contents

LiST OF @CTONYMIS. oo i
LiST O fIUIES et i
LISt OF LIS e ii
LiST OF DOXES ..o i
ACKNOWIEAZEMENTS ...viiieiiiiiee e et iv
P L A ettt v
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY .ot Vi
1. WHEAT-SYSTEMS INNOVATIONS WITH A GENDER PERSPECTIVE ..., 1
100 A VoY o o [ ot oY o RS 1
1.2, Research MethodOlOgY ...t e et e e et e e e e be e e e e e bae e e enareeas 2
2.0PPORTUNITY STRUCTURES FOR INCLUSIVE INNOVATION ...cooviiiiiiiiiiieeeece 5
B O = o] oo 1YY/ T aT oT= 1 s a1 T Vo K= £ PSSR PRROt 7
2.1.1. Agency and changing Norms of deferenCe ........oooviiiiiii e 9
2.2. IMProVIiNG WEIDEING weviieiiie ettt et e et e e st e e e s satae e e sataeeessasaeeessnsseeeensseeenan 13
2.2.1. Case study: Badero’s changing culture of inequality ........cooviiiiiiiiiiii e 14
2.2.2. Gender NOrmMs and POVEITY ESCAPES ....cciii ittt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 17
2.3. The freedom and power Of tiPPING POINTS..iiiiciiieiiciiie et e e e e e sare e e e saaeeeeas 19
3. MEN’S AND WOMEN’S EXPERIENCES WITH AGRICULTURAL INNOVATIONS...... 23
3.1. What agricultural innovations rate highly on the ground?......cceeeecieiiicieee e 23
3.1.1. Factors that men and women appreciate in relation to improved wheat varieties .................... 25
3.1.2. Challenges in relation to iMProved WHheat...........ooooiii e, 28
3.1.3. Differences in the way that men and women speak about their innovation experiences .......... 30
3.2.  Whatlocal resources and factors enable or hinder innovation?.......ccccceevccveeevcvieeecccieee e 32
3.3, Capacities t0 CONNECE AN IBAMM ..uiiiiicieieccceee ettt e et e e s sere e e e sabaeeesssraeeeesasaeeeeas 34
4. THE GENDERED CONTEXT OF AGRICULTURAL INNOVATION ......cooviiiiiiieeeee, 37
4.1. Local expectations for farming rolES ... e e e e e e ebre e e nreeas 38
Nl oY=l oY aTo l o) il <=Ta Vo [=T g Vo o o -SSP 40
4.2.1. The highly gendered environment governing marital roles ..., 40
4.2.2. The idea of the man as the eCoNOMIC ProVIder ......c...ooi i 42
4.2.3. The intersection of gender with social class, poverty and caste.........ccccoovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieccee e 43

4.2.4. Slowly evolving gender relations ...........eeii i 47



4.3. The uneven and shifting terrains of women’s eCONOMIC ABENCY.cuiiiiiiccuriieeeeeeeececirreree e e e e eeerrereeeas 50

4.3.1. Marital decision-making on “WomeEN’s” FESOUICES........coiuviiiiiiiiie it ettt svaee e 50
4.3.2 Gender Nnorms and ECONOMIC ENTEIPIISE...uuiiii ittt aee e 53

4.4, Youth perspectives on empowerment, gender norms, and agriculture.....cccccoveceeeeeeceeeeseieee e, 57
4.4.1. AZENCY AN AEPENUENCE ..vviiiiiiiiie ettt e et e e e st e e e et e e e e st e e e e stbaaeestraaee e 58
A.4.2 ASPDITAtIONS .o 60
4.4.3 Gender constraints to @dUCatiONal @CCESS......iiiviiiiiiiiiie ettt 62
444, ChildDEaring AECISIONS ....uviiie ittt ee ettt ettt ettt e e et e e e st e e e e sttb e e e e sstbeeeesstbaeeesstbaaeestbeaeeaes 63
44,5 PhySICal MODITITY oottt ettt e et e et e e et eeenreas 63
4.4.6 YOUNE PEOPIE'S FArMING FOIES .viiiiiiiiii ettt ettt esaae e 65
5. CONCLUSION Lo e e e aaes 67

5.1. Implications and opportunities for Wheat RAD .......uucieeeeeiieeeeiieeeeciee e esvee e svee e s evee e e 70
B, AN NIEXES ettt e e e e e e e et et e e e e e eeaaaraaaa a

Annex A. Overview of GENNOVATE key study questions, conceptual framework, sampling, data

collection, and analysis PrOtOCOIS ...ttt ettt e s e e e e sra e e e s satr e e e ssabaeeesanbaeeeennreeeean a
ANNEX B: The WHEAT SAMPIE ceiiiiie ettt ettt ettt e et e e et e e et e e e e st ee e s s sbeeeesstaeeesssaeeeesseeesennrenas h
Annex C. Overview Of WHEAT CASE STUAIES ..vviiiiriiieeiiiee e eiitee e eciiee e et e e iree e e etbee e e e eatee e e e nabae e s enbeeesenranas p
Annex D. Researchers and institutions involved in case StUdIES .....ceeieerieriinieeieereeree e X
Annex E. Definitions of codes referenced in tables and fiIgUres ....uuiiieeecceee e e y

LN A a1 B (= =1 A=l A [ <L TN z



List of acronyms

AR4D Agricultural Research for Development

AREU Afghanistan Research and Evaluation Unit

BUITEMS Balochistan University of Information Technology, Engineering and Management Sciences
CA Conservation Agriculture

CGIAR Consultative Group for International Agricultural Research
CRP CGIAR Research Program

FGD Focus Group Discussion

FHH Female Headed Households

GCU Glasgow Caledonian University

GDP Gross Domestic Product

GENNOVATE Enabling Gender Equality in Agricultural and Environmental Innovation
Gll Gender Inequality Index

HDI Human Development Index

ICARDA International Center for Agricultural Research in the Dry Areas
MHH Male Headed Households

NRM Natural Resource Management

P Principal Investigator

PRA Participatory Rural Appraisal

R&D Research and Development

R4D Research for Development

SDPI Sustainable Development and Policy Institute

UNDP United Nations Development Programme

WHO World Health Organization

List of figures

Figure 1.
Figure 2.
Figure 3.
Figure 4.
Figure 5.
Figure 6.
Figure 7.
Figure 8.
Figure 9.

GENNOVATE case-study countries (UN-established borders) under CRP WHEAT ..........ccccc......... 3
Level of agency for own gender, NnOw and teN YEars ag0 .......ueeevcuvreieeiiieiesiiieee e e esreeeesereee e 8
Ratings on Ladder of Power and Freedom by couNtry ........cccveeiiiiiiiiciee e 9
Ratings on Ladder of Power and Freedom, tipping point cases VErsus rest........ccocceeeccvveeeecvveeenn. 9
LY s A T T o T I T4 =Y o os AP 10
Perceptions of local poverty trends in tipping point versus non-tipping point communities..... 14
Dimensions associated with moving out of POVErtY........ccccccviiieiiiiie e 17
Most prevalent innovations rated top two by Men.......c..coiviiiiiccie e, 24
Most prevalent innovations rated top two by WOmenN ........ccccvviiciiiiiiciee e, 25

Figure 10. Most prevalent themes associated with favorable observations about improved wheat
LR=Tol Y aTo] [T =4 TSR 26



Figure 11. Three most prevalent themes associated with unfavorable observations related to improved

1V 1= | SRS 29
Figure 12. Most frequently mentioned factors perceived to support innovation .........cccccccvveeeeciieee e, 32
Figure 13. Most frequently mentioned dimentions perceived to hinder innovation..........cccccevcveeeinnnnn. 34
Figure 14. How easy or difficult will it be for Aisha to purchase a plot of land without her husband’s
£ U o] oo o A PP PPUPRRN 51
Figure 15. Top three barriers for men eNtreprenN@UIS ... ..o eiii it 54
Figure 16. Top three barriers for Women entrepren@UIS ........ococuvieeeciieeeeeciee e rvee e e e e eareeas 55
Figure 17. Most prevalent coding associated with youth aspirations for education and their future....... 61
Figure A. 1. GENNOVATE conceptual frameWOIK .......cuueieiciiiiiiiiiiieeciiee e csiree s e st e s ssnre e e s e e ssnreeeeas b
Figure A. 2. Regional distribution of cases by sampling framework...........cccueeeeeiiiieiiiiiee e d
Figure B. 1. GDP per capita change, 2005 t0 2015 ........oeiiiciiieiiiiiie et esiree e esre e e ssrr e e e s saare e e esereeessereeeens h
Figure B. 2. Proportion of population living below the poverty line ......ccccveeiieiiie e i
Figure B. 3. Trend in local work opportunities for own eNder..........c.eeeicciiieicciiie e I
Figure B. 4. The extent to which local women have been hit or beaten in their households over the past
VAN VEISUS 10 YRAIS @80 .ciiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieieeeee ettt ettt e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eaeaeeaaaaaeeaaaaaaaeaeaaeaeeseeeeeeeaeaeeeaaaaeens I
List of tables

Table 1. Overview of data collection aCtiVILIES .......uiiiciiii i 4
Table 2. Ladder of Life, Poor women's focus group, Badero .........ueevvuieeiiiiiieeiiiiee e eseee e 15
Table 3. Median ratings on poverty reduction and empowerment ........ccccccveeeecieeeecciiee e e e 20
Table 4. Community characteristics, tipping point versus other cases ........cccccoecviveercieeeiccciee e, 21
Table 5. Proportion of Focus Groups (FGDs) identifying improved wheat as one of the top-two
INNOVATLIONS FOI TNEIM OWIN SEX w.eiiutiiiieieieiie it ctte ettt e e see e ste e s bee e s teeebeeesseeesbeeesnseesnseeenneessseennns 24
Table 6. Learning from @XEENSION .....cccuuiii it e e e e et e e e st e e e e s abaeeessabeeeeesareeas 35
Table 7. The good man and woman farmer, poor men’s focus group, Thool, Nepal........cccccvveecrveeennneen. 39
Table 8. A good wife and a good husband, poor women’s focus group, Chala, Ethiopia..........ccccuueeenn.eee. 41
Table 9. Perceptions of middle-class focus groups on local climate for their own gender to run an
agricultural business (Share of 43 fOCUS ZroUPS, %) ..eecveeecieeerieeeiieeeiteeecteeeereesteeeeteeesbeeeetaeesreeseraeesareean 53
Table 10. Do parents show same commitment to educating their daughters as their sons?.................... 62
Table 11. Most common reasons why boys and girls end their education .........ccccceeecvviiiiiiiee e, 63
Table 12. Out of every 10 women in the community, how many can move about freely on their own in
the public spaces of the COMMUNITY? ... e et e e e ta e e e e br e e e e tr e e e e anaaeaeas 64
Table 13. Level of ease/difficulty for a young woman or man to grow and sell a crop on her/his own....65
Table A. 1. GENNOVATE countries, target crops and systems, and CRPS..........cccceeeviiiieeeciiiieeeeniieeeesineeens o
Table A. 2. Overview of GENNOVATE data collection inStruments .........cceceeeeieeeieeeieeeecee e see e e
Table B. 1. Human Development Index (HDI) for the eight study countries .........ccccocvveeecieeiieeccee e, i
Table B. 2. Governance indicators (2015) for eight study COUNTIIES ......cccecuviiiieciiiiceeee e j
Table B. 3. Gender Inequality Index for eight study COUNEIES ........ccccuiiiiiiciiieiccieeeeecee e j
Table B. 4. Country distribution of WHEAT cases by sampling framework...........ccceevveeeeiiiveeecncieee i, k



List of boxes

Box 1. Key study concepts: Innovation, agency, and gender NOIMS ........ccccveeeeiiieeesiiiieeeecreeeesireeeesereee e 2
Box 2. Ladder exercises to assess empowerment and poverty dynamics.......ccoccveeeeiiiereeiiiveeeesiveeesiceveeeen 6
Box 3. Soaring agency in Cheeda, Uttar Pradesh..........ueiiiiiiiiiiiiic et 12
Box 4. Women innovators in EThIiOPIa .....cecciiie ittt et s et e e et e e e e areeas 31
Box 5. Gendered barriers to innovation: examples from women’s middle class focus groups ................. 33
Box 6. A widow's success in wheat cultivation with support from extension agents .........ccccceeveieeeennnnn. 36
Box 7. A poor woman connecting to innovation through local Nnetworks...........cccceeeeeiieeieciiee e, 37
Box 8. Pressure on men to fulfill normative expectations around provider roles..........cccceevveeeecirveeeennen. 42
Box 9. Intersection of gender and social class in a wheat-farming village of Nareed, Pakistan................. 45
Box 10. Poor women working as farm [aborers........ouvee ittt 46
Box 11. Abebe’s experience with “Community Conversations” ..........ccccceeecieeeeiiiie e e 49
Box 12. Women’s economic agency in Shanti, INdia ......ccooooiiiiiiiiiiiiec s 55



Acknowledgements

GENNOVATE builds on multi-level research collaboration by a large number of people across the world,
and we thank everyone, who helped make this initiative come through.

This report was prepared by Lone Badstue, Patti Petesch, George Williams and Anya Umantseva with
inputs from Daniela Moctezuma. We wish to thank all the collaborators, the local field team members
for their excellent work (details in annex D). We thank Diana Lopez for leadership in the process of
coding and management of all the data from the 43 WHEAT community case-studies which underpin
this report, and for her invaluable support in setting up for the analysis phase. Similarly, we extend our
tremendous appreciation to the data coding team for the WHEAT case-studies: Andrea Bruni, Edgar
Dominguez, David Lara, Daniela Moctezuma, Anaid Ortiz, Nora Soto and George Williams.

This report benefited from Shelley Feldman’s critical feedback and guidance to the wider GENNOVATE
team. Wenda Bauchspies, Margreet van der Burg and Victor Kommerell gave valuable feedback at
different phases of the report drafting, and additional contributions to the analysis were provided by the
wider team of GENNOVATE researchers during their October 2016 workshop.

Financial support for GENNOVATE’s methodology design, training of principal investigators (Pls) and
field teams, data collection, and data coding were provided by the 11 CGIAR Research Programs
engaged in the study, World Bank, CGIAR Gender and Agriculture Research Network, Government of
Mexico, and the German Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development. We would also
like to express our gratitude to the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation for the grant that made it possible
for the broad group of GENNOVATE researchers to jointly move into the analysis phase. We thank CRP
WHEAT and CIMMYT and ICARDA managers and staff who have provided support to the wider
GENNOVATE initiative. Special thanks go to Akhter Ali, whose invaluable support was instrumental for
the organization and implementation of the Pakistan fieldwork; to Chona Echavez whose hard work,
leadership and fearless commitment were critical for making the case-studies in Afghanistan possible; to
Dina Najjar who skillfully managed the case-studies in Morocco and Uzbekistan; to Mahlet Hailemariam
for the excellent leadership in the data collection in Ethiopia and Cathy Farnworth for her good and
thoughtful support in the latter. Our gratitude also goes to Tahseen Jafry, Kanchan Lama, Yadav Ashok
Kumar, Siddiqur Rahman, Syed Khair, Huma Khan and Anuprita Shukla for their deep insights, leadership
and diligence with many of the case-studies in South Asia.

We also wish to express our deep gratitude to the women and men across the 43 villages from eight
countries who shared their perspectives and experiences and their time.

GENNOVATE’s design, scope and collaboration emerged in no small measure due to the significant
contributions of Paula Kantor. In May of 2015, Paula lost her life in a terrorist attack in Afghanistan while
setting up fieldwork. We dearly miss her leadership and spirit. And it is to Paula, and her passion and
keen intellect, that we dedicate GENNOVATE's efforts to shine a light on the rural women and men who
are challenging and changing the social rules that no longer make sense and disadvantage them.



Preface

Wheat provides 20 percent of the calories and protein people consume globally, and an estimated 80
million farmers in the developing world rely on wheat for their livelihoods. Wheat research for
development (R4D) has made an enormous difference for millions of poor wheat farmers and
consumers, improving food security, household incomes and livelihoods. Demand for wheat by 2050 is
predicted to increase by 70 percent from today’s levels due to population growth and dietary changes.
This puts pressure on agricultural research and development to further enhance productivity of wheat-
based systems, and significantly expand the uptake of improved wheat technologies. A key challenge in
this concerns the need to harness the ability of many more rural men as well as women to innovate in
their local livelihoods. To address this, an understanding of the linkages between gender norms, agency
and innovation is required.

This report offers a panorama of the gender dimensions of local agricultural innovation processes in the
context of wheat-based farming systems and livelihoods. Drawn from GENNOVATE’s larger sample, the
analysis is based on 43 village case studies from eight countries set in diverse wheat regions of the
Global South, and which were commissioned by the WHEAT CRP. The findings are primarily targeted to
WHEAT research managers, scientists and research teams, although we hope others may find the report
useful.

GENNOVATE, or Enabling Gender Equality in Agricultural and Environmental Innovation, is a qualitative
comparative research initiative of 11 CGIAR Research Programs (CRPs). Together the GENNOVATE
research team is advancing a two-track strategy of contributing authoritative qualitative research and
catalyzing gender-transformative change in international agricultural research for development (AR4D).
Across the GENNOVATE initiative researchers are working, both independently and together, on
additional in-depth analyses. Please be on the lookout for this work to follow in journal papers, books,
briefing notes and other outreach.

We hope you enjoy the report,

ﬂjﬁw’ k% gﬂM/ﬂ

Lone Badstue
Chair, GENNOVATE Executive Committee
CIMMVYT Strategic Leader for Gender Research



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

For more than half a century, wheat research for development has delivered highly valuable
technologies. Some of these have had very large impacts, significantly improving productivity, food
security and incomes. However, for other possibly equally good technologies, the impacts have been
more limited.

Most of the innovations developed by the CGIAR and partners have been, and continue to be, driven by
a focus on resolving important technical problems, such as low-yielding and susceptible varieties;
widespread crop pests and diseases; debilitating abiotic stresses; and the productivity problems of poor
quality seed. However, it is becoming increasingly clear that without appropriate incorporation of
gender and other social considerations in agricultural research and development (AR&D), otherwise
technically superior innovations can be limited in their impact and in some cases may even lead to
further exacerbation of social inequalities (Cornwall & Edwards, 2010; Okali, 2011, 2012; Kumar &
Quisumbing, 2010).

Deep-seated gender norms contribute to important inequalities in the ability of women, men and youth
to learn about, try out, adapt, and benefit from new agricultural and natural resource management
(NRM) technologies and practices. Such norms often limit women’s access to and control over
productive resources (Quisumbing and Pandolfelli, 2010), which in turn further constrain their capacities
to access new technologies and practices (Ragasa, 2012). Yet, how and why women in some contexts
can effectively access and benefit from new technologies but not in others, remains poorly understood.
This lack of understanding of the relationship between local contextual characteristics, including the
normative environment for gender and wider social inclusion, and uptake of agricultural technologies,
constrains the capacity of agricultural research for development (AR4D) to design and scale out
innovations that enable adult and young women and men in poor communities to engage and benefit.

This report illuminates how gender norms and agency work together to shape access to, adoption of,
and benefits from agricultural innovation at the local level. The findings are based on the perspectives
and experiences of approximately 2,500 women and men who live and work in 43 villages of
Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Ethiopia, India, Morocco, Nepal, Pakistan, and Uzbekistan, where wheat is a
key crop.

GENNOVATE

The research presented here is part of GENNOVATE; a qualitative comparative research initiative
examining how gender norms and agency shape, and in turn are shaped by, local innovation processes
in agriculture and NRM. The initiative, which reaches across 137 community case-studies in 26 countries
in the global south, represents an unprecedented research collaboration bringing together gender
researchers from 11 CGIAR Research Programs (CRPs).

Vi



In GENNOVATE, agricultural innovation is conceived broadly as a social process, and the report explores
experiences with improved wheat varieties and other innovations identified by study participants as the
most important for the women and men of their villages. The analysis of their testimonies is framed by
the concepts of gender norms and agency:

— Gender norms encompass the many societal rules governing men’s and women’s daily behaviors
and roles in their households and communities.

— Agency refers to the capacity to act and pursue goals individually or together with others; and the
study rests on the understanding that, for an agricultural innovation to be effective, men and
women on the ground must exercise agency and actively engage in learning about, testing, or
adapting a new technology or practice to their needs and local conditions.

The GENNOVATE methodology features advances in multi-site qualitative comparative research designs.
Between mid-2014 and mid-2016, field teams received in-depth training and collected data with a
standardized package of instruments which included in each case study: six sex-specific focus groups,
eight semi-structured interviews, and a detailed community profile. The fieldwork engaged equal
numbers of women and men from different socio-economic and age groups. The data generated allow
for contextually grounded analysis, comparison, and identification of patterns across the varied contexts
and population groups studied.

The key driver behind GENNOVATE is the notion that focused CRP specific evidence about how gender
norms influence local level development dynamics, including agricultural technology uptake processes,
is relevant and useful for wheat research for development (R4D) decision-makers in relation to theories
of change and specific intervention strategies, as well as targeting and priority setting. Indeed, the
purpose of this research report is exactly to inform CRP WHEAT on the linkages between gender norms,
agency and innovation in wheat-based livelihoods, and to highlight opportunities for enhancing
adoption through the integration of gender transformative approaches.

This report presents initial findings from the CRP WHEAT GENNOVATE sample, and is but one element of
a broader set of strategic evidence-based research-, knowledge- and communications- products. Across
the GENNOVATE initiative researchers are working, both independently and together, on additional in-
depth analyses to follow in journal papers, briefing notes and other outreach.

The funding for the methodology development, Data collection and —coding was kindly provided by the
various CRPs as well as Government of Germany, CGIAR Gender & Agricultural Research Network,
Government of Mexico and the World Bank; and critical support for the initial analysis phase 2016-2017
is generously provided by the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation.
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Key findings from the WHEAT GENNOVATE sample

Across the 43 WHEAT study contexts, gender norms underpin gender power relations and continue to
privilege men’s agency, authority, and resource control. Yet, these norms are evolving in many places,
and, in the set of research villages where the normative environment encourages both women’s and
men’s agency and participation in agricultural innovation, the evidence points to more rapid and
inclusive rural development.

Overall, men and women from the WHEAT sample observe growing agency and well-being and
declining poverty in their villages. Eighty-eight percent of women’s focus groups and 84 percent of
men’s report increases in agency from 10 years ago. Poor women’s and men’s focus groups on average
report that poverty has declined 25 and 27 percent, respectively, from 10 years ago.

A set of six positive outliers—or tipping point communities— were identified where we observe
evidence of normative shifts towards more equitable gender relations, which contribute to fostering an
enabling environment for more inclusive agricultural innovation. In these six communities both men
and women report significantly higher empowerment and poverty reduction levels than in the 37
other research communities. Greater acceptance of women’s freedom of action, economic
independence and civic participation appear to be a key element in this. These findings confirm that
equality of opportunity enables innovation and economic development (World Bank 2011).

Relative to other innovations mentioned, improved wheat varieties emerge by a large margin as the
most favored by both men and women study participants across the 43 study communities. In 64
percent of the men’s focus groups and 33 percent of the women’s, improved wheat varieties was rated
as one of the top-two innovations. These findings testify to the relevance of wheat R4D, and to the
interest of men as well as women farmers. At the same time, however, there are differences between
men’s and women’s responses, which give reason for further analysis, including the fact that men’s
groups rate improved wheat as a top-two innovation twice as frequently as women’s groups. Similarly,
in 17 percent of the women’s focus groups no agricultural innovation in the past five years is identified
as being of importance to local women, and in 57 percent of all the case studies there is no overlap
between the top-two rated innovations by men’s and women’s focus groups. The data indicate that
these differences have much to do with the gendered contexts these rural men and women live and
work within, as well as with how agricultural R&D interventions are designed and delivered.

While financial constraints affect both men and women, gender-related restrictions, such as limited
physical mobility, reproductive work burden, and strict gender norms, stand out as the second most
frequently mentioned constraint for women’s capacity to innovate. Similarly, women’s opportunities
to learn about and engage with new things in agriculture, e.g. through agricultural extension, is
significantly limited by restrictions on their physical mobility and social interactions. Nevertheless, even
in the contexts where gender norms are the strictest, some women succeed in learning about and
adopting innovations, e.g. through local community-based networks instead of extension programs.
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In order to take up new things in agriculture, farmers must exercise agency and engage actively in
learning about, testing, or adapting the new technology or practice to their needs and local conditions.
However, agency is highly gendered, and in most of the rural contexts in the WHEAT GENNOVATE
sample, it remains more common and acceptable for a man than a woman to display agentic
behaviors, including taking the initiative to become knowledgeable about and try out a new variety or
soil management practice, and subsequently to reap the benefits thereof.

Though there are numerous variations in the local context of the case-studies, throughout the WHEAT
sample findings point to strong normative associations of men with the productive sphere and
economic provision and equally strong normative associations of women with the reproductive
sphere. This binary normative discourse represents stereotyped ideals, which for most poor people are
difficult, if not impossible, to live up to in real life. Rather, gender norms are constantly challenged and
everyday practice often requires subtle and skillful negotiation or ‘bending’ of such norms.

Across the case studies, the data shows that women’s contribution to family livelihood and farming,
including wheat production, is important, especially for poor families. Yet the strong normative
discourse associating men with the productive and economic sphere, and women with the reproductive
realm, obscures women’s contributions to farming, and reduces their capacity to gain recognition as
farmers, and potential agents of change in agricultural transformation. At the same time it perpetuates
the idea of the man as the sole/main economic provider, thus sustaining the challenges for local men to
yield any economic space to women.

Women heading their own households sometimes face fewer restrictions on their social interactions
and physical mobility than women in male-headed households, and as such may be better positioned
than other women for engaging in agricultural innovation opportunities. Similarly, in some contexts it is
normatively accepted that women from poor households work in agriculture, and often they are keenly
interested in learning and improving their livelihood opportunities. Like men, who openly support
women’s productive and economic initiatives, these types of women can hold potential as positive
role models and change agents if provided with the appropriate support.

The general findings related to gender norms and innovation in most case studies also apply to young
people, with young women particularly constrained by gender restrictions and social pressure to fulfill
reproductive and subordinate roles. While their individual circumstances differ, influencing the
opportunities and livelihood constraints they face, young men and women remain deeply embedded in,
and dependent on, networks of family and social relations, and most young study participants aspire for
livelihoods outside agriculture.



Opportunities for wheat R4D

e Equality of opportunity a strategic interest for wheat R4D: As the tipping point communities
illustrate, greater equality of opportunity between men and women creates room for more people
to innovate in their local livelihoods, including wheat agriculture. This, in turn, is strongly associated
with greater poverty declines. Promoting and contributing to gender equity and social inclusion is
therefore both an objective in itself, but also a strategic means to enhance the impact of wheat R4D.

e Institutional dimension in targeting: The tipping point communities provide a more favorable
institutional environment for a wheat R&D intervention to be successful, compared to the other 37
study communities. In addition to agroecological dimensions, market access, and demographics, it is
relevant to add a local institutional dimension to wheat R4D targeting approaches. Further
investigation of positive outliers, such as the tipping point communities in this sample, and research
into the potential role of an institutional dimension in R4D targeting, would contribute to this end.

e Invest in institutional innovation in wheat agri-food systems: Interventions that seek normative
conformity are unlikely to succeed in creating social change. Rather, in restrictive and highly gender
unequal environments they may instead risk sustaining or even exacerbating existing inequalities.
More promising strategies would include enabling institutional innovation as part of technical
interventions. Relevant approaches to consider include:

o Learning from men and women innovators: Further analysis on the trajectories and
experiences of local men and women innovators could contribute to a) the study of
agricultural innovation processes; b) building the evidence base on factors that help and
hinder capacity to innovate in agriculture; and, c) a better understanding of early adopters
(and dis-adopters) and provide valuable feedback to the research and technology
development process.

o Supporting female-household heads to open space for other women: A strategy of
supporting and working with women from female-headed households may help open space
for other women by setting examples and providing a minimum critical mass of women.

o Proactively cultivating positive role models for inclusive change: Proactively cultivating
positive role models for inclusive change as part of specific downstream R4D interventions
could help create opening for more women to take part in and benefit from local innovation
processes. Furthermore, the concepts of positive deviants and role models would seem to be
relevant in relation to research on and testing of inclusive scaling out strategies.

o Working with and build capacity of progressive opinion leaders: Building the capacity of
local rural leaders for inclusive agricultural change could complement and enhance the
development of mechanisms for institutional innovation in wheat agri-food systems.



o Developing and testing agricultural extension arrangements that cater to women as well as
men: A key challenge to address regards how to open space for agricultural learning and
information diffusion services which are also able to reach and support women farmers. This
could be done as part of research on scaling out, as stand-alone or as part of larger wheat
research projects.

o Developing and testing arrangements for local level women providers of improved wheat
seed and related varietal information: In addition to facilitating rural women’s access to
information about improved varieties and seed samples, this would also address the
challenges related to low varietal replacement rates.

Technology development with end user perspective: Yield and profitability and labor saving are key
dimensions to address in technology development, but these mean different things to different end
users. Careful consideration of the social and economic differences between men and women end
users, and their different reasons for expressing interest in yield and profitability or labor saving is
critical for ensuring that new technologies are relevant for, and benefit, a broader group of end
users.

Strengthening evidence base on labor: More and better data is needed on who does what in wheat-
based livelihoods. This would provide key information for wheat R4D priority setting and targeting,
including in relation to technology development and diffusion.

Enabling participation of young people in local innovation processes: Young people often have few
resources and can therefore in some respects be compared to resource constrained adults. Rather
than treating young people as a separate, detached category and design youth specific
interventions, programs targeting resource poor farmers may also benefit young people and poor
women by making special efforts to include young women and men, as well as poor women. A
special opportunity for agricultural R4D in relation to youth, concerns leveraging the potential of
schools for engaging children and young people in agricultural innovation through training and
education on agriculture.

Xi



1. WHEAT-SYSTEMS INNOVATIONS WITH A GENDER PERSPECTIVE

1.1. Introduction

Norman Borlaug was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize for his wheat research and his great personal
engagement to ensure that the research outputs would be useful for and reach millions of poor farmers.
Wheat R4D has continued to deliver highly valuable technologies, some of which have had very large
impact; but other possibly equally good technologies have had a much more limited impact. This
difference in outcomes and impact raises the question of what is the process of wheat technology
adoption from the farmers’ perspective, and what differences exist between wheat farmers which may
influence the adoption process.

The scale of adoption and impact of wheat R4D has been researched, however, the actual adoption
process at the local level, and the factors limiting or facilitating it, has received much less attention. This
limits our ability to identify approaches that could further expand the impact of international wheat
R4D.

From the farmer’s perspective adopting a new improved wheat variety or agricultural practice constitute
an innovation, and local innovation processes is the focus of this study. The word “farmer” may bring to
mind a middle aged man, however, farmers are both women and men, old and young, and well off and
poor. Different factors like these can influence individuals’ innovation capacity and motivation in diverse
ways, and while this study primarily is concerned with gender factors it also considers how these
intersect with wider social heterogeneity of farmers in relation to innovation. We hope this research can
stimulate wheat researchers to further consider how their work can be incorporated into even more
farmers’ livelihoods via inclusive innovation processes, as well as how the decisions regarding wheat
technology development, and promotion, may affect who will adopt them, and who will benefit.

The research presented here is part of GENNOVATE; a qualitative comparative research initiative
examining how gender norms and agency shape, and in turn are shaped by, local innovation processes
in agriculture and NRM. The initiative, which reaches across 137 community case-studies in 26 countries
in the global south, represents an unprecedented research collaboration bringing together gender
researchers from 11 CGIAR Research Programs (CRPs).

This report is based on the perspectives and experiences of approximately 2,500 women and men who
live and work in 43 villages of Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Ethiopia, India, Morocco, Nepal, Pakistan, and
Uzbekistan, where wheat is a key crop.

The remainder of this section briefly outlines the research methodology applied, including key concepts
and data collection procedures. In section 2 we use study participants’ perceived agency for men and
women as an indicator for empowerment and look at trends in this dimension, as well as in perceived
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poverty reduction, across the study communities in the wheat data set. A set of six positive outliers, or
“tipping point communities,” are identified and compared to the other 37 study communities. In section
3 we turn to local men and women farmers’ experiences with agricultural innovations, including factors
that are seen as enabling or hindering local innovation. In section 4 we focus on the gendered context of
agricultural innovation, including the dimensions of local farming and marital roles; the intersection of
gender with social class, poverty and caste; economic enterprise, as well as young people’s perspectives.
Through examples of how local gender stereotypes and other social norms affect men’s and women'’s
room for maneuver, and how these social rules are continuously challenged and negotiated, we
illustrate how practice, including in agriculture, is often different from what is considered the norm.
Section 5 offers concluding reflections and comments on implications for wheat R4D.

1.2.  Research methodology
GENNOVATE explores the gender dimensions of agricultural innovation processes. The research design
was guided by the following study questions:

e How do gender norms and agency advance or impede innovation capacity and technology adoption
in agriculture and natural resource management across different contexts and social structures?

e How do new agricultural technologies affect gender norms and agency across different contexts?
Under what conditions can technologies do harm?

e How are gender norms and women’s and men’s agency changing, and under what conditions do
these changes catalyze innovation and adoption, and lead to desired development outcomes? What
contextual factors influence this relationship?

The comparative analysis in this report employs the concepts of agency and gender norms, and
important regularities in their interactions, to enhance understanding of innovation processes on the
ground. Box 1 defines the key study concepts, and annex A elaborates in greater detail the research
objectives and protocols.

Box 1. Key study concepts: Innovation, agency, and gender norms

Innovation in this study is defined expansively to encompass agricultural technologies, natural resource
management practices, learning opportunities, relationships, and institutions which are new for the study
communities sampled. These innovations may be locally devised or externally introduced. Our understanding of
innovations and innovation systems is informed by Berdegue’s (2005, p. 3) definition of innovation as “social
constructs, and as such, they reflect and result from the interplay of different actors, often with conflicting
interests and objectives, and certainly with different degrees of economic, social, and political power.”

Agency is “the ability to define one’s goals and act upon them” (Kabeer, 1999, p. 438), either independently or
jointly with others. GENNOVATE’s conceptual framing positions the process of exercising agency as mainly
embedded in, and conditioned by, local formal and informal institutions. It recognizes that increased agency, or
empowerment, of disadvantaged groups can transform constraining institutions and their rules.



Gender norms refer to gender dimensions of social norms, or the societal expectations of how men and women
ought to behave in their everyday affairs. Social norms also “structure social interactions in ways that allow social
actors to gain the benefits of joint activity. And they determine in significant ways the distribution of the benefits
of social life.” (Knight & Ensminger, 1998, p. 105)

As Ridgeway (2009, p. 145) further explains, “Gender is a primary cultural frame for coordinating behavior and
organizing social relations.” Despite technological and institutional change in a society, gender-framing persists in
shaping social life. For instance, stereotypical beliefs about men’s greater authority and competence compared to
women are often “reinscribed into new organizational procedures and rules that actors develop through their
social relations in that setting” (p. 152).

The GENNOVATE cases target agri-food systems or intervention domains of relevance to the CRPs
involved, and they are meant to help inform present and future agricultural research for development in
these areas. This report draws on the subset of 43 village-level case studies from eight countries (see
Figure 1 below) which were sponsored by the WHEAT CRP.

Figure 1. GENNOVATE case-study countries (UN-established borders) under CRP WHEAT

GENNOVATE’s qualitative methodology prioritizes learning systematically from people’s own
perceptions and lived experiences with agriculture and the management of natural resources. In gender-
specific focus groups and semi-structured individual interviews, the study engages equal numbers of
women and men in reflecting on questions such as:

e What are the most important new agricultural practices and technologies for the men of the village?
And for the women?

e What qualities make a woman a good farmer? And a man a good farmer?

e Do young people in this village follow local customs of women doing certain agricultural activities
and men others? Why or why not?

e Are there differences in the characteristics of a woman who is innovative compared to a man who is
innovative?



WHEAT field teams conducted a total of 258 focus groups and 344 individual interviews and 43
community profiles with a standardized package of six different data collection instruments applied in
each research community. Table 1 presents an overview of the population groups reached and data
collected in the study countries; and the principal investigators and teams are identified in annex D.

Table 1. Overview of data collection activities

#
Study # case . # Semi-structured individual
3 Community # Focus groups . .

country studies ) interviews

profiles

Key informant| i Innovation . .
: X Poor Middle class Youth Life stories
interview pathways
with min. 1
woman and 1| Women | Men Women Men | Women| Men | Women Men | Women Men
man

Afghanistan 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 8 8 8 8
Bangladesh 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 12 12 12 12
Ethiopia 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 8 8 8 8
India 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 24 24 24 24
Morocco 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 6 6 6 6
Nepal 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 6 6 6 6
Pakistan 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 14 14 14 14
Uzbekistan 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 8 8 8 8
Total 43 43 43 43 43 43 43 43 86 86 86 86

The instruments feature semi-structured questions as well as selected pre-coded questions. Some topics
and questions, such as those related to new farming practices, are repeated in different instruments,
while others appear only once, such as those for youth about education.

The data were gathered in standardized formats, cleaned and systematically coded. The data analysis
approach integrates two procedures: in-depth analysis of the key study questions in individual case
studies; and variable-oriented comparative analysis on particular topics across the different cases and
population groups sampled. Together, the two analytic strategies allow broad patterns to be detected
without losing their grounding in local contexts and realities. For further details on the research
methodology and sampling, in annex A we provide an overview of the GENNOVATE key study questions,
conceptual framework, data collection instruments and key protocols which guided the study’s
sampling, data collection, and analysis.

The individual case studies were purposively selected to enable exploration of innovation processes
across diverse regions. Maximum diversity sampling procedures introduce strong differences in the
sample to increase generalizability (Miles, Huberman, & Saldafia, 2014) on the basis that “any common
patterns that emerge from great variation are of particular interest and value in capturing the core
experiences and central, shared aspects or impacts of a program” (Patton, 1990, p. 172). As discussed in
annex A, the GENNOVATE sampling procedures call for cases that differ significantly in economic

4



dynamism and gender gaps in assets and capacities within the study countries; and annex B highlights
this diversity in the WHEAT sample. Annex B also reviews the macro context for the WHEAT case studies
and provides a brief overview of the literature on gender in wheat-based agriculture.

It must be stressed, that GENNOVATE is not an evaluation of performance or development outcomes
associated with any particular technology or practice. Rather than focus on specific innovations or
interventions, GENNOVATE examines the gender dimensions of innovation processes in a broad sense.
The majority of the data collection elicits local people’s views of and experiences with the range of new
technologies and practices to have come into their communities or been devised locally in recent years.
While improved wheat varieties, agronomy, including CA-related technologies and mechanization,
feature prominently in the testimonies from this sample with no prompting at all from the field teams,
what becomes evident is the great variability both within and across the 43 case studies in the types of
farmers who are accessing and benefiting from these highly regarded advances.

GENNOVATE stands apart from most applied large-scale social research which operates principally with
decontextualized data. In this regard, the study represents a major cross-CRP effort to strengthen
understanding of significant local-level patterning in the social processes that enable and constrain
agricultural innovation.

2. OPPORTUNITY STRUCTURES FOR INCLUSIVE INNOVATION

“Men and women work together [to move their household out of poverty] but household work

”

is always a woman’s responsibility. That can never change.
(Poor women'’s focus group, Thali, India)

In focus group discussions and individual interviews, the men and women who participated in the
GENNOVATE case studies under CRP WHEAT overwhelmingly observe a sense of growing agency in their
lives, which we use as an indicator for empowerment. Study participants in large numbers also report
improved wellbeing and declining poverty in their villages. We open with these encouraging findings
from our dataset because they provide valuable insights into the local conditions which enable more
inclusive and rapid agricultural innovation processes on the ground.

Key in this section, we identify six of the 43 research villages in our sample as positive outliers, or tipping
point cases. In these communities, various local gender norms have shifted sufficiently to be
encouraging of women’s as well as men’s capacities for agricultural innovation. Compared to the other
37 research communities, this is associated with significantly greater empowerment and significantly
more poverty reduction, according to local perceptions. The six tipping contexts span Bangladesh,
Ethiopia, India, Nepal and Uzbekistan (with two cases). As positive outliers, the six cases are valuable for
illustrating the micro processes beneath consistent findings on the contribution of gender equality to
national economic development (World Bank, 2011).



Again and again, the findings in this study make evident the tight interactions between gender norms
and agency, and how these interactions, in turn, greatly condition local experiences with agricultural
innovation and other development opportunities. Where gender norms are more highly differentiated
for men’s and women'’s roles in their households and villages, this constrains women’s agency and
capacities to innovate in their many rural livelihoods. In some communities, women’s diverse economic
activities may not even be registering as important contributions to household income in people’s
mindsets. To take just one example, in Nareed?, Pakistan, a poor man explains:

In this community women help their husbands in domestic activities such as the storing of seed
and grain, serving food for all of the family, washing clothes, stall feeding of animals, dung
making for fuel, savings, and so forth, and outdoor economic activities such as sowing,
transplanting, picking, harvesting, weeding and collection of crop harvest, lucern/green fodder
cutting for animals etc.

By framing women’s productive contributions as domestic work, cherished local norms for men’s
economic provider roles and women’s household roles can be upheld. At the same time, such framing
reduces women’s capacities to gain recognition as well as the economic independence and resource
control, which enable their meaningful participation in innovation processes. The agentic behaviors that
give rise to innovation are associated with masculine traits. In most study contexts beyond this Pakistan
village, it is now becoming more acceptable for women to assume provider roles, although independent
decisions over the work they can do, the assets they can control, the places they can go, and the social
relations they can cultivate may still be limited by local dictates which restrict women’s voice and
freedom of action. In the tipping point contexts, nevertheless, these norms are becoming less
restrictive, and men and women in the study relate important benefits from this.

To explore these processes, the analysis below brings together findings from two different ladder
exercises which are conducted with the focus groups: the Ladder of Power and Freedom explores
questions of agency and empowerment (with middle-class and youth focus groups); and the Ladder of
Life delves into understandings of wellbeing and poverty trends (with poor focus groups). The two data
collection exercises are explained in Box 2.

Box 2. Ladder exercises to assess empowerment and poverty dynamics?

The middle class and youth focus groups open with the Ladder of Power and Freedom activity. Rather than use
technical terminology such as agency or empowerment, we ask study participants to reflect on the “power and
freedom” of their own gender in the specific community. Focus group members consider the extent to which the
majority of the men in their community (if a men’s focus group or “majority of local women” if a women’s focus
group) have the capacity to make their own decisions about important affairs in their life, such as “where they will
work, or about starting or ending a relationship with the opposite sex”. The facilitator then shows a five-step

L All names of study participants and villages are pseudonyms.
2 The ladder activities draw from previous methodology guides (Narayan & Petesch, 2005; Turk, Petesch and
Mufioz Boudet, 2010).



Ladder of Power and Freedom on a flipchart and explains that women (if a women’s focus group) who are on step
one have almost no power and freedom to make these types of major life decisions. Women on step five enjoy
great power and freedom to make most all major life decisions. Each participant is then asked to write privately on
a small slip of paper the number of the step they believe the majority of their own gender to be positioned on in
their village today. These slips are collected and the responses posted anonymously next to the relevant step on
the flipchart. After describing the pattern of responses, facilitators invite respondents to discuss the ratings.

For the middle class focus groups a further step is added. Individual focus group members are asked to do the
same exercise but for the situation in the village ten years ago and this second set of ratings is added to the
flipchart. They then discuss the reasons for the trends observed. A summary statistic (Change in agency = Mean
step now — Mean step 10 years ago) is generated for comparing perceptions of change on the ladder among the
focus groups. A positive rating indicates perceptions of rising agency, which we use as an indicator for
empowerment.

With focus groups of poor women and men, the Ladder of Life activity explores perceptions of wellbeing and
experiences with moving in and out of poverty. The activity opens by asking the focus group to reflect on the
characteristics of the “best off” households in their village. Next they consider the “worst off” households.
Additional ladder steps are added in between as needed by the focus group to capture different levels of well-
being, and their corresponding traits (defined by the respondents themselves). The facilitator captures the key
traits for each step of the ladder on the flipchart. Most ladders are three or four steps, although a few have more
steps.

On completion of the ladder, participants identify the step at which people are no longer considered poor—their
community poverty line. Next, they distribute 20 seeds to represent the percentage of households on each step.
This exercise is repeated to indicate the distribution ten years ago. Following this, the respondents are guided into
a discussion about the assets and capacities of people on each step, and experiences of women and men in moving
up, getting stuck, or falling down the ladder. The numerical findings provide the basis for generating a summary
statistic [Moving Out of Poverty = (Share of poor 10 years ago — share poor now) + (share poor 10 years ago)] for
comparing perceptions of local poverty dynamics across the focus groups and case studies. While it is not possible
to compare the ladders directly because they differ, it is possible to compare views about change on the Ladders of
Life.

2.1. Empowering mindsets

When assessing changes to their level of power and freedom over the past decade, 88 percent of the
women'’s focus groups and 84 percent of men’s register a sense of empowerment. Study participants’
testimonies about their empowerment reflect the influence of normative expectations for gender roles
and relations at household and community levels, as well as how these norms are changing in their
villages. In the tipping point contexts where both the local women and men perceive significant
empowerment, normative change in relation to gender is surprisingly evident.

Among the four focus groups in each of the 43 case studies which conducted the Ladder of Power and
Freedom exercise, the middle-class men’s group, at a median of step 3.5, perceives the greatest level of
power and freedom (Figure 2). The middle class women’s focus groups, by comparison, report a more



modest step 2.8 for their current level, but observe on balance that they have climbed up a full step
from ten years ago. Young men place themselves at step three. At just above step 2.5, young women
observe the most limited power and freedom in their lives. We explore youth agency separately as part
of a fuller discussion of the youth data in section 4.

Figure 2. Level of agency for own gender, now and ten years ago (median ratings by individual focus
group members on five-step Ladder of Power and Freedom, 172 middle-class and youth focus groups)
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When comparing all the Ladder of Power & Freedom ratings by the eight country contexts (Figure 3),
men from India, Uzbekistan and Nepal stand tallest, rating themselves on balance at or above step four
in the current period. Women of Uzbekistan stand out for the greatest movement up their Ladders of
Power and Freedom over the last decade (followed by women in India and Morocco). Among the
women’s ladders, Uzbekistan’s is also the highest, at slightly above step four. Disempowerment is
reported by men in two of the three Morocco case studies conducted, and stands in contrast to
women'’s perception of substantial empowerment there, albeit at the lower rungs of the ladder. At step
two, women of Afghanistan consider themselves least empowered of all, followed by women in
Pakistan. Overall in our sample, the men and women of Uzbekistan, India and Nepal observe the
greatest empowerment.

Figure 4 compares current and past levels of agency in the tipping point and non-tipping point contexts.
Men in the tipping point contexts climbed more than a full step to reach above step four, which is more
than twice the upward movement of the non-tipping point men. Women in the tipping points crossed
above step three and also report greater movement up their ladders compared to women in the other
37 cases. Next we probe into focus group testimonies about their perceived agency, which shed valuable
light on these patterns.



Figure 3. Ratings on Ladder of Power and Freedom by country (median ratings by individual focus
group members, 86 middle class focus groups)
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Figure 4. Ratings on Ladder of Power and Freedom, tipping point cases versus rest (median ratings by
individual focus group members, 86 middle class focus groups)
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2.1.1. Agency and changing norms of deference

The particular gender norms which are attached to an individual’s status in the household greatly
influence study participants’ explanations for the ratings they provide. For instance, as women move
through their life stages of leaving their parents’ care and becoming young wives and mothers, and over
time, mothers of older children, their sense of power and freedom grows. Men’s agency is also
associated with their gender-ascribed household position, which rises as they gain status as household
heads and successful providers. In addition to these highly normative dimensions of agency, the
testimonies make clear that the norms governing household relations are becoming more cooperative.
Many men and women talk openly of how they are now more educated, benefitting from information
about the wider world, and withdrawing from norms which require strict deference within the family.



Figure 5 presents the most prevalent themes that emerged in our coded dataset from focus group
discussions about their ratings on the Ladder of Power and Freedom (see annex E for code definitions).
The bottom bar in the figure presents the numerous times a text passage in the field notes touches on
the topic of “marital roles” in all of the 43 women’s focus group discussions about their ladder. By
comparison, men barely mention their wives when reflecting on their empowerment, but are much
more likely to discuss their agricultural initiatives (the top bar in Figure 4), which underpin their key
provider role.

Again, the women in this sample mostly rate themselves below step three at present, and by way of
explaining their modest standing, they stress dictates which require their deference to husbands. “In
villages, we obey our husbands. Whatever he says,” declares a woman from Borian, Bangladesh, a
village where women mostly position themselves on step one. Such testimonies about local gender
norms for how women ought to behave are also coded to “gender-specific roles and capacities.” In
Thali, India, where women largely report step three, a woman shares another refrain heard often in this
study, “Our husbands listen to us but they take their own decision.” Similarly, a woman from the middle
class focus group of Chala, Ethiopia, where women have climbed a bit higher, declares, “I am now more
assertive. | will tell him when things go wrong, whether he listens or not.”

Figure 5. What shapes agency? (86 middle class focus groups)
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Study participants reflect often on their own circumstances when explaining their power and freedom
ratings for the wider community. For instance, depending on their marital status and household
composition, women may also mention constraints on their agency due to requirements to submit to
fathers, mothers, brothers, fathers- and mothers-in-law, or older sons. By way of explaining a level of
agency just above step two, a woman from Naidura of Pakistan shares, “After my father passed away,
my elder brother became the deciding authority.” Widows living independently with young sons or only
daughters, by contrast, frequently position themselves on steps four and five simply because, they say,
there is no one else to take decisions. In addition to decision making capacities, women may also explain
their modest ratings in relation to restrictions on their freedom due to seclusion practices or housework
and care burdens. These concerns speak to the societal rules which are a focus of this study (and coded
to “gender-specific roles or capacities”). The table below Figure 5 shows that when women climb their
Ladders of Power & Freedom, these restrictive dictates ease in importance in their testimonies (see
highlight) and may signal normative change for gender relations (more on this in the tipping points
section).

While the men in this sample rarely mention their wives when considering their empowerment, they do
speak often of changing norms of deference to their parents and other elders, and this is providing them
with more opportunities for exercising independence and authority. “l think we are at step four,” relates
a 37-year-old married farmer of Duranhai in Pakistan:

It's due to the increased awareness with every passing day. In the past the cultural pressures
were very strong. We had great respect for our elders. Though we have not lost the respect for
our elders but now we decide whatever is in our family’s best interest. Our elders are also aware
and understand the needs of the times.

The men’s focus groups across the study also frequently assess their agency in relation to their farming
livelihoods and adoption of modern practices. In the poor village of Matipur, Bangladesh men position
themselves at a mean of just below step three, and say, they have “limited access to modern agricultural
facilities, knowledge and information or to nearby people or institutions.” But in Borian, Bangladesh
men say they are just a bit over step three, and observe declining hunger in their village over the last
decade because “previously we didn’t have machineries for irrigating” or “hybrid seeds for increasing
production.”

Although less frequently, women too talk of their farming roles: “For example,” relates a woman from
Madpur, Bangladesh, where women have climbed to nearly step three, “now we see in our village that a
woman can discuss with her husband about how many crops they will produce.” In the tipping point
cases, where results from the women’s Ladder of Power & Freedom indicate strong empowerment,
gender norms are changing and providing many local women with more scope for exercising authority in
their homes and innovating in their rural livelihoods (Box 3).
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Box 3. Soaring agency in Cheeda, Uttar Pradesh

Cheeda is one of the six tipping cases in this dataset. With 2,500 inhabitants, Cheeda lies in the Maharajganj
district of Uttar Pradesh, India. Cheeda’s farmers cultivate wheat, paddy and various pulses and vegetables, and
most enjoy irrigation access and rely heavily on mechanization, including the zero tiller, rotavator, cultivator and
combine. Improved varieties have been widely adopted and are highly popular. Many farming households also rear
livestock, including cows, buffaloes and goats. The village benefits from an active weekly market, and both women
and men can find brickmaking jobs at a local factory. About half of the village households have men who migrate
temporarily for jobs. And over the past decade, villagers report roughly 20 percent poverty declines.

Women in Cheeda’s middle class focus group place themselves at step 3.4, which is substantial relative to our
wider sample of women’s focus groups; and the men estimate they are on step 4.5, which is nearly at the top of
the ladder. Both report significant climbs up their ladders from steps 1.7 and 3.25, respectively. Cheeda is a
context where normative change for women’s roles is highly visible on some domains, while other longstanding
gender norms are retaining a tight hold. For instance, a large majority of local women enjoy freedom to move
about the public spaces of the village independently and to conduct petty trades; and the local women are widely
recognized as active and skilled farmers who themselves hire labor when needed. Especially noteworthy, a
member of the middle class men’s focus group proudly reports some local women even to be using machines on
their farms. Among the restrictive norms that constrain women’s power and freedom in Cheeda are dictates that
require women to eat last in their families, a lack of inheritance rights, limited control of child-bearing decisions,
and ongoing domestic abuse in the village.

A key factor propelling important change in women’s agricultural roles is no doubt men’s heavy labor migration.
Still, the local women’s physical mobility and farm management are relatively uncommon in the other case studies,
even in contexts with substantial migration.

By way of explaining their nearly two-step climb up the ladder over the past decade, the women speak of how they
are more educated and knowledgeable of their rights, and more assertive in their households. They speak of
women stepping into decision-making roles out of necessity due to their men’s temporary migration, “When there
are no men in the house then their wives can take certain decisions.” Perhaps more significant, they observe that
norms of strict deference in their households are now relaxing and, for instance, in-laws “don’t try to control their
daughters-in-law. Earlier this control was very rigid.”

The men of Cheeda similarly report feeling empowered by greater knowledge, and refer to learning from outsiders
and now being “capable of taking rational decisions” of their own. Earlier there was a “tendency to discuss and
consult all of the family members;” and “[sJometimes we would agree to something simply out of respect for our

” u

elders.” “Now farmers are all very active and aware and therefore don’t feel the need to consult people,” reaffirms
another in the focus group. They further report that “even young men have become assertive” and “have love
marriages now.” Yet, another qualifies the views of his peers: “My father takes all decisions but he consults me and
considers my opinion.” The young men in their focus group place themselves on step 3, and similarly insist “we
have to consult our parents in every decision we take.” Yet, among these young men it is seen as a matter of
convincing, persuading, and gaining permission, for instance, if they want to start business or marry a girl they

love, and “then it will not be a problem.”
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Right across this dataset well beyond Cheeda, gender norms and position in the household influence
perceptions of power and freedom. In the tipping point cases, such as Cheeda, nevertheless—where
results from both women and men’s focus groups indicate strong empowerment and poverty declines—
there is evidence of normative shifts which are supporting more equitable gender relations. Household
relations are becoming less hierarchical for both women and men, young people speak more often of
reaching for bright futures, and, as we turn to next, women’s as well as men’s important economic roles
are widely recognized and valued.

2.2. Improving Wellbeing
“Women don’t shy from work. We are willing to do any labor work to earn money and support our families,”
(Poor women'’s focus group, Gadha, India)

Each of the focus groups with poor villagers engage in building their own “Ladder of Life” to explore
local experiences with moving up and out of poverty (Box 2). Across the 43 case studies, study
participants report a median of 40 percent (women’s focus groups) to 45 percent (men’s focus groups)
of local households as currently poor, or situated below their community poverty lines on the ladder.
Compared to a decade ago, this amounts to perceptions of overall declines in poverty on the order of 25
to 27 percent (women’s and men’s focus groups, respectively) among the research villages.

Men’s and women’s focus groups concur that poverty is falling in 77 percent of the study villages and
flat in two percent. In nine of the research villages, men and women disagree on their local poverty
trends, with men more likely to say poverty is falling and women rising (in six of these nine cases). The
eight Uzbekistan focus groups observe on the order of 60 percent poverty declines, the largest when
comparing on a country basis. At the other extreme, all three of the men’s focus groups and one of the
women’s in the Morocco sample perceive poverty to be rising significantly.® These trends echo those for
empowerment discussed above.

Furthermore, when we compare the tipping point cases with the rest of our sample, it is evident that
men and women observe significantly higher levels of poverty reduction in the tipping point contexts
(Figure 6). In our research villages like Cheeda, where women and men alike perceive significant
empowerment for their gender, and are withdrawing from normative expectations which restrict
women’s freedom of action, this is also associated with much more rapid poverty reduction than
elsewhere in the sample. Study participants’ reflections about the poverty dynamics of their
communities are exquisitely rich and revealing of how strongly gender norms condition these processes
as well.

3 1t should be noted that in these cases there are strong indications of influence by macro —level forces; e.g.
political shifts and change in land tenure in Uzbekistan.
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Figure 6. Perceptions of local poverty trends in tipping point versus non-tipping point communities
(median share of poor households reported by 86 focus groups)
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2.2.1. Case study: Badero’s changing culture of inequality

”You have to believe in yourself to even try something ...”
(Poor women'’s focus group, Badero, Ethiopia)

Approximately 4,000 reside in the agricultural village Badero, which is located in the Amhara region of
Ethiopia. Badero’s farmers have cultivated barley, pea and fava beans for generations, and recently
started growing wheat, lentil, garlic, onions and other vegetables. Five years ago, four male and one
female extension agent with expertise in agriculture, irrigation, natural resource management, and
veterinary care began to provide local farmers of both sexes with information and training, for instance,
on mechanization, new wheat varieties, fertilizers, and improved practices for managing their different
soils and terrains. The villagers who participated in the study credit these services with greatly improving
their lives. The poor men’s and women’s focus groups perceive declines in village poverty of 20 and 30
percent, respectively, from a decade ago. Men estimate poverty currently affects 65 percent of their
village and women put this at 50 percent. Women’s as well as men’s important contributions to this
poverty reduction have been accompanied by changes to many social rules influencing especially local
women’s lives.

Table 2 presents the Ladder of Life constructed by the poor women’s focus group of Badero. As across
the villages in this study, landholdings are a key marker of status on the ladder. The women detail how
men and women of step four and five both engage in income earning, with men (ideally) in a job with a
salary and women managing diverse agricultural activities. And while stressed in their discourse about
the different wellbeing groups on their ladder steps, assets and income alone do not make for
conceptions of wellbeing. The quality of household relations factor as well. Households at the top step,
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step five, have “peacefu

I”

houses and their “children are happy;” and “this is because both the husband

and the wife work and are engaged in productive activities.” A local key informant estimates that nearly

a third of the women in this kebele (the country’s lowest level of government) hold small plots of land

independently, and reports that it is customary for men to provide seed, fertilizer, and labor and share

production equally.

Table 2. Ladder of Life, Poor women's focus group, Badero

Step 5 “These people have 3-4ha land holdings, 30-40 cattle, have better house, compare to others their wife and kids look
good and are dressed well. Feed the family throughout the year, own grinding mill/shop, they lend money, Have
horse for their own transportation.”

“Even if they do own small land of their own, they hire/rent and to plow or share farm others land. They are very
active in income generation and they respect whatever they have and also would not be selective about works, they
even get involved in something that brings decent salary.”

“Their house is peaceful and the children are happy, this is because both the husband and the wife work and are
engage in productive activities than in drinking or spreading rumors.”

Step 4 “Here these people have 2-3 hectares of land holding, rent others land to gain more income, have 2-3 oxen and cows,
his wife have chicken, have some money in the bank, elected as community leader and lends money for others.”
“These people can also be government hired people who have monthly income and the wife is a farmer. She takes
care of the land and the house while they work on their job, they are better educated as compared to other
community members, they are listened to because of their position and they send their children to school preferably
in town. They may have additional house in town. They are well known because they are serving the community in
the offices.”

Step 3 “These people have 1 hectare or less land holdings, share farmers, work as a daily laborer, have one ox”

“Divorced or widowed women who have small land and hire laborer or give the land for shared farming are also
here.”

“There are also women who have land, give it out for rent or shared farming and depend on other men who may be
married to get more income. They may sell “areke” from their house as income generating scheme. “

“The women own chickens, children go to school, feed the family most of the year except the time of food shortage
and own all traditional farm equipment.”

COMMUNITY POVERTY LINE

Step 2 “They have no landholding. They do not handle their family properly. Children can go to school but unhealthy. They
work as daily laborers hired on other’s farms.”
“They are unhappy and think that they are escaping their misery by drinking. They are not trust worthy to give
responsibility. So even if they are hired, they may soon get fired. “
“Those who have no cattle or even chickens. These people live from hand to mouth.”

Step 1 “Have no farm land, may be handicapped, beggars, who depend on handouts from others, they may go around

people’s houses to collect food etc.”

“These persons are not respected and not mixed up with others”

“They are unable to work because of different reasons including laziness”

“They are also unhappy, and have no hope, they think the rich are bad people who have some kind of magic when
they reach where they are”

“They have no house or if they do, the house is very dilapidated and their wife is so miserable and looks destitute and
hungry all the time, the children are not happy and may be straying all over the village rather than going to school.”
“Because of the policy to keep children in school, their children would be enrolled to school, but are always hungry
and find it hard to focus. They would not continue their education because they lack support and the family has no
means to support them.”
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As we move down to step three of the women’s ladder, household compositions change. The focus
group zeroes in on the village’s divorced and widowed women, who, to support their families, engage in
share-cropping, tending small livestock, and petty trading. About a quarter of Badero’s households are
headed by women, and it is significant that this focus group nevertheless positions them out of poverty
although some may engage in transactional sex or experience seasonal food shortages. The women
relate how “These people [who climbed up to step three] are working hard and changed their own life
and their family’s life.” By contrast, for poor households on steps one and two, the women detail
household struggles with landlessness, inability to hang on to daily wage jobs, poor housing, alcohol use,
family strife, unhappiness, hopelessness, suffering, persistent hunger, and children lacking support to
complete their education.

Although the men’s ladder of Badero mainly focuses on the various assets which distinguish a
household’s status on the ladder, they explain that those on the top ladder step enjoy the capacity to
make comments that “are acceptable by many.” But those on the bottom step “are not that much
listened to.” Such bottom-step men who struggle to exercise authority and to provide are clearly
breaking norms for their gender, although it is in the women’s narratives where we learn more readily
of how this is stressful for them and their families.

In Badero, there are fewer gender differences in initiatives employed to climb the ladder than is the case
in most of the research communities. Members of both focus groups describe how both local women
and men of their village have moved out of poverty through participating in credit and savings groups,
renting or share-cropping land, taking daily wage farm jobs, attending agricultural trainings, and
diversifying their income generating with activities like sheep fattening. Men report that women, much
like themselves, also help their households get ahead by saving in the bank and hiring workers if they
have plots. Both the men’s and women’s group emphasize the importance of carefully planning, saving
and utilizing resources independently and together with their partner. One man even cautions that
“those households where the man tries to be a dictator and never listens to his wife, [that] is always
bringing down the household.”

Still, important gender differences in mobility experiences remain. Local men are much more heavily
involved than women in profitable commercial wheat production with the new seed technologies and
about a quarter of the village men migrate temporarily, for instance, taking construction jobs in the off
season. The local women also use improved wheat seeds, but explain that their crops are mostly for
provisioning their households rather than market sales. Instead, to get ahead, women are more likely to
be growing vegetables, tending small livestock, and managing diverse petty trades, including brewing
and selling a popular local drink (areke).

It is also notable that a member of the men’s focus group stresses that “attitude also matters,” for
moving on the ladder, as do seeking advice and learning from others; and those with “pessimistic ideas
and who think working as a laborer is low, they will not climb up.” In particular, the men who move up
from bottom steps “will not spend their money on women,” explain the women’s group; or “drink away
their hard work,” according to the men. Such vices are considered common reasons for trapping men on
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bottom steps or sending their households into poverty across the case studies. Meanwhile, the men of
Badero caution that women, too, sometimes bring their households down the ladder, especially those
who live with abusive or unfaithful men, which causes them to “stop caring for the house.” Yet, echoing
the women’s step three with many female-headed households, the men explain that even if women
endure divorce or widowhood, she may suffer for a few years, but “then gradually will climb up.”

Although a great deal of poverty continues to grip Badero, the focus groups nevertheless detail
numerous initiatives that both men and women can undertake, and they maintain that getting ahead is
possible with hard work, a good attitude, and saving for the future. If we shift over to the Badero focus
group with middle class women, and their explanations for climbing from step 1.55 to step 2.73, they
specifically mention how it is only recently that women began attending meetings and trainings, and
they have gained “knowledge and power to participate on major issues in our life and home.” Where
norms shift sufficiently to encourage rather than stifle women’s agency, and men, too, are observing
good change in their own lives, our data makes evident that this “synchronized” empowerment can
sometimes transform the local level institutional climate and fuel more rapid and inclusive
development.

2.2.2. Gender norms and poverty escapes
“Some women work as agricultural laborers to support their husbands.”
(Poor men’s focus group, Prem, India)

Figure 7 presents findings from the coded data in response to questions on initiatives that i) men, ii)
women, and iii) couples of their village have taken to move their households out of poverty. While the
coding frequencies suggest few gender differences in initiatives to get ahead, the testimonies reveal
otherwise.

Figure 7. Dimensions associated with moving out of poverty (86 poor focus groups)
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The leading coding to “marital roles” is in part a consequence of direct questions about how couples
support one another. Nevertheless, we have plenty of testimonies about how women and men
cooperate in their households to escape poverty before any specific prompting on this. Couples with
harmonious and trusting relationships and who are supportive of and actively helping one another’s
initiatives are widely seen to have clear advantages in processes of moving their households up and out
of poverty. Nevertheless, such household cooperation need not necessarily imply that norms are shifting
in ways that give women more power and freedom in their lives.

Borian, Bangladesh is a context where both the poor focus groups observe significant poverty reduction,
but women’s and men’s opportunities to take initiative and contribute to this remain highly
differentiated. When asked how couples support one another to get ahead, a member of Borian’s poor
men’s focus group explains in quite frank terms the critical but disproportionate labor burdens
shouldered by the local women in the mobility processes of their village:

Some support the efforts of their spouse, some don’t. Usually a woman tries hard to support her
husband. If a wife does not help, it will be impossible for the family to get ahead.... A wife helps
her husband by doing many small works besides household activities such as taking the cattle to
field, planting trees, growing some vegetables around the house . . . In a relationship, the wife
performs 75 percent of all the responsibilities. Husbands only help them in doing some
household works.

In the Borian’s women'’s group, they mention helping their households to move up and over the poverty
line by “doing overtime” with activities such as tree planting and tending livestock. They also relate that
perhaps one in ten of the village women help their husbands in the field. In addition, they save money
little by little by serving lentil and potato instead of “beef or mutton” and by eating twice instead three
times a day. Sometimes households in their village fall down the ladder, for instance, when men leave
with 100 taka’s worth of products to sell in the market, but “come back with 60 taka. Then what do we
do? We have to accept it.” They say “wives have to work at home,” and “we do not go to the market.”

If we move over to Madpur, also in Bangladesh, a village about 120 km from Dhaka, sharp poverty
declines of more than 40 percent are reported by both poor focus groups and processes of normative
relaxation are more evident than in Borian. Yet, surprisingly, in Madpur, middle class men observe a
slight disempowerment which is keeping them down on step two of their Ladder of Power and Freedom.
They do not have much good to say about the changes in their village, although they certainly
acknowledge positive developments such as falling hunger and more educated children. The men’s
frustrations in this case study illuminate well why men’s sense of empowerment—which is tightly linked
to how trends in their local economy are affecting their provider roles—matters importantly to
processes of normative relaxation and wider institutional change.

In their focus group, middle class men of Madpur relate how their lives have improved materially but

remain a great struggle: “nowadays the people of the community do not respect the farmers because
most of these farmers are illiterate and insolvent.” Due to the rising costs of agricultural inputs and farm
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labor, they “always struggle to live with their limited income” and cannot “support their children’s

|II

education. . . up to the highest level.” The tone of the narratives from the middle class men, in fact,
contrasts strikingly with Madpur’s other focus groups. Poor men there speak of how many local farmers
have moved their households out of poverty with irrigation and crop diversification, and by using “new
seeds” and “other technologies.” The poor men further report that women are contributing significantly

to falling poverty, by “working hard the whole day and rearing cows, goats and chickens at home.”

Yet, in communities where numerous poor or middle-class men are discouraged by their local
livelihoods, this appears to constrain women'’s initiatives to shift the different gender norms which
restrict their economic independence, such as men’s control over their earnings and savings. While
women in Madpur report supporting men in the fields and tending livestock; running tiny grocery shops;
taking farming, tailoring and NGO jobs, and; saving meager amounts day-by-day, they explain in the
poor women’s focus group that: “The wife gives all her savings to her husband for implementing the
family plans. This is very helpful for her husband.” Likewise, in this village, though women are the ones
who can access loans, poor men are careful to explain that this money “is used by their husbands or
family members.” More encouraging, poor women in their focus group relate how they now command
higher wages for their farm labor, and “Women are enjoying a kind of equality in participation. So they

”

are coming forward and working.” But for middle class men (who may be hiring farm labor and

concerned about their rising costs), these trends are more problematic.

Across the communities in this sample, focus groups with great regularity attest to the importance of
strong household cooperation and of both women’s and men’s economic contributions to movements
up the ladder. Yet, as the gatekeepers, men’s agency appears to be vital for women to be able to carve
out the space they need for withdrawing from and changing the highly restrictive normative
expectations that raise barriers to their agricultural innovation.

2.3. The freedom and power of tipping points

“I got credit from Agrobank and studied how to buy my own tractor,”
(Poor women'’s focus group, Kamola, Uzbekistan)

Like Cheeda of India, and Badero of Ethiopia, we have four other research villages in the WHEAT sample
where the trend data from the ladder exercises is consistently and significantly favorable and where
recent changes in the normative environment for gender are more encouraging of women’s agricultural
innovation when compared to the other research villages. More specifically, in the six tipping point
contexts, the 24 middle class and poor focus groups that assessed change over the last ten years on their
ladders report that: i) both the local men and women climbed up a minimum of one full step on their
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Ladder of Power and Freedom, and ii) one-fifth or more of their once-poor households moved from
below to above their community poverty line.*

In other words, all of the poor and middle class focus groups in each of the tipping points observe major
progress up their respective ladders compared to a decade ago, whether considering trends in agency or
poverty. This upward movement clearly sets these cases apart (Table 3).

Furthermore, when we compare youth ratings on power and freedom for the current period (we do not
ask them to reflect back a decade), we also observe that, at step 3.13, young women in the tipping point

contexts on average rate themselves the highest among the youth.

Table 3. Median ratings on poverty reduction and empowerment (or agency, for youth), 258 focus
groups

Movements up the Ladder of Life = Movement up Ladder of Power and = Current status on 5-step Ladder of

- Household movements out of Freedom - Empowerment of own Power and Freedom for own
poverty gender gender
Middle Class Middle class
Source Poor Men Poor Women Young Men Young Women
Men Women
6 tipping
point 53% 35% 1.13 step 1.22 step 3 3.13
villages
37 other
study 24% 25% .60 step 1.00 step 3 2.43
villages

Favorable trends are observed in the 37 other study villages, but with less consistency. In these cases,
one or more of the poor or middle class focus groups observe limited progress on their ladder, or in
some cases falling down. The much higher levels of poverty reduction and perceived empowerment
observed by men in the tipping point contexts relative to the other men in the sample are noteworthy.
Where many local men are perceiving their local circumstances to be providing them with good
opportunities, the data indicates that this makes it easier for women, too, to exercise agency and not
only withdraw from normative expectations (e.g. perhaps by quietly taking up or enlarging their petty
trading activities from their homesteads) but to actually change some of their local gender norms (e.g.
many local women have become sellers in their local market and they are respected in their households
and among other villagers for this).

Table 4 presents other comparative data from the research communities, much of which signals
women’s greater freedom of action and economic independence in the tipping point contexts.
Compared to the other research communities, women in the six villages like Badero and Cheeda enjoy

4 Three focus groups generated a median ladder rating of .90, which was rounded up to a full step; one focus group
observed 19 percent poverty reduction, which was rounded up one percentage point. Most focus groups easily
exceeded the minimum thresholds, as indicated in the results in table 3.
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greater physical mobility as well as a greater presence in their local commercial and labor markets.

Among the villages with irrigation, women in the tipping points also have somewhat more access to this

vital service. The share of girls and boys in secondary schools is somewhat higher in tipping points, as is

women’s political and civic participation. The tipping point contexts also feature more numerous active

civic groups, and the narrative data details women’s engagement in these networks, especially credit

and savings groups as well as their local producer groups. In all but one of the tipping point contexts,

women participate actively in their local agricultural extension opportunities. It is interesting that study

participants mostly observe declining social harmony in their villages, although more so beyond the

tipping point contexts.

Table 4. Community characteristics, tipping point versus other cases

SOURCE PRECODED QUESTION 6 Tipping Point 37 Other Cases
Cases
Median rating or share
KEY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS
INFORMANT  Share of female headed households in community 4% 3%
Rating of households with men who migrate temporarily (1=almost none, 2=1/4, 2 (or about 25%) 2 (or about 25%)
3=1/2, 4=3/4, 5=almost all)
Rating of households with men who migrate permanently 1 (or almost none) 1 (or almost none)
KEY INFRASTRUCTURE AND ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS
INFORMANT  Share of communities with:
Irrigation 83% 87%
Health clinic 33% 60%
Electricity for most villagers 66% 70%
Fewer than % of school-age girls in secondary school 17% 30%
Fewer than % of school-age boys in secondary school 0% 24%
Share of communities with upper secondary school 50% 57%
Share of men with irrigation (where present) 75% 97%
Share women with irrigation (where present) 30% 20%
Rating of women sellers in local market (1=almost none, 2=1/4, 3=1/2, 4=3/4,
5=almost all) 3 (or about half) 1 (or almost none)
Share of village women who take jobs as agri workers 30% 18%
POOR MEN Share of communities with rising local job opportunities for men 100% 95%
POOR Share of communities with rising local job opportunities for women 66% 57%
WOMEN Share of communities where common to work for pay for:
Single young women 83% 38%
Married young women 66% 57%
Married older women 83% 66%
Widows 100% 87%
YOUNG PHYSICAL MOBILITY
WOMEN Out of every 10 local women, # can move freely in public (Individual FGD member 7.01 4.44
ratings)
YOUNG Out of every 10 local women, # can move freely in public (Individual FGD member 6.45 5.00
MEN ratings
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POOR DOMESTIC VIOLENCE

WOMEN Extent women hit or beaten over past year (individual FGD member ratings
1=almost never;.2=occasional 3=regularly 4=Frequently)
In current period 2.55 2.29
A decade ago 3.19 2.90
POOR MEN In current period 2.00 1.94
A decade ago 2.58 2.16
POLITICAL AND CIVIC PARTICIPATION
KEY Share female council members 30% 25%
INFORMANT
Share women attending community meetings 15% 10%
Share women active discussants in meetings 3% 2%

Share of communities with following local groups characterized by regular to high
level of activities:

Credit groups 83% 51%
Economic groups (farming, fishing crafts) 50% 32%
Health groups 66% 19%
Education groups 66% 49%
Youth or sports group 66% 38%
POOR Social harmony in village (Indiv. FGD member ratings 1=most villagers v. suspicious
WOMEN to 6=v helpful)
In current period 4.31 3.9
A decade ago 4.6 4.75
POOR MEN In current period 4.43 3.56
A decade ago 4.85 5.00

In short, greater gender equality is unfolding in the tipping points, and testimonies provide evidence of
how this enhances the functioning of households and other local level institutions. It is significant that
these mutually reinforcing processes are more likely to take off and be evident where both women and
men are finding and benefiting from their local agricultural opportunities.

Yet, even under the most auspicious of circumstances, it is important to recognize that normative
change remains a fluid, uneven, and sometimes stressful process. In Badero of Ethiopia, the poor men’s
focus group indicates that working mothers are well regarded in their village, but the poor women’s
group is more mixed on this question. While one member of the poor women’s group relates that
working mothers are lucky to have the trust and support of their husbands, another counters that her
friends may become jealous and directly question the husband about her fidelity because she has
chosen to work. Or, a middle class woman of Badero, who explains that she has to consult her husband
if she elects to sell farm produce in bulk; yet, unlike in previous times, “I can block his decision if need
be, but | will never do that for the sake of exercising my power.”

Similarly in Kamola, Uzbekistan, another tipping point, the poor men’s focus group speaks of how
widowed women moved their households out of poverty from the lowest rung of the ladder by getting
help from their community leader and relatives in order to grow vegetables for market sales, and then
using the proceeds the next year to expand production and invest in poultry and sheep, for instance to
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sell eggs during religious holidays. The poor men caution, however, that the widows’ climbing will be
slow “without men next to them.”

Men’s and women’s sense of agency is highly relational and gendered. In the tipping point contexts
where both women and men observe significant empowerment and poverty reduction, men’s and
women’s roles and behaviors are becoming less gender differentiated. But important differences
remain.

3. MEN'S AND WOMEN’'S EXPERIENCES WITH AGRICULTURAL
INNOVATIONS

To better understand how gender norms and agency work together to shape agricultural innovation
processes, in this section we explore perceptions of and experiences with new agricultural technologies
and practices in the study villages. We begin with evidence of the study participants’ generally favorable
assessments of improved wheat varieties and then unpack commonalities and differences in men’s and
women’s experiences with the innovation processes underway in their communities. From there we
explore testimonies about the factors that are seen by women and men to enable and constrain their
capacities to innovate; and, finally, with a focus on the role of extension services, we present highly
gendered findings on local opportunities to learn about and engage with new things in agriculture.

3.1. What agricultural innovations rate highly on the ground?

Facilitators asked focus groups: “Thinking back over the past five years or so, what new cropping or
livestock practices, ways of managing local natural resources, or organizing agricultural activities have
people here tried out or experimented with?” This question is strategically placed early in the focus
group discussion to precede any discussion of particular agricultural technologies, practices or networks.
Facilitators were trained to break down the question and encourage rich discussion on all of the new
activities or networks identified by study participants, whether devised and introduced locally or
externally, and whether through formal or informal channels. While the focus group participants reflect
on the various agricultural and NRM “innovations,” the facilitator lists each one mentioned on a flip
chart for all to see and then elicits views on the two most important for the men of the community, if a
men’s focus group, or for the women of the community if a women’s focus group.

Study participants identify diverse innovations. Nevertheless, across the sample, and among the top-
rated innovations, improved wheat seeds emerge by a large margin as the most favored, relative to
other innovations mentioned. Across the 43 WHEAT case studies, 63.9 percent of the men’s focus
groups rate improved wheat varieties as one of the top-two innovations for men, while 32.6 percent of
the women'’s focus groups rate this as a top two innovation for women (Table 5).
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Table 5. Proportion of Focus Groups (FGDs) identifying improved wheat as one of the top-two
innovations for their own sex (86 focus groups)

Women FGDs rating improved Men FGDs rating improved
wheat as top-two for Women wheat as top-two for Men

Poor focus groups 32.6% 55.8 %
Middle class focus groups 326% 72.1%
Both poor and middle class 32.6% 63.9%

For men, the top-two ratings for improved wheat are followed by Conservation Agriculture related
technologies (CA)® and use of tractors (Figure 8). More specifically, CA-related technologies rate highly in
18.6 percent of poor men’s focus groups and 23.3 percent of middle class men’s focus groups. Tractor
use follows slightly, at 20.9 percent of poor men’s focus groups and 18.6 percent of middle class men’s
groups, making this the third most important innovation for men.

Figure 8. Most prevalent innovations rated top two by men (86 poor and middle-class focus groups)
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Threshers receive top-two ratings by 11.9 percent of poor women and 23.8 percent of middle-class
women’s focus groups (Figure 9). It is noticeable that the proportion of the poor women’s focus groups
is only half that of middle class women’s focus groups and likely reflects the greater difficulty of poor
women to access threshers.® The third most frequently given answer by women’s focus groups is “no
important innovations for women” (16.7 percent), meaning that in these focus groups participants did
not identify any new things in agriculture that they perceived to have made a difference for women in
their community in recent years. Such responses provide a clear signal of diverse barriers facing the local

5 Conservation Agriculture (CA) commonly refers to the combination of three core principles which interact to enhance
agricultural productivity and reduce soil degradation: i) zero-tillage (or minimum or no mechanical soil disturbance), ii) crop
residue management (or soil cover from a growing crop or a dead mulch of crop residues), and iii) diversified crop rotations
(Giller et al. 2009). However, in this report, when CA or CA related technologies are mentioned it does not necessarily refer to
the combination of all three aforementioned principles, but may merely refers to one (or several) technologies/practices that
may be related to any one of the three principles. In this category, the most commonly mentioned by study participants
include: zero- or reduced tillage, zero tillers and direct seeders, crop rotations, crop residue management.

6 While labor saving technologies can greatly reduce drudgery, in certain contexts they can also represent trade-offs for some
groups, for example in the form of labor displacement.
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women in these cases. In Thali of India, for instance, the poor women’s focus group talks of how the
local men are benefitting greatly from the “happy seeder” and “combine”; and yet they could not name
a single innovation as important for the local women because, they say, “Women do not work with
machines.”

Furthermore, when we compare the top-rated innovations by men’s focus groups with the women’s
groups from the same community, we find no overlap in 58.1 percent of cases.

Figure 9. Most prevalent innovations rated top two by women (86 poor and middle-class focus
groups)
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It is often assumed that women are not involved in wheat farming, and thus have little to contribute to
these processes. Although the proportion of women’s focus groups picking improved wheat as a top two
innovation is about half that of the men’s, 32.6 percent is far from trivial. The findings suggest that
women do indeed perceive important benefits from improved wheat varieties in the current period, and
their engagement could provide relevant contributions to the technology development process.

3.1.1. Factors that men and women appreciate in relation to improved wheat varieties
Figure 10 presents the three most prevalent categories of topics (see annex E for definitions) that
emerged in the focus group testimonies with favorable observations about improved wheat varieties.
The three themes include: 1) external agri-partners; 2) yield and profitability and 3) community-based
agri-networks. The coded data, moreover, makes it possible to focus on those favorable testimonies that
pertain to the same gender of the focus group. In other words, when participants in the women’s focus
group speak about why they regard wheat highly for the women of their village, these three factors
emerge most often. The same is the case for the men’s groups.

Yet, what is perhaps most glaring in Figure 10 is that women simply had much less to say than men on
the matter of the benefits they perceive from the seed technology. For many women across this sample,
as explored further below, it appears to be out of reach for them to access opportunities such as
agricultural extension, large crop sales, or even the various agricultural information outlets that are
available right in their villages. We nevertheless present insightful cases of women interviewed for the

25



study who are breaking through the many barriers in their way and successfully innovating with
improved wheat seeds.

Figure 10. Most prevalent themes associated with favorable observations about improved wheat
technologies (172 poor and middle class focus groups)
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Broadly, both men and women stress these three dimensions in their reflections on the significant
benefits that they are deriving from improved wheat technologies:

External partners (e.g. public, private and civic services) are appreciated by both men and women as
important sources of information and technical advice, and, at times, of subsidies or free samples of
improved seeds. In general, men report easy access and important benefits from public and NGO
extension services; and in fewer cases, seed companies are also seen to provide valuable information.
This man from a community in Haryana, India, comments on the role of external partners in his farming
activities: “Climate smart seeds like HD 2967 and HD 2851 are a blessing for us” (poor men’s focus
group, Thali, India). While women relatively rarely interact with or benefit directly from external
partners in this sample, as discussed further below, they nevertheless express appreciation for the work
of extension agents and other partners because they contribute to their family’s agri-production in
general.

For both men and women study participants a vital positive outcome of using improved wheat varieties
is increased yield and profit, and they often relate how they use their increased earnings to purchase
land and livestock, improve housing conditions and educate children. The participants mention higher
yields in comparison with the local varieties, stronger resistance to diseases and climate conditions as
well as good quality of flour and bread. Furthermore respondents talk about new agronomic practices
and other factors which, in combination with improved varieties use, contribute to the increased wheat
harvest: fertilizers and new irrigation technologies, new planting techniques such as row planting and
bed planting as well as trainings on how to cultivate new varieties.
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3) Across focus groups and individual interviews it is apparent that local agri networks, both formal and
informal, often played a vital role for the women and men in our sample who engaged successfully with
their local innovation processes. Before deciding whether to use improved seeds, for instance, a 49-
year-old divorced woman from Gobado, Ethiopia explains, “We usually try to get as much information as
possible from different farmers who are our neighbors, and then we decide.” Similarly, a 50-year-old
farmer from Khanur, Pakistan warns that “farmers don’t take risks” until “we observe the good
production of a seed by ourselves, then we try. We adopt it in the next season.” In addition to learning
of opportunities from neighbors, relatives and other community members, these local networks may
include cooperatives and savings clubs, self-help groups, farming groups, community leaders, etc. For
both poor women and men, as explored more below, these local bonds especially emerge as important
where agricultural extension is not available or cannot be accessed. And for many women, neighbors
and relatives may be their only source of information.

When reflecting on their experiences with improved seeds, women and men across the study also
frequently discuss how the need for labor has now declined.” Many farmers report reduced work
burden because of the increased access to mechanization (tractors, threshers) and use of herbicides,
which has accompanied the promotion of improved varieties. For example, according to a member of
the poor men’s focus group from Dampur, Bangladesh:

At present, labor intensity or necessity has been reduced because local farmers are cultivating
different types of crops and using improved seeds and new technologies in crop farming, which
requires less labor than 10 years ago. For example, weeding required a lot of manpower before
but now ‘Round Up’ weed killer chemical can burn all of the weeds from the land. And the new
technologies, such as strip tillage, bed planter and zero tillage, are reducing labor.

Indeed, throughout the data, respondents describe how men’s work load has now eased with
machinery, mainly tractors, strip-tillage, seed drills and harvesters and threshers, which help to reduce
work by hand in soil preparation, sowing and harvesting.

The data also makes evident that women, too, benefit greatly from the labor savings that can
accompany new technologies. One of the most striking examples of the reduction in work burdens is in
Afghanistan where both women and men in all four study communities speak very favorably about how
improved wheat varieties have reduced women’s work burden in relation to wheat cleaning,® a task that

7 The notable exception to this finding is that middle class men relatively rarely speak of work burden concerns. This is likely
because they are more accustomed than the other social groups to commanding family labor or hiring labor when facing a
need, as discussed further in section 4.

8 The reduced work burden in relation to wheat cleaning is likely to be linked to a combination of factors, which can include the
following: 1) Local varieties can be tall, difficult to thresh, disease susceptible, can have low yield and farmer seed stocks of
local varieties can be a mix of several types, including weed seeds; 2) Tall varieties are prone to lodging, and are therefore likely
to pick up dirt when harvested; 3) For varieties that are difficult to thresh, the threshing process tend to produce high amounts
of chaff, which in turn increases the need for additional cleaning; 4) Prevalence of smuts and bunts requires special cleaning
measures; 5) When the harvest is small, threshing is often manual with wooden rollers and animals, which means that presence
of stones, wood pieces and animal excreta complicates grain cleaning; 6) Inappropriate seed management, land preparation
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can otherwise be very time consuming. As this 18-year-old young woman from the youth focus group in
Panali, Afghanistan comments: “Improved seeds can provide clean wheat and it doesn’t need to be
cleaned. Before, we were washing wheat grains and we exposed it to the sun until it dried. Machineries
have [also] eased women’s tasks.” Likewise, women from other study countries explain how, for
instance, reapers and harvesters have eased women’s work burden during the harvesting period. “The
wheat reaper and harvester have lessened women’s work in terms of time and energy. It is costly but it
is rented from other areas when needed,” explains a member of the poor women’s focus group in
Balostan, Pakistan.

Similarly, in study communities in India, Nepal and Afghanistan where women are responsible for, or
participate in, irrigation of plots, study participants speak favorably of how new technologies have eased
their burden associated with irrigating crops, e.g. “These activities are traditionally performed by
women. Before the “Honda” machine was introduced, women took two-to-three hours or more to
water their fields; this now takes only an hour, to the immense relief of women who can now use this
extra time for other work and children,” relates a member of the poor women’s focus group from
Murmura, India.

3.1.2. Challenges in relation to improved wheat

As highlighted in Figure 11, the narratives of men’s and women’s unfavorable observations associated
with improved seed mirror the same three categories of topics as for favorable; however, the
unfavorable coding amounts to less than half the frequencies when compared to the favorable coding.
Focus groups of both genders stress, albeit women much less so, concerns with ineffective or
inaccessible external providers and with varied challenges with improved wheat seeds. In fact, most of
the coding that signals struggles with local networks in our data, do not relate directly to community-
based relations or groups, but rather make reference to having to rely on these local ties due to
challenges with external partners.®

and weed management practices mean that the harvest can contain large proportion of weed and other crop seeds. In contrast,
improved varieties typically yield more, do not lodge, are genetically pure, easy to thresh and disease resistant. A good harvest
often makes farmers opt for mechanical threshing, where possible. All this results in cleaner grain and less drudgery. (We thank
Dr. Rajiv Sharma for his valuable support in summarizing these inter-related factors).

9 This finding reflects limitations with coding of complex multi-topic narrative passages, but reinforces the strong importance
that many study participants attached to availing of extension opportunities.
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Figure 11. Three most prevalent themes associated with unfavorable observations related to
improved wheat (172 poor and middle class focus groups)
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Men across focus groups especially testify to frustrations with improved wheat due to unsupportive
agents and their lack of information on pests and diseases, seed distributions, and soil management
practices for their local conditions. Some report lack of any extension services present in their villages.
Other testimonies describe challenges with low quality seeds and inputs, seed distributions in the wrong
season or in insufficient supply, irregularities with subsidies, and program requirements such as
landownership, which limit participation.’® In Panali of Afghanistan, the poor men’s focus group declares
that everyone in their village “understood the importance of improved wheat seeds” but “Not everyone
in our community received the seeds.” The poor men’s focus group in Madpur, Bangladesh relates that
poor farmers in their village “have no or very limited access to improved wheat seeds and new
agricultural practices, because they don’t [have] large cultivable land. Government and non-government
programs including CIMMYT do not target these people as potential early adopter of new seeds or
technologies. As a result, they adopt CIMMYT sponsoring practices late.” However, they say the better
off farmers “use most of the new improved seeds and adopt new technologies as early as possible.”

As explored more below, women especially highlight difficulties for them to access external partners
because of their gender. In Chala, Ethiopia, the middle class focus group reports that only men who
head their households may participate in extension, but “if it is about technology and [a woman who
heads her household] has a male child, he goes. They often do not pass the information fully. It is
difficult to get that information.”

Concerns with poor yields and profitability from improved wheat varieties are also common in the data.
Both men and women across the focus groups and individual interviews report obstacles such as high
costs of seeds and inputs (e.g. fertilizer, hired labor, time), shortage of water, lack of knowledge about
new varieties and their cultivation, competitive markets that squeeze profits, as well as climate change.
In Tehsul of Afghanistan, where men report more limited poverty reduction (nine percent) compared to
the rest of the research communities, a farmer from the poor men’s focus group relates:

10 Responses like these vary greatly from one community to another, even within the same study country, depending on the
level of NGOs, private and governmental institutions participation in the areas.
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We have a problem with usage of new or improved seeds; we have to use more fertilizers and
DAP in the farms where we cultivate improved seeds. Unfortunately, the cost for the crops
increases and we can’t sell our produce at a rate that gives us good profit. Improved seeds give
better produce, but the cost of planting increases also.

In Murmura of India, a member of the middle class women’s focus group shares, “Using good seeds is
very important.” Yet, she similarly explains that people in her village are poor and “have to decide
whether we should buy better seeds, better fertilizer or pesticides since doing it all with our limited
wherewithal is not possible.”

Moreover, while the preponderance of observations among study participants point to significant labor
savings from adoption of improved wheat, machines, and other new farming practices, some focus
groups with poor women and men nevertheless detail struggles with adapting to these changes. In
Ganga of India, a poor woman laments, “Now sowing is also done with the help of machines. Whatever
work there was is also vanishing.” Or, a 50-year-old woman of Badero, Ethiopia, who is separated from
her husband, explains that households like hers, which are “without male labor and oxen,” continue to
struggle to address labor shortages:

As a consequence [of limited family labor], they are late to plant or [they have to] give their land
for shared farming. In addition, they are challenged with the lower amount of crop gained from
sharing the crop, which often is unable to cover need that lasts throughout the year. When this
happens they have to buy food from the market. This in turn, will have impact on their financial
resource thereby impacting again their ability to properly do the next round of farming.

Indeed, throughout this sample, we find women without men in their households who, in order to
provide for their families, are striving to innovate with new agricultural practices. Also, for women
across the study communities more generally, whether running their own households or attached to
others, they simply have much less to say good or bad about their experiences with improved wheat
because their direct experiences are far more limited than the men’s. More on this next.

3.1.3. Differences in the way that men and women speak about their innovation

experiences

A dive beneath the surface into the rich underlying narrative data reveals important gender differences
in study participants’ experiences with the agricultural innovation processes underway in their villages.
To illustrate, In the community of Badero, Ethiopia, the poor men’s focus group rates improved wheat
varieties as one of the top-two most important innovation for men, because of their high yields: “we
also choose improved [wheat] seed variety because it gives a big amount of yield and what remains will
also be feed for the cattle.” In the same community, the poor women’s focus group also rate improved
wheat as a top two for the women, however, from the slightly different perspective of the role of
improved varieties in relation to improved household food security: “Improved [wheat] seeds because
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we mostly use wheat for household consumption and currently, except for the change in variety from
time to time, the production has increased and feeds the household well.” Even in Thool of Nepal,
where gender norms are generally less restrictive relative to other cases in our sample, a woman details
in her interview how she likes a particular wheat variety because, “It has big grains and makes good
chapatti.” As examined further in section 4, such findings course through the dataset and illustrate the
strong influence of gender-differentiated roles and norms on men’s and women’s perceptions of the
benefits from improved wheat and other agricultural advances.

Moreover, the very way women describe their experiences varies greatly by country. In Afghanistan and
Pakistan, women almost never speak directly about themselves. Instead they mostly use the form “we”
whether referring to themselves, the family, the husband and children, and even to farmers in general in
the community. In addition, when making reference to the importance of improved vyield, several
women in Pakistan point out that they themselves do not work in the fields, but know about this
through their husbands or other family members. It is unclear to what extent these are normative
modes of speaking for women, reinforced by the focus group or interview situation in these particular
contexts, but it contributes to the difficulties of discerning women’s actual wheat farming activities. The
exception to this is the post-harvest seed and grain management, which is very clearly and normatively
defined in the data as women’s responsibilities in both Afghanistan and Pakistan.

In contrast, rather than referring to their husbands or to people in the community in general, women in
Ethiopia, Nepal and Bangladesh speak directly of their own experiences with and benefits of improved
wheat, including deriving significant yields and profits as well as enhancing the food security and
wellbeing of their families (Box 4).

Men in our sample rarely refer to women as actual participants in wheat cultivation. For example, in
Ethiopia most of the time men may only mention their wives in passing, e.g. as agreeing when he
suggested trying a new wheat variety. Similarly, in Afghanistan men only speak of women engaged in
wheat in the context of seed cleaning; or in Pakistan, when speaking about yield, men mention that it is
important for women because it is important for the whole family. Again, we return in section 4 to the
normative pressures which strongly discourage women’s involvement in farming in wheat-based
systems.

Box 4. Women innovators in Ethiopia

Tarik, a 40-year-old married woman from Gobado, Ethiopia, speaks very favorably about her experience using
improved wheat varieties “8030, ‘Tsehai’ and ‘Digolo’,” as well as fertilizer and new management techniques such
as drainage. “I started to grow the new variety and the result was more than what | anticipated,” relates Tarik.
After being impressed by the yield she saw on her relative’s field, Tarik purchased and cultivated the improved
seeds on the % hectare of land she owns plus additional rental land. With time, as Tarik became successful with
cultivating wheat, she was able to open a shop and purchase an apartment in a nearby town. Tarik is also an
influential figure in her village and heads the Office of Women, Children and Youth in her kebele on voluntarily

basis. Although Tarik is married, she usually takes all the decisions related to farming herself because the nature of
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her husband’s work requires him to reside in a nearby town most of the time; he is not involved in his wife’s
farming, but supports her initiatives.

Layla, a 50-year-old landless divorced mother of seven from Gobado has been trying out different sources of
income to feed her family (brewing alcohol, working at mill, cultivating vegetables, selling milk). Eventually Layla
received 1 % Ha of land from the government (under a land distribution program for landless people) and
concentrated on farming. Of her wheat cultivation experiences, Layla shares, “lI saw others doing it, but the
agriculture extension agents came to my land and also showed us how to do it. | have tried several kinds of
improved seeds and fertilizer. Currently | am using ‘Tsehai’ variety.” Layla also relates how her crop “grew
beautifully” after she applied compost, tilled and planted “the moment | thought the rain was coming.” Layla,
similar to Tarik, is active in her community, and founded a weavers association and is an elected member of her
kebele’s council.

3.2. What local resou