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Abstract
This research examines and compares the participatory place-based and commodity focused
approaches to Agricultural Value Chain Development (AVCD) and effect of these approaches
in enhancing gender inclusion and collaboration at household and community levels in rural
Punjab, Pakistan. Despite the fact, gender inclusion and collaboration has gained more attention
in the development agenda and there is increasing evidence that participatory, holistic, placebased and multi-disciplinary approaches have become vital in establishing successful, gender
inclusive Agricultural Value Chain Development (AVCD) policies, programs and
interventions. Research in Pakistan, however, suggests that traditional AVCD approaches over
the years have ignored women and marginal groups of both genders. Most of the traditional,
commodity-focused Value Chain Development (VCD) interventions and initiatives target skills
and competencies development for progressive male farmers. Rural women and men from small
farming households in Pakistan are either obtaining agricultural knowledge from informal
sources or remain knowledge-poor, leading to low productivity. This widens the gender gap,
lowers gender collaboration, and increases poverty in rural households.
This research study brings together the literature about the gender inclusion in AVCD
and its relation to gender collaboration at household and community levels. The study is first
of its type to examine and compare gender inclusive—place-based and traditional commodity
focused approaches to AVCD in rural Pakistan. Furthermore, it investigates to what extent each
approach to AVCD has contributed to gender inclusion, empowerment and collaboration in
rural Punjab, Pakistan. The study also identified related VCD activities and learning transfer
systems that facilitate women and poor groups’ engagement in VCD interventions.
A concurrent mixed method approach was used to collect both quantitative and
qualitative data from 112 small farming households in three districts from Punjab, Pakistan.
Two villages (Village 1 & Village 2) from two districts were selected with different AVCD
approach i.e. pilot place-based and commodity focused approach and one village (Village 3)
from the third district was selected as control village for the comparison purposes. The data
were collected at two points, before and after the project interventions in each village, making
this longitudinal research in its nature. The quantitative data collected through a household
survey and both head of household and spouse of the household head were interviewed
separately. Thus, making a sample of 224 respondents with equal gender distribution. While,
Focused Group Discussions (FGDs) with male and female respondents were carried out to
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collect qualitative data. The reason for combining both quantitative and qualitative methods is
that they obtain different, but complementary data on the same topic enabling a more
comprehensive understanding of the research question. SPSS 23 software was used to enter and
analyse the quantitative data.
The key findings show ‘participatory and focused gender inclusion through place-based
community engagement approach was more effective and gender inclusive than the commodity
focused approach. The key feature was the participatory process embedded in the Asset Based
Community Development (ABCD) principles, which used participatory action research, built
trust in the community as well as in the project teams. Establishing a neutral, safe and
convenient learning place in V1 became a key change in women’s lives that provided a platform
to engage with diverse, agricultural value addition as well as non-farm skills training over the
short-term. As a result, women’s collaboration with their male counterparts in decision-making
for the family and farm improved over time in V1. While, limited engagement of the women
was observed in the commodity-focused approach and women lost their interest and trust. No
significant changes were observed in the control village where no interventions were conducted.
This research contributes new understanding about the participatory place-based AVCD to
strengthen participation of small holder farmers of both genders in Pakistan, and how it impacts
gender empowerment and collaboration. The research study also contributes to the academic
discourse on gender inclusion, participatory AVCD, and its impact in rural communities.
Specifically, it deepens our understanding of the focused inclusion through a participatory
approach and the role of active participation as a determinant in gender empowerment and
collaboration.
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Chapter 1

Chapter One:
1.0

Introduction

Introduction

This chapter introduces a research study that examines and compares the contribution of
participatory place-based and commodity focused approaches to Agricultural Value Chian
Development (AVCD) on gender inclusion in rural Punjab, Pakistan, and its impact on
empowering small holder farmers especially women and enhancing collaboration within
household and community.
The chapter provides the background and explores the context of agriculture and agricultural
development in Punjab, Pakistan. It introduces the setting for this study, including the
geographic and demographic characteristics of Pakistan and the contribution of the Punjab
province to the agricultural economy of the country. A brief overview of the approaches
adopted over time for agricultural extension and rural development in the province also outline
followed by the role of national and international agricultural development collaboration and
its impact on gender mainstreaming in agricultural value chains development. This background
is essential for understanding the primary focus of this research—how different policies and
programs have affected small holder farmers and marginal groups such as women in rural
Punjab, Pakistan.
1.1

Overview of the Research

This research takes place in rural Punjab, Pakistan, where rural economy mainly depends on
agriculture, given it is the dominant source of livelihood for this province. Women are an
integral part of the crop and livestock production of the province. Yet, the traditional
agricultural extension services delivery system is neither participatory nor gender-inclusive. It
also does not address the needs of marginal groups and smallholder farmers for reasons to be
explained in the next chapter. Thus, for any proposal for reformed agricultural value chains
development policies, programs, and projects in Pakistan, it is vital to understand what types of
community engagement might be used to address the non-inclusion of women and other
marginal groups in agricultural extension delivery systems in the province.
Most of Pakistan’s rural population (more than 60 percent) directly or indirectly derives their
livelihood from agriculture and livestock production. Since Pakistan’s independence in 1947,
agriculture and rural development have been part of the nation’s development plans. The
1
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government’s agricultural and rural development department has adopted several approaches
and strategies, but most cannot be considered successful mainly because of the low level of
community participation, the lack of focus on community needs, and their failure to be gender
inclusive. Therefore, questions arise regarding approaches adopted for implementation of the
AVCD and rural development in Pakistan.
The traditional development plans, policies, and projects are often criticised for their focus on
the concerns of the progressive large land holdings of male farmers, thereby neglecting female
and marginal holding groups and small holder farmers. Research shows that women are less
likely to benefit from traditional agricultural extension services in developing countries
(Farnworth & Colverson, 2014) and Pakistan is no exception. The present agricultural extension
and marketing systems (both public and private) in Pakistan tend to address the needs of large
landholders and progressive farmers (mainly male), due to their ease of access and tendency to
lean towards early adoption of agricultural innovation (Shahbaz & Ata, 2014; Davidson,
Ahmad & Ali, 2001). The private extension services are often profit-oriented. Thus, the small
landholders get the low-quality inputs leading to lesser yields/production compared to their
counterparts. Consequently, the small holder farmers and women are left behind because they
are information and resource-poor compared to the large and progressive farmers, the latter of
whom have more contact and links with extension services (Khooharo, 2008). Further, there is
little or no gender integration (Khatam, Muhammad, Ashraf, & Pervez, 2013).
Research studies have documented women's role in agriculture and livestock farming in small
and marginal farming households in Pakistan (Nosheen, 2010 and Taj, Aujla, Sharif, & Yasmin,
2009). Women contribute to all activities including crop production, livestock farming,
horticulture, post-harvest operations, agro-social forestry, and fisheries. Despite the significant
contribution of women to agriculture and livestock production, it has never been reflected in
the GDP (World Bank, 2009; World Economic Forum, 2018). Women are the passive members
of the family (Taj et al., 2007; Spriggs et al., 2017) and their role in decision making in
agricultural matters is meager (Nosheen, 2010; Batool et al., 2012; Taj et al., 2009; Taj, et al.,
2012). Farooq (2015) predicts that the responsibilities of female family members relating to
crop and livestock farming operations are expected to increase in rural Pakistan in the future,
for reasons to be discussed later in the thesis. This implies a need to target and reorient the
agricultural research and extension services to women and small holder farmers using
innovative and participatory development approaches.
2
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Researchers argue that community-driven development projects that actively involve
communities in planning, decision making, and investment of resources are better contributors
to gender equality and women’s empowerment in the developing world (World Bank, 2011).
Similarly, the research on place-based community development approaches and participatory
methodologies has shown that by integrating services, alleviating access barriers, improving
linkages, networks and referrals with long-term community commitment, improve the level and
quality of community participation (Centre for Community and Child Health, 2012).
Furthermore, these approaches provide an opportunity to help marginalized and poor people,
especially women and small holder farmers, to access the benefits of AVCD (World Bank,
2011; Spriggs & Chambers, 2010; Bartholomaeus, 2013).
In order to improve the agricultural value chain in Pakistan, several approaches and
methodologies were adopted over time by the Agricultural and Rural Development Department
in Pakistan. These include: the Village Agricultural and Industrial Development Programme
(Village-AID Programme), Basic Democracies System (BDS), Integrated Rural Development
Programme (IRDP), Inputs at Farmers’ Doorsteps Approach (Axinn & Thorat 1972; Davidson,
Ahmad & Ali, 2001) and Farmer Field Schools (FFS). However, most of the projects and
programs have not been sustainable and had limited success. While the reasons are various and
several factors have contributed to the low level of community participation, especially of
women, the top-down implementation strategy has been key to much of the failure (Davidson,
Ahmad & Ali, 2001). Thus, the access to agriculture extension services for small farming
household women and men remains a problem. It signifies that place-based and participatory
development approaches are needed, along with agricultural value chain methodologies that
aim to include more marginalized groups (World Bank, 2011; Spriggs & Chambers, 2010;
Bartholomaeus, 2013). These approaches will further be explored in more detail later in the
thesis.
The Australia-Pakistan Agriculture Sector Linkage Program (ASLP) was also an initiative to
improve the selected (mango, citrus, and dairy) agricultural value chains in Pakistan. The ASLP
project was implemented in two phases; phase one (ASLP-1) was implemented during 200510. Phase two was a continuation of the first phase (ASLP-2) and was implemented from 201015. Based on the review of ASLP-1, a Social Research Project (SRP) was included in ASLP-2
in addition to mango, citrus and dairy value chain projects. The major aim of the SRP was to
enhance inclusion of marginal and poor groups, especially in AVCD through working in a
3
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holistic, multidisciplinary team. The participatory research was carried out by multidisciplinary project teams in rural Punjab, Pakistan, where a place-based development (PBD)
approach for AVCD was piloted as part of the Social Research Project (SRP). The SRP aimed
to make the selected agriculture value chain development (specifically citrus, mango and dairy)
pro-poor and gender inclusive for small farming households in rural Pakistan, to strengthen
these individuals and allow them to realise the benefit of agricultural value chain development.
This is an enhanced practice that is superior to using a single commodity development approach
and traditional extension methodologies.
In light of this, there is a need to examine the place-based and participatory value chain
development approaches and methodologies that were both used and available, to improve
women’s participation and intra and inter-household collaboration. However, there is a lack of
research examining the role of integrated and place-based approaches for the inclusion of
women and marginal groups. Nor is there information on its impact on AVCD in Pakistan
compared to traditional agricultural extension/commodity-focused approaches. This study
addresses the question by integrating both approaches (place-based & commodity-focused)
using mixed methods to provide empirical evidence about their contribution to AVCD. The
benefits of this comparative analysis, including gender wellbeing (inclusion, collaboration, and
empowerment), will be extrapolated to small farming households in rural Punjab. This research
examines and seeks to understand the place-based AVCD, a locally contextualized approach
that engages with smallholder farming communities in rural Punjab. This is a
participatory/multidisciplinary approach to gender inclusion, empowerment and collaboration.
The importance of this concept will be fully explored in chapter three. This study also fills an
information gap and it will provide new empirical evidence about the contribution and impact
of place-based and holistic approaches for AVCD.
The sections that follow, present background of the problem and context of agriculture value
chain development central to the research design. Also included overview of the research
examining the role of national and international agricultural development programs in Pakistan,
and gender role issues that occur as the country pursues agricultural development. The rationale
and significance of the study is outlined, followed by the specific research objectives and
research questions. The research methods are outlined, possible beneficiaries of the study
identified, and the limitations noted. The summary of the chapter topics indicates the
organization of the thesis.
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1.2

Statement of and Background to the Problem

The agricultural economy plays a vital role in the livelihood of the majority of the rural
population of Pakistan. While the sector has achieved some development improvements in yield
gains by adopting new technologies and improved inputs, the benefits of most of the AVCDs
have not been fully reaped and are not being reaped at all by women and men from small
farming households.
Small farming households and women are the lifeblood of agriculture in Pakistan. According
to Pakistan’s latest Agriculture Census (2010), small farming households (i.e., having land up
to 5 ha) constitute nearly 90 percent of the total farming population and operate 48 percent of
the total agricultural land of the country. Therefore, it is quite difficult for them to earn a
sufficient livelihood from it. On the other hand, keeping in mind the relatively larger average
family size, the per capita availability of agricultural land is also very small and indicates
meagre prospects for the youth who remain in a rural setting. The high population growth rate
has put enormous pressure on agricultural land and resources and resulted in a reduction of the
amount of cultivated land, loss of soil fertility and biodiversity. Rural household income mainly
depends on agriculture and livestock production and limited access to land (small landholdings)
has affected rural households, especially those dependent on agriculture for their livelihood.
Altogether, this has led to reduced agricultural productivity and increased poverty in rural areas
(Hussain, 2017).
According to latest estimates, about 40 percent of the population of Pakistan lives in poverty
(GoP, 2017) with poverty being more prevalent in rural than urban areas. Moreover, women
are more likely to be trapped in poverty than men (Abdullah, 2012; OPHI, 2017). Thus, the
small land holding size, poor resource base, and limited access to knowledge and information
sources restrict the participation of small, poor farmers, especially women, in the traditional
AVCD projects (Sheck, Donovan & Stoian, 2013). For example, agricultural inputs such as
seed, fertilizers and pesticides companies target the farmers who have a higher consumption of
inputs. These include big landowners and progressive farmers who can get these inputs direct
from companies and sometimes may also get free delivery to their farm gate. However, the
small landholders usually purchase agricultural inputs on credit from informal input suppliers
and at higher prices. Due to high input prices in the local market, the small holder farmer usually
uses a lower level of inputs.
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Ensuring the inclusion of small farming households, especially those containing women, is a
key to reducing poverty in rural areas (DFID, 2000) particularly at the individual level, as it
helps to build a base for social change (Sheheli, 2012). Involving such groups is essential to
address the economic and social development imbalance, enabling people to get out of poverty
and to prioritize human and social capital development for sustainable development in the
country (OPHI, 2017).
1.2.1 Overview of Agriculture in Pakistan
The Islamic Republic of Pakistan is located in South East Asia, sharing borders with Iran and
Afghanistan on the West, China to the northeast, and India to the southeast. The total area of
Pakistan is 79.6 Mha (GoP, 2014). Pakistan has five provinces: Punjab, Sindh, Baluchistan,
Khyber Pakhtunkhwa and Gilgit-Baltistan. It has a Federal Capital area and three Federally
Administrated Tribal Areas (FATA), consisting of seven agencies and frontier regions of six
districts. The federating units differ in area, population and by culture (Indexmundi, 2017).
Pakistan is blessed with diverse geographical features including sub-mountainous regions, the
northern and Baluchistan plateaus, the Indus plain, Western bordering mountains, desert (the
Cholistan, Thar, Thal and Chagai-Kharan), a 650-mile long coastal belt and five rivers
(Indexmundi, 2017).
The population of Pakistan is 207.77 million, ranking Pakistan as the fifth most populous
country in the world. Women constitute nearly half of the country’s population (Pakistan
Bureau of Statistics, 2017). More than 63 percent of the population resides in rural areas (GOP,
2017) with limited access to the basic amenities of life such as clean drinking water, energy,
quality education, and health facilities (Nosheen, 2010). The majority of the population (more
than 90%) is Muslim, with diverse cultural, ethnic and linguistic backgrounds (Sheikh, 2012).
In most parts of Pakistan, patriarchy is dominant with many social, economic, cultural,
individual, household and community characteristics shaping gender relations and hindering
women’s participation in socio-economic spheres (Ahmad et al., 2016). The patriarchal family
system provides limited opportunities for women to participate in the family and farm level
decision making. Men enjoy power and control over the resources, while women are supposed
to obey the men. As a result, limited participation in household decision-making, less control
over

the

productive

resources

and

restricted

mobility

lead

to

women’s

deprivation/seclusion/exclusion in the economic and social spheres (UNDP, 2016; Siddiqui et
al., 2006; Sheikh, 2012). These deprivations are strongly linked to patriarchal social norms and
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attitudes that impede equitable gender relationships within households. They have
consequences for health, education, and community participation and lead to higher levels of
poverty among women compared to men (UNDP, 2016). These unequal gender relationships
rank Pakistan lowest in assessments of the gender gap, 148 out of 149 countries (World
Economic Forum, 2018).
Pakistan is blessed with diverse agro-ecological zones based on climate, water, and land use.
The climate ranges from sub-humid to humid allowing a variety of crops and livestock
production throughout the country (AgriHunt, 2017). Agriculture is the dominant livelihood
source of most of the rural population in Pakistan with an 18.9 percent share in the GDP. The
sector absorbs 48 percent of the country’s labor force (Government of Pakistan, 2018). In terms
of area and production the major crops of the country are wheat, rice, cotton, maize and
sugarcane. Citrus, mango, banana and dates are the major horticultural crops that contribute to
foreign exchange earnings (Aslam & Amin, 2012). In addition to cereal and horticultural crops,
livestock and the dairy sector contribute significantly to the agriculture value of the country
(GoP, 2017). The average farm size is only 2.6 hectares (GoP, 2010). According to the
agricultural census in 2010, the majority of farming households (approximately 90 percent)
operate less than five hectares of land and belong to the small and marginal farming category.
The majority of agricultural farms, around 63 percent, are situated in the Punjab province of
Pakistan, referred to as the food platter of Pakistan (GoP, 2010). An overview of the
contribution of the Punjab province to the agriculture of Pakistan follows and situates this
research in the province.
1.2.2 Contribution of Punjab Province in Agriculture of Pakistan
The word ‘Punjab’ or ‘Punj-Aab’ from its Persian origin name means ‘five waters’ and is named
after the five rivers crossing this region. Punjab, the most populous province of Pakistan,
accommodates 53 percent of the total population of the country while covering only one-fourth
of the total geographical area. The majority of the population of the province, approximately
63 percent, live in rural areas (Government of Pakistan, 2017).
Punjab accounts for the most significant contribution to the agricultural economy of Pakistan.
More than 70 percent of the total agricultural area of Pakistan falls in Punjab (Pakistan Bureau
of Statistics, 2017). The climate of the province is mostly dry. However, the well-developed
canal irrigation system, “a heritage from the British” (Reszat, 2008), makes it the most
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productive part of the country for agriculture. Thus, agriculture remains the primary livelihood
source in the province, followed by the industry and services sectors (GoP, 2016).
The province contributes significantly to all agricultural and horticultural crops and dairy
products in the country. Of the total national production of such items, the Punjab province
contributes a 74 percent share of cereals, 82 percent of pulses, 55 percent of cash crops, 9
percent of edible oils and 63 percent of fruit production (Amin & Sameira, 2012). The major
horticultural crops of the province include citrus, mango, guava and dates for home
consumption and export purposes (Amin & Sameira, 2013).
Horticultural crops make a significant contribution to the rural livelihood in Punjab comprising
47 percent of the total horticultural area (Amin & Sameira, 2013). It accounts for a 12 percent
share in agricultural value-added products. Citrus holds the number one position by area and
production in the country, with an annual production of 2.1 million tons from 23 percent of the
total area under horticultural crops. Citrus fruits cover an area of 0.47 million hectares in
Pakistan, and 95 percent of it is produced in Punjab (AMIS, 2017). The principal varieties are
Kinnow, followed by orange, and Mosambi and account for more than 80 percent of the total
citrus area and production in Punjab (Sharif, 2010). Kinnow (hybrid mandarin), is the dominant
fruit within the citrus category, occupying 95 percent of the total citrus area of the country
(GoP, 2016). Citrus production and value chain have an essential role in the rural livelihood of
a significant population of Punjab province (Sharif, 2004). Citrus, especially ‘kinnow’, was
introduced in the 1950s in the district of Sargodha, Punjab (Ijaz, 2013). The district of Sargodha
in Punjab is considered the citrus producing hub with about 23 percent of Pakistan’s total citrus
area and more than 200 kinnow processing factories in operation (GoP, 2013). Therefore, efforts
to improve agricultural value chains in general and citrus value chains , have the largest direct
impact on the rural population of Punjab, Pakistan.
Livestock and dairy products are an integral part of farming on small farms in Punjab. About 8
million farming households are involved in livestock and dairy production and 35 percent of
their income comes from livestock (GoP, 2017). Livestock and dairy provide a principal source
of livelihood for resource-poor women in rural households, providing them cash income as well
as serving as their asset for hard times (Taj, Bashir & Shahid, 2012).
Although the province of Punjab makes a significant contribution to the agricultural economy,
the incidence of poverty in rural areas is still high. According to the recent OPHI (2017) report
8
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on multidimensional poverty in Pakistan, there is more poverty in rural areas compared to urban
areas. This is linked with the dependence on agriculture as a sole livelihood source. The
majority of the rural population (60 percent) works in the informal employment sector of
agriculture in Punjab (Labour Force Survey, 2015) and women’s involvement (80 percent) is
much higher than that of men (Pakistan Bureau of Statistics, 2015). The dependence of women
on agriculture is higher than for men. Unfortunately, more than 30 percent of the population of
Punjab live in poverty (Saboor & Hussain, 2005; OPHI, 2017) which reflects the predominant
dependence of most of the population on agricultural work as the primary source of rural
employment.
The majority of farmers belong to the small and marginal categories, and women are worse off
as women’s ownership of agricultural land is less than two percent (Nazli et al., 2012). The
major reasons for rural poverty are small landholdings, low literacy, insufficient skills, and
unequal access to infrastructure. According to current estimates, about one-third of the
population in Pakistan lives in poverty, with the majority concentrated in rural areas (GoP,
2017) where poverty is ‘much deeper and severe’ (World Bank, 2002).
As outlined by the Asian Development Bank (2015) there are three main links between low
productivity and poverty on small farms:
a) The traditional farming of small patches of land, where most of the small holder farmers are
incapable of using recommended and best farming practices due to their lack of knowledge,
skills and resources. The investment on small land holdings also has low returns when
compared to large land holdings. Usually, the small holder farmers are less able to invest in soil
fertility and other inputs which might lead to boosted productivity. Furthermore, the small
holder farmers have only an indirect link to markets through intermediaries for marketing their
products, which fetch lower rates when compared to large holder farmers who sell their produce
directly to market or processing factories.
b) The household composition or human capital plays a vital role in household welfare and
sustainable livelihood. The larger family size, low literacy level, limited skills and higher
number of dependents make rural households more prone to poverty.
c) Social structure inhibits the access of small, marginal farmers and women to sources of
knowledge and skills. They mostly remain outside the network of public and private agriculture
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and allied departments for getting advice, knowledge, and skills to enhance their productivity.
Hence, the productivity of all crops and livestock on small farms is far lower due to the
inequitable access to agricultural knowledge delivery system (Badar, Ghafoor & Adil, 2007).
In addition to this, small holder farmers lack access to formal financial services and advanced
agricultural technologies in value addition, pest and disease control, storage, high-quality seed
and crop production, and management skills. As a result, small farming households and women
benefit the least from AVCD. However, in spite of all the difficulties and challenges, agriculture
provides a livelihood for the majority of the rural population (Riska, 2017) and employs half of
the labour force of the country.
Given the nature of the country’s geographical location, Punjab and other parts of Pakistan are
prone to natural disasters such as earthquakes, floods and drought, all of which affect the
economy of the country. In the current decade, Pakistan faced five consecutive floods from
2010-2014 (Rehman et al., 2015). The country experienced the most damaging and massive
flood in 2011, affecting agriculture and horticultural crops, livestock and agricultural
infrastructure such as tube wells, water channels, household storages, houses, animal sheds,
personal seed stocks/fertilizers, various agriculture machinery, and equipment (Bukhari &
Rizvi, 2017). The floods in 2010 hit the most fertile and productive parts of the province. The
losses to crops and livestock, which were the primary source of income for the majority of
farmers, were the most affected, damaging about 662 thousand hectares of land (Bukhari &
Rizvi, 2017). The non-farm agricultural labourers lost their jobs, especially women in cotton
picking and men in orchard harvesting.
Punjab contributes significantly to agricultural and dairy value chain development and covers
most of the agricultural area. The province produces a variety of agricultural and horticultural
crops. Citrus value chain development plays a vital role in rural livelihoods in the province. In
addition to horticultural crops such as citrus value chain development, dairy value chain
development also makes a significant contribution to the rural livelihoods of the province.
However, much of the farming community operates less than five hectares of land with low
productivity of the crops and livestock (Pakistan Bureau of Statistics, 2010; GoP, 2017). There
are visible inequalities regarding access to, and control over, the productive resources to
enhance crop and livestock productivity on small farms which leads to rural poverty in the
province. Gender disparities are also huge, with women having limited access to and control
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over the primary livelihood resources, and heavy involvement in unpaid and informal
agriculture work on family farms. The access to information sources is also insufficient for
small holder farmers as well as women. Therefore, efforts to improve agricultural and dairy
value chains have a direct impact on the rural population of Pakistan.
The province has benefited from various national and international rural and agricultural
development programs since independence1. Some of the short-term projects changed to longterm partnerships for the development of agriculture and value chains by key organizations such
as the FAO, World Bank, USAID and Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade (DFAT). There
is an enormous contribution made by these national and international agricultural development
initiatives in providing knowledge, skills and introducing new resource conservation
technologies to enhance crop-livestock productivity. These organizations and programs have
contributed towards achieving the target of feeding the burgeoning population. However, linear
implementation strategies and a low level of community participation has relegated the small
farming households, marginal groups, and women to accessing such initiatives. The following
section will shed light on the role of women in agriculture.
1.2.3 Role of Women in Agriculture
In most developing countries, women are among the poorest and most disadvantaged groups in
society. Women in rural Pakistan are socially oppressed, marginalized, lack political awareness
and lack awareness of, and access to, technology and information sources (Sheheli, 2012). The
Punjab Commission on the Status of Women (2017) report states that lack of access to
agricultural knowledge systems and technologies; limited access to productive assets and
resources; low incomes, skills, and education are the dominant factors that contribute to poverty
for rural women in Pakistan. Women are also found to be more food insecure compared to men,
in rural areas.

1

For example, the United States Agency for International Development (USAID), Food and Agriculture
Organization (FAO), World Bank, International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD), International Centre
for Agricultural Research in Dry Areas (ICARDA), Australian Centre for International Agricultural Research
(ACIAR), International Rice Research Institute (IRRI), International Livestock Research Institute (ILRI),
Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research (CGIAR), International Maize and Wheat
Improvement Centre (CIMMYT), the United Nations allied organization (among other international
organizations) and all agriculture-related institutions under the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development
are operating in the province in relation to agricultural and rural development activities.
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Women comprise half of the total population of Pakistan and the majority of them, about 64
percent, live in rural areas (Pakistan Bureau of Statistics, 2017). Women in Pakistan are in a
disadvantaged position in their access to education, health, income generation opportunities,
assets and productive resources (land and credit), and access to services (extension and other
related services) (Nosheen, 2010). The limited access of women to basic services puts Pakistan
at the second lowest rank (148 out of 149 countries) on the gender gap index (GDI) measured
on four main indicators including education, economic contribution, health and political
representation (World Economic Forum, 2018). This gender gap leads to the marginalization
of women, especially in rural areas, regarding their access to essential services and control over
resources. The majority of women, about 75 percent, are unemployed and only involved in the
reproductive and unpaid family and care work (Pakistan Bureau of Statistics, 2017). The
participation of women in formal employment or the labor force is less than half that of men
(Pakistan Bureau of Statistics, 2017).
Women in rural Pakistan play multiple roles, in the household and non-household activities
(including agriculture), ranging from moral support to for male family members through to
assisting family, all without a cash reward from the total household income, (Ahmad & Zia,
1990; Afzal et al., 2009). The contribution of women is vital for the survival of intensified and
competitive small farming agriculture, but it is invisible, unrecognized and not taken into
account in the nation’s GDP (World Bank, 2009). Women in rural areas possess a low level of
literacy, poor health and sanitation, and any land holdings are small. Also, they face difficulties
in accessing water and markets, employment opportunities, finance, and institutions such as
agricultural extension. Further, the majority of rural women in Pakistan are confined to their
homes and have restricted mobility due to social, cultural and religious norms. Women also
have a limited role in decision making. These factors further hinder access to agricultural
knowledge and technologies (Hussain, 2005; Spriggs & Chambers, 2010) that are essential for
modern agriculture and livestock production.
Women’s voices are mostly unheard in the decision-making process at family and community
levels in the patriarchal family system. Women’s participation/consultation is negligible in
family and farm economic decision-making. Economic decisions involving purchase and sale
of land, area allocation to different crops, varieties to be planted and marketing of farm outputs
are male dominated (Rani, 1992; Sathar & Kazi, 1997; Atta, 2000; Parveen, 2001; Hussain,
2003). Similarly, women also face numerous problems in accessing agricultural credit,
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agricultural inputs and linkage to local and government organizations (Naqvi & Shehnaz, 2002;
Samee et al. 2015; Nosheen, Ali, Ahmad & Nawaz, 2009). This gender gap in decision making
also discriminates against women when accessing basic services and control over productive
resources, acquiring knowledge, skills, and income—making them economically dependent on
male members of their families. Limited participation in decision making and restricted
mobility of women lead to their marginalization, especially in rural areas, and hinders their
participation in the agricultural value chain and other development activities (Zafar, 1992;
World Bank, 2009; Nosheen, 2010; DFID, 2000).
Involving women through focused, place-based approaches are key for sustainable agricultural
development and reduction of rural poverty in the developing world. Providing equal
opportunities for participation enables the poor and marginalized groups of the community to
be involved in the process of social, economic and human development (FAO, 2009; Samee &
Woodroffe, 2013). As a result, there is a growing push among international and national
agricultural development agencies to integrate women into agricultural and rural development.
Gender equality was one of the central objectives of the United Nations Millennium
Development Goals (MDGs) and also the current Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs).
Gender inclusion, to improve productivity by increasing efficiency, is one of the aims of both
MDGs and SDGs. As the United Nations Development Program (UNDP) (2014) reinforced, an
unfair economic structure violates human rights and results in higher inequalities. Therefore,
enhanced gender participation leads to improved livelihood.
The FAO (2011) acknowledged that encouraging and facilitating women’s access to
agricultural information and resources is the key to increased agricultural productivity, food
security and reduced poverty in the world. The subject of gender mainstreaming in agriculture
and the factors hampering women’s participation in development projects and programs have
been researched by the FAO, World Bank & IFAD (2009). It has been found that when women
get involved in agricultural development projects, the whole family reaps the benefits in terms
of better food, education, and health. Hassan, Ali & Naeem (2014) have also examined the
obstacles to women's participation in agriculture and concluded that low levels of education,
few skills and no access to information sources make women vulnerable. In addition, they found
that focused interventions for gender inclusion contribute significantly to women’s
empowerment and increase social trust and household well being.
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Gender participation and inclusion brings about positive changes in the livelihood of the poor.
These changes occur in the human, social, financial, natural and physical capital of the
households and so assist with overcoming widespread poverty and improving agricultural value
chains development. Further, they also bridge the gender disparity in rural women’s
participation in decision-making at intra-household and community collective action levels.
However, it is recognized that untargeted community development approaches bypass women
and the poor (World Bank, 2009). Most of the approaches adopted by the public and private
agricultural extension delivery system in Pakistan addressed male faremers with large land
holdings. This was largely due to the ease of access and, in the case of private companies, more
profit. Thus, progressive and resourceful farmers were found to be far better off than small
holder farmers and women regarding information, skills, production, and returns from
agriculture (Mirani, 2012; Siraj, 2011). This echoes the work of Khooharo (2008) who found
that small holder farmers and women in Pakistan have considerably lower levels of linkage with
agricultural information systems.
The top-down and male-oriented approaches to agricultural development dominant in Pakistan
involve little gender integration and attract few small landholders (Axinn & Thorat 1972;
Davidson, Ahmad & Ali, 2001). Community participation, especially of women and small
holder farmers has been low, and most of the projects and programs have not been sustainable
(Davidson, Ahmad & Ali, 2001). This challenges national and international agricultural
development professionals and industry experts to develop and use more methods and
approaches that facilitate poor and marginal groups. An empirical study is needed to explore
opportunities to make agricultural value chains development gender inclusive and pro-poor,
leading to gender collaboration and empowerment.
The available literature on gender and agriculture in Pakistan is primarily concentrated on
documenting the role and contribution of rural women in crop-livestock activities (Rani, 1992;
Sathar & Kazi, 1997; Atta, 2000; Parveen, 2001; Hussain, 2003; Taj, Majid, Mirza, & Abbas,
2004; Mason & Smith, 2003; Afzal et al., 2009). Most of this research is cross-sectional and
quantitative with sample size restrictions. A second major focus of gender research has looked
at gender power relations at the household level (Naqvi & Shehnaz, 2002; Nosheen et al., 2008;
Siddiqui et al., 2006) and the most recent research has measured women’s empowerment at an
intra-household level in rural settings (Ahmad et al., 2016). However, to date there is a lack of
research that identifies and examines the role of integrated and place-based approaches to
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gender inclusion, empowerment and collaboration at the intra and inter-household levels in
Pakistan. Similarly, comparative research on traditional and participatory approaches and
mechanisms for making AVCD pro-poor and gender inclusive, is scarce. This study, therefore
sought to understand the potential for place-based community development approaches to
engaging poor and marginal groups in AVCD, compared to the single commodity-focused
approach that has traditionally been in use.
1.2.4 Status of Women and Gender Mainstreaming in Agriculture in Pakistan
The constitution of Pakistan clearly states that it is an inclusive state and ensures the right to
equality for all citizens irrespective of sex, race and religious affiliation. This is important for
Pakistan’s efforts on gender and poor groups inclusion in agricultural and rural development
initiatives. Pakistan is also a signatory to various international conventions and legally
committed to the Gender Equality and Social Inclusion (GESI) Strategy. However, in the
patriarchal society of Pakistan, women are mostly ignored in the formal economic and rural
development models, as they usually focus on men (Midgley, 1995). Rural development started
in Pakistan after the green revolution of the 1960s with the advent of agricultural mechanization
(Sharif, Farooq & Malik, 2004). The modernization of agriculture led to higher production and
mechanization, but it also displaced female labor for many crops including the manual
harvesting of wheat and rice (Sharif, Farooq & Malik, 2004).
The Government of Pakistan (GoP) realized the importance of integrating women into
agricultural and rural development during the fifth five-year plan in 1978-83 (Kazi & Raza,
1992). For the first time in Pakistan, women’s development was realized in a separate chapter
of the plan, and the Women Development Division, which would later become the Ministry of
Women’s Development, was established in the sixth five-year plan of the country. The principal
objective of the Ministry of Women's Development (MWD) was to integrate women in all
development activities and empower them economically by creating education and skills
opportunities for them in all sectors (Ministry of Women’s Development, 1998). However,
most of the projects and programs were focused on education, health and nutrition, neglecting
the agricultural sector where the majority of rural women work (Kazi & Raza, 1992).
Women’s separate role and contribution to agriculture was also recognized in the era of the
Women in Development (WID) movement but did not adequately address the sources and
nature of women’s repression (Sheikh, 2012). Therefore, Woman and Development (WAD)
took over the WID and provided a better understanding of women’s role and status in society.
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It found that men in third world societies also face challenges and are discriminated against,
thus,

the

Gender

and

Development

(GAD)

approach

emerged

to

address

discrimination/inequalities against either gender. WAD and WID focused on women’s
economic empowerment and neglected both the reproductive role of women and the gender
division of labor at the household level. GAD aims to redefine gender roles and identities, and
their value in the respective society (NORAD, 2000). It has holistically addressed issues around
women’s empowerment in all aspects of life including social, economic and political areas.
This, in turn has led to the Gender Equality and Social Inclusion (GESI), in different sectors of
development projects and programs.
Gender Equality and Social Inclusion refers to addressing unequal power relations and focuses
on strategies to “re-balance these power relations, reduce disparities and ensure equal rights,
opportunities and respect for all individuals regardless of their social identity” bringing them
into the mainstream in all spheres of development (Gender Equality and Social Inclusion
Working Group, 2017 p.7). Gender Equality and Social Inclusion proceeds from the
understanding that the marginalization of women and the poor is socially determined. Sexual
identity, poverty, violence, geographical location (rural and urban), disability and ethnicity are
the key factors that intersect to produce different access to, and control over, productive
resources, knowledge, and skills. Therefore, socio-cultural issues must be taken into
consideration when planning gender responsive and inclusive development that addresses the
needs of all community members (Edwards, 2012).
Gender mainstreaming is a process of integrating gender analysis into all institutional projects
and programs in order to achieve gender-sensitive social change more broadly in society (Moser
& Moser, 2005; Goetz, 2009). UNESCO (1997) has defined gender mainstreaming as a process
of integrating men and women into any planned action, at all levels, in all areas of development
ranging from legislation, policies, and programs to projects. The process of gender
mainstreaming aims to address the needs, concerns, and priorities of men as well as women,
and make them a key part of the planning, design, implementation, monitoring, and evaluation
of the all policies, projects, and programs, in all the aspects of development. It aims to provide
equal opportunities for men and women so that both can reap the benefits of development,
ultimately leading to gender equality (FAO, 2010). Therefore, the gender mainstreaming
framework/approach provides an opportunity to critically review policies, programs, and
projects to make them gender sensitive.
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The realization of gender issues in development came in the last quarter of the 20th century
(Zulu, 2010). It was highlighted that in spite of women’s active participation in agriculture and
rural development, they receive little benefit from development efforts (Midgley, 1995;
Boserup, 2007). In patriarchal societies like Pakistan, women are mostly ignored in formal
economic and rural development models, as they usually focus on men (Midgley, 1995). From
1990 onwards, Pakistan has made significant changes to legislation and policies in the
mainstream gender agenda to address gender disparity and inequality at all developmental and
administrative levels (Nosheen et al., 2010). This includes the inclusion of women into the
political system through quotas to enhance their participation (Sheikh, 2012) and educational
reforms for enhancing girls’ enrolment at primary schools. In addition, legislation to prevent
violence against women, such as the honour killing bill (2016), has been introduced (GoP,
2017).
Research has shown that traditional agricultural extension services in developing countries are
less beneficial for women (Farnworth & Colverson, 2015). The case is not very different in
Pakistan where both public and private agricultural extension and marketing systems are male
oriented and large farmer-focused (Shahbaz & Ata, 2014; Davidson, Ahmad & Ali, 2001).
Despite national and international efforts to improve rural livelihoods in Pakistan, at both the
public and private level, a wide gender gap exists in almost every aspect, especially in rural
areas. Thus, the inclusion of women and marginalized groups needs to become an important
aspect of all development policies, programs, and projects.
Farnworth & Colverson (2014), argue that it is inevitable that the existing approaches to
agricultural extension will change, making them available to men and women equally. We
cannot achieve progress unless men and women are equally able to access extension services
with better information, fertilizer, and machinery. Women need to be able to take part in
economic decision making at household and community levels unhindered by gender norms.
Therefore, to transform gender relations, it is critical to building on the ‘existing collaborative
gender norms and practices,’ to make AVCD useful and efficient for smallholders especially
women, with benefits for a variety of development outcomes coupled with gender
empowerment and community collaboration (Farnworth & Colverson, 2014, pp. 21).
The literature discussed above supports the conclusion that there are persistent gender
inequalities in accessing agricultural services and information and that there is a failure to
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include poor and marginal groups and women, due to linear top-down approaches. The level of
community engagement and participation was low, leading to the failure/abandonment of most
approaches. Nevertheless, the goal of intervention in agricultural value chains development is
to improve rural livelihoods by enhancing the productivity of crops and livestock. In this role,
the above-mentioned institutions do convey their message to the people of Punjab for the
betterment of agricultural and livestock production in the province. Further, agriculture and
livestock have continued to be the lifeline of the region, providing food security to most of the
country. The present research will provide new insight into the inclusion, collaboration and
gender empowerment achieved through the pilot, place-based community engagement
approach under the Australia- Pakistan collaborative initiative.
1.3
Overview of National and International Agricultural Development Programs in
Pakistan
The agricultural extension services worldwide are integral and vital for transfer of the latest
agricultural knowledge, skills and technology to farmers, to enhance the sustainable
productivity of their crops and livestock (Abbas et al., 2009; Shahbaz & Ata, 2014).
Agricultural extension services serve as a channel and help to identify farmers’ problems as a
basis for research and modification of agricultural policies to benefit farming communities
(FAO, 2002).
Agricultural extension and development of the agro-based economy remain a continuous part
of Pakistan’s planning. Agricultural extension services play an important role in promoting
agricultural inventions and innovations (Niazi al., 2005) and launching a green revolution in
the country (FAO, 2008). In the 1960s, after the green revolution, the department of agriculture
became an independent institution as a separate ministry. As such, it is mainly responsible for
all aspects of agricultural development ranging from seed certification, plant protection and
water management through to delivery and transfer of new knowledge and technologies to the
farmers through extension.
All agricultural research and extension organizations and institutions continuously strive to
bring new knowledge and technologies for enhancing agriculture and livestock production to
the country. These institutions are the sources of agricultural inventions and innovations which
ultimately benefit the farming community. The mechanism of transferring the knowledge,
skills, and technologies to farming communities is a key to get the optimum benefit out of an
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invention/innovation. Various public and private institutions are involved in the acquiring and
transferring of information from research stations to farmers’ fields. For instance, in Pakistan,
Agricultural Extension (AE), the Livestock and Dairy Development Department (LSDD), and
the On-Farm Water Management (OFWM) department are a few of the public-sector
institutions involved in transferring knowledge and technology from the national/provincial
agricultural research systems to farmers’ fields. Some pilot projects like the Special Program
for Food Security (SPFS), Crop Management Program (CMP) and Agricultural Sector Linkages
Project are supply-driven efforts towards technology transfer. Various NGOs are working in
different parts of the country. In addition, Farmer Field Schools (FFS), agricultural magazines,
newspaper articles, agricultural programs on radio and television, and leaflets and brochures
from public and private agricultural extension institutions all disseminate information. Private
seed, fertilizer and machinery manufacturing companies also spread information about new
crop and livestock practices and technologies (Niazi et al., 2005). Despite all these efforts, the
average yield of major agricultural and horticultural crops, as well as livestock, are far below
the potential yields of the country (Hussain & Bashir, 2011). As Niazi et al. (2005) asserted,
the communities were not able to assess and prioritize their needs and take up interventions that
were relevant and suitable for their circumstances. Hence, community participation, vital in all
aspects of agricultural knowledge development and adoption, is lacking in most of the projects
and programs especially at small farms, which constitute most of the farming community.
As mentioned previously, agricultural extension was integrated with rural development for
more than a decade before it was declared an independent ministry in the 1960s. Rural
development initiatives were started in the 1950s and several projects were implemented with
the assistance of United States (US). Subsequently, the World Bank has contributed a
significant amount to rural development in Punjab, and various projects were implemented for
improving rural infrastructure as well as agriculture in the province. The Department of Rural
and Agricultural Development adopted various approaches and implemented different projects
over time for agricultural and rural development in the province. These include: the Village
Agricultural and Industrial Development Programme (Village-AID Programme), Basic
Democracies System (BDS), Integrated Rural Development Programme (IRDP), Inputs at
Farmers’ Doorsteps Approach (Axinn & Thorat 1972; Davidson, Ahmad & Ali, 2001) and
Farmer Field Schools (FFS). However, due to the top-down implementation strategy, most of
the programmes have been abandoned after limited successes (Davidson, Ahmad & Ali, 2001).
Therefore, access to agricultural extension services by small holder farmers and women remains
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a problem. This challenge development professionals and industry experts to explore the most
effective methods and approaches to facilitate poor rural populations to obtain the benefits of
AVCD. Place-based community engagement offers a way for the small, resource-poor and
marginal farming communities to tap the benefits of value chain development in the rural
economy of Pakistan (Cornwall, 2000).
However, due to the linear top-down approach, most of the methods tried were dropped one
after another. The approaches adopted over time failed to focus on the majority of farmers, i.e.
small holder farmers especially women (Davidson, 2001). There were many reasons for this,
for instance, projects were conceived and implemented in a top-down fashion and there was
very little community (farmer) involvement. The traditional approaches of agricultural
development projects, following the conventional logical framework analysis (LFA), do not
allow for participation of the local community. As a result, the more organic research using
participatory approaches such as PBD, is more ‘reflexive, flexible and iterative’ and facilitates
and encourages incorporating local perspectives at different stages of the project
implementation leading to greater sustainability (Cornwall & Jewkes, 1995;

Spriggs &

Chambers, 2010). The sustainability of community development projects and programs is often
linked with the active participation of the community (Johnson, Lilja & Ashby, 2003). In
different value chain development activities, engagement and facilitation in the form of access
to productive resources, has lead to increased asset accumulation and improved livelihood for
poor women in developing countries (Quisumbing et al., 2014; Solaiman & Maw, 2013).
However, the reduced involvement of small holder farmers and marginal groups such as women
make the agricultural development projects less beneficial and sustainable in Pakistan.
1.3.1 Australia-Pakistan Agricultural Sector Linkages Project (ASLP 1 & 2)
Collaboration through Australian Aid and DFAT under the Pakistan-Australia Agricultural and
Rural Development Strategy (PAARDS) (2010-2014) aimed to help improve rural livelihoods
in Pakistan. It is recognized that agriculture is the primary means of support for rural people in
Pakistan and addressing challenges in the agricultural sector is vital to improving the livelihood
of the rural poor. The above Strategy facilitated effective links for better outcomes and technical
progress through AusAID funded projects—Agricultural Sector Linkages Program (ASLP)
Phase 1 (2005-2010) and Agricultural Sector Linkages Program (ASLP) Phase II (2010-2015).
Both the ASLP projects were commissioned through the Australian Centre for International
Agricultural Research (ACIAR) and had three main components: Pro-Poor Value Chains
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(PPVC); Agricultural Capability (AC); and Enabling Policy (EP). The ASLP-I was
implemented in Pakistan from 2005-2010, with the objective of improving the productionrelated challenges of mango, citrus and dairy value chains and contributed to standardizing the
production protocols in the development of mango supply and value chains, citrus value chains
and dairy value chains.
The ASLP-II (2010-2015), was a continuation of ASLP-1 and aimed to improve the target value
chains (mango production systems, mango value chains, citrus production systems and dairy
production systems), improve the technology and development outcomes further, and
strengthen benefit flows to the rural poor, especially women. The review report of ASLP-1
recommended that ASLP-2 should also consider the issues that cut across the four commoditybased components. The suggestions included the need to consider and integrate: (1) building
sustainable value chain improvements for the benefit of poor and marginalized groups, and (2)
exploiting opportunities for collaboration across project teams. Therefore, a Social Research
Project (SRP) entitled “Social Research to Foster Effective Collaboration and Strengthen ProPoor Value Chains” was integrated into the second phase of ASLP.
1.3.2 Social Research Project (SRP): An overview
The SRP was one outcome of the review of ASLP-1 which argued that there was limited, or no,
the participation of small holder farmers, or poor and marginalized groups like women.
Therefore, the value chain development benefits were not distributed across the farming
communities. The SRP aimed to address this important observation. It aimed to encourage and
facilitate pro-poor collaborative development in the ASLP2 by undertaking the necessary social
research underpinning the four commodity-based projects of ASLP 2 (Spriggs & Chambers,
2010). SRP adopted a multidisciplinary collaborative value chain development approach using
Participatory Action Research (PAR) at two stages.
Stage one of PAR, aimed to facilitate the collaboration and integration of all four commoditybased projects (citrus, mango and dairy), which were previously in their own discipline and
areas. Farming in Pakistan, especially in small farms, is multi-crop and livestock integrated.
For example, the citrus farmers also grow wheat, fodder and in some areas have mango orchards
as well. In addition to field crops, many of the farmers keep livestock as a day-to-day cash
income source. Therefore, the SRP assumed that integrating multidisciplinary teams would lead
to broader participation, particularly of women, within the farming community. Women are
more involved in crops, vegetable and livestock production. Therefore, adopting a holistic
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approach to value chain development was intended to look for opportunities where small holder
farmers and poor and marginal groups could reap the benefit from it. PAR cycle one aimed to
inform, plan, act and reflect collaboratively in multidisciplinary teams to achieve the project
objectives.
1.3.3 Community Engagement Framework adopted by the Social Research Project
(SRP)
Following on from PAR, the SRP adopted place-based community engagement/development
(PBD) for the inclusion of the marginal and poor segment of the farming community, especially
women who are the focus of this research. In stage two of PAR, the inclusion of small holder
farming communities with an emphasis on women and marginal groups was ensured. The
purpose of using PAR cycle to reap the maximum benefits from value chain development
leading to sustainable development. The farming communities were identified collaboratively
with commodity teams from three provinces i.e. Punjab, Sindh and Khyber Pakhtoonkhawa for
each commodity (citrus, mango and dairy). After a detailed baseline survey of the selected
districts in Pakistan, the SRP selected six districts from the three provinces to undertake placebased value chain development as pilot focal villages in collaboration with the respective
commodity team. In the first stage of PAR, a comprehensive understanding of the communities
was obtained through a baseline survey (interviews of the household head and his/her spouse),
focus group discussions (youth, labour, women, men), a capacity inventory, and community
meetings to identify and prioritize community needs. In the planning phase of PAR,
communities were involved in prioritizing their needs, leading to the development of action
plans. The community and project teams jointly implemented the action plans. This was
followed by a reflection on what worked and what needed to be changed and reviewed for better
results.
The community engagement approach adopted by the SRP followed five fundamental guiding
principles. These principles are considered essential to address the cultural, institutional, and
structural constraints and opportunities which are a ‘community-based, culturally appropriate,
contextualized and bounded’ process (Spriggs & Chambers, 2010).
Transparency: refers to involving all the possible stakeholders within a community setting and
that all the stakeholders should be kept informed before any decision-making is undertaken
(Spriggs & Chambers, 2010).
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Inclusion: refers to including all segments of the community especially: poor and marginalized
groups like women, ethnic groups, poor and small holder farmers, and harvesting laborers
providing them with equal opportunities to access the value chain benefits (Spriggs &
Chambers, 2010).
Consensus: involves considering the point of view of stakeholders and responding to conflict
and compromise where necessary (Spriggs & Chambers, 2010).
Respect: refers to giving respect and honor to all stakeholder’s and their role in owning and
directing change (Spriggs & Chambers, 2010).
Recognition: refers to recognizing the role of outside knowledge to overcome the problems
encountered with the social capital building where the community may not consider the
‘upstream and downstream’ impacts of change (Spriggs & Chambers, 2010).
The ex-ante analysis of SRP by Spriggs et al. (2017) revealed that men were dominant in farm
and family decision making and were less collaborative with other households in the village
than women during joint activities such as buying agricultural inputs or selling their produce.
A preliminary ex-post analysis on inclusion and collaboration in small farming households from
these three districts revealed that women’s participation improved as a result of the place-based
value chain development approach (Chambers et al., 2018). This study will build on the findings
of the previous two studies and examine to what degree place-based development has facilitated
the inclusion of small farming households and women, compared to the commodity-focused
approach. It will also examine to what extent this inclusion enhances gender collaboration and
empowerment in small farming households in rural Punjab.
1.4

Significance of the Study

Agriculture is the most critical source of livelihood for the majority of the rural population of
Pakistan. Women from small farming households are an integral part of the agricultural value
chain. More research on the inclusion of and access to knowledge and resources for rural
women and small farming households is needed. This study provides insights into gender
inclusion, collaboration, and empowerment at the intra and inter-household levels in rural
settings in Punjab, Pakistan.
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Previous research on the role of gender, women’s contribution to agricultural development, and
identification their needs have found that rural women in Pakistan have greater development
needs than both men and their urban counterparts, due to their disadvantaged position (Farhana,
2010; PCSW, 2017; Ahmad et al., 2016). Few studies on gender inclusion in agricultural value
chains development exist (Spriggs et al., 2017; Chambers et al., 2018). This study seeks to
reveal the prospects of engaging women and small farming households through a place-based
community engagement approach in a rural setting in Punjab. The study will also offer
empirical evidence of gender-focused value chain development in comparison to the
commodity-focused approach.
The research will clarify which approach to AVCD provides for the greater inclusion of small
farming households (both women and men), and analyses the outcome of gender inclusion in
terms of gender collaboration, at the intra and inter-household levels. Additionally, the research
provides information for making agricultural value chains development more pro-poor and
inclusive for both genders in small farming households in the rural communities of Pakistan.
Further, the study highlights the differences between the two approaches to agriculture value
chains development by comparing them. The findings are expected to either confirm the
criticism about the traditional AVCD approach and the impact of the place-based approach to
community engagement by providing empirical evidence.
The findings of this study will be particularly applicable to the three village case studies in
Punjab, Pakistan. They may also be relevant to other areas of Pakistan with similar sociocultural and economic conditions. Results of this research will assist policy makers and planners
to identify and formulate effective strategies to facilitate the inclusion, gender equity and quality
of living of rural women in agricultural value chains development. The findings will also benefit
the action plans of government organizations such as the Pakistan Agricultural Research
Council (PARC), Department of Agricultural Extension (DAE), and Directorate of Social
Welfare (DSW) as well as non-governmental and international agricultural organizations. The
research findings will provide a be useful base for researchers and development professionals
to add knowledge and support the existing empirical evidence regarding different aspects of
integrating gender into agricultural value chains development. Ultimately, because of all of this,
poor rural women and small farming households will reap the benefits of inclusion and gender
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collaboration in agricultural value chains development and minimize their vulnerability and
marginalization.
1.5

Research Aim and Objectives

The main aim of this research study was to examine and understand the usefulness of placebased development for engaging men and women from small farming households in
agricultural value chains development in rural Punjab, Pakistan, and the influence of such
approaches on gender inclusion, empowerment and collaboration. The specific research
objectives include:
1. To examine the extent of gender inclusion in small farming households undergoing
place-based and commodity-focused approaches in agricultural value chains
development;
2. To examine the effect of gender inclusion on gender empowerment in family and farm
decision making that occurred as a result of the place-based and commodity-focused
approaches.
3. To compare the level of inter-household gender collaboration and trace changes over
time for both approaches, as well as in control village.
1.6

Research Questions

Given these objectives, this research covered the following main research questions:
•

To what extent have PBD and commodity-focused approaches facilitated members of
small farming households (women and men) to gain the benefit from AVCD activities?
(Addresses objective 1).

•

Does the inclusion of women in AVCD through place-based and commodity focused
approaches increase women’s involvement in family and farm decision making?
(Addresses objective 2).

•

To what extent have PBD activities stimulated inter-household collaboration and
wellbeing (trust and social development) in the area compared to the commodityfocused approach? (Addresses the objective 3).
25

Chapter 1

1.7

Research Methods

A pragmatic research design was developed. The pragmatic research approach was an
appropriate choice as it allows for the comprehensive answering of the research questions
(Patton, 2002). However, the selection of a research methodology, as well as research methods,
depends on what a researcher is trying to explore (Silverman, 2010) and which research
approach is appropriate to obtain more in-depth insights. This thesis employed the concurrent
mixed research approach and collected both quantitative and qualitative data from three
different intervention villages/districts. The main reason for using this method was the
assumption that the quantitative data would provide the breadth of coverage, while the
qualitative data would help to understand the contribution of different community/value chain
development approaches to gender inclusion and empowerment in Pakistan’s context. Hence,
the data collected from both quantitative and qualitative approaches helped to analyze and
understand the research questions comprehensively.
The study was conducted in three villages of Punjab, Pakistan. The village is the smallest rural
unit in rural Pakistan, varying in size from 50 to 2000 households. Most of the village
population depends on agriculture. The major development issues confronting these types of
villages in Pakistan include small land holdings, poor resource bases, low levels of education,
a low level of gender collaboration at the intra and inter-household levels, and the lack of
networking/contact with development agencies. Also, a lack of health facilities, inadequate
housing, lack of income generation activities for youth and women, low levels of information
and communication technology (ICT) use, and high post-harvest losses are also a common
problem in these rural areas. A detailed methodology outlining the various steps employed in
the research is provided in the methodology chapter.
1.8

Definition of Concepts

Agricultural Sector Linkages Project (ASLP): Agricultural Sector Linkages Project (ASLP)
refers to the Australia-Pakistan collaborative projects on citrus, dairy, mango supply and mango
value chains development project. The first phase, ASLP-1, was started in 2005 and ended in
2010, while the second phase, ASLP-2, was started in 2011 and ended in 2015.
Agricultural Value Chain Development (AVCD): AVCD is defined as all required activities
that facilitate a product or a service from conception to consumption and final disposal,
involving different phases of production (Kaplinsky & Morris, 2000, p. 4).
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Commodity-focused Approach: The commodity-focused approach refers to involving
farmers of a selected commodity with a single project team. It is similar to the agriculture
extension approach whereby the specific agricultural commodity, that includes dairy, citrus and
mango supply and value chain development was carried out by the specific/relevant team which
is focused on improving the specific/selected agricultural commodities.
Community Service Centre (CSC) /Pilot place-based learning center (Village 1):
Community service center refers to the commonplace/building that the community has
established for community meetings, activities related to skills training for youth, information
communication technologies use and learning, and social gatherings in the focal villages of
ASLP-2. The CSC was established in collaboration with the village community and social
research project (SRP).
Control Village (Village 2): Control village in this research refers to the village that has no
ASLP-1&2 interventions. It also does not have any spillover effect of the ASLP-1&2. However,
these were included as part of the SRP baseline survey.
Focal Village: Focal village refers to the pilot integrated research sites established by the social
research project of ASLP-2 in three of the provinces. All the commodity teams (citrus, dairy,
and mango) worked collaboratively in these villages with small farming households and
women.
Gender Inclusion: Inclusion or gender inclusion for this research refers to the
participation/involvement of men and women from small farming households in the ASLP-2
value chain development projects.
Gender wellbeing: Wellbeing refers to the state of mind where an individual/household felt
confident and empowered to take part and act and is connected to mutual trust leading to
livelihood improvement.
Gender: Gender is referred to as the social and cultural meaning/understanding attached to
being male and female rather than biological differences. In this research/study gender may be
interpreted through the roles, responsibilities, and relationship between males and females
(household head and spouse) within the household, community and in the overall society in
general (Ahmad et al., 2016).
27

Chapter 1

Inter-household gender collaboration/collective action/bridging: Inter-household gender
collaboration refers to the collaboration between the households within the village to work
collaboratively for their agricultural and social issue such as marketing the agricultural outputs
together which reduces the cost of transportation for the individual farmer.
Intra-household Collaboration/ Gender empowerment: Empowerment refers to the process
that enables relatively powerless groups of society to make choices about their life on their own
(Kabeer, 1999). The United Nations Development programme (2014) defined women’s
empowerment as a process of change where women’s capability of decision making is rebuilt,
making them independent socially, morally and financially. For the purpose of this research,
women’s empowerment/intra-household refers to the level of collaboration with other family
members (especially the head of household) and their ability to affect desired outcomes within
the household based on these indicators of empowerment.
Marginal Farming Households: A marginal farming household in Pakistan operates less than
five acres or two hectares of agricultural land (Rashid & Sheikh, 2015).
Place-based Community Engagement/Integrated Value Chain Development Approach:
Place-based community engagement refers to the process of involving local communities,
exploring available resources, identifying their needs; looking for available opportunities to
address their problems and planning for future development (Bartholomaeus, 2013; Smith &
Sobel, 2010).
Small Farming Household: A small farming household in Pakistan operates less than 12.5
acres or five hectares of agricultural land (Rashid & Sheikh, 2015).
Social Research Project (SRP): Social research project was a part of ASLP-2 umbrella project
with the major objective of facilitating citrus, dairy and mango value chains to become more
pro-poor and gender inclusive. A secondary objective was to enhance collaboration among all
the project teams of ASLP-2.
Traditional agricultural Extension Approach: The traditional agricultural extension
approach involves providing agricultural information to farmers. The most common approaches
used are expert lectures, training and visits. The agricultural extension agents visit villages and
deliver lectures to key farmers on different aspects of crop and livestock management.
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1.8

Thesis Outline

This research study/thesis is organized into seven chapters followed by a list of references.
Appendices have been included at the end. A summary of each chapter is outlined here:
Chapter 1: This chapter presents the introduction, background of the research, the significance
of the study to agricultural development followed by the research objectives and questions,
research plan and method, and limitations of the study. The chapter also provides the
background/context of agriculture and agricultural value chains development in Punjab and
Pakistan, role of women in the agricultural sector of Pakistan and a brief review of the existing
socio-economic status of women in Pakistan is also presented followed by the role of national
and international agricultural development programs. Lastly, thesis outline is indicated.
Chapter 2: This chapter examines and reviews the literature on gender inclusion,
empowerment

and

collaboration.

It

covers

the

concept

of

gender,

gender

inclusion/mainstreaming, and the importance of gender inclusion/ mainstreaming in AVCD
focusing on ‘active participation/involvement’ as a key attribute in integrating gender needs. A
conceptual framework is also outlined here.
Chapter 3: This chapter explains the methodological approaches and methods applied to

conduct this research. It also provides a discussion on the research design employed to best
address the research questions. Further, the chapter provides information on research sites,
sampling and sampling techniques, ethical issues, and data collection instruments, techniques
for data analysis, and validity and reliability issues.
Chapter 4: This chapter describes the results from both the quantitative and qualitative data

gathered for the study. Specifically, it presents findings on intra-household collaboration in the
three Punjab villages, the influences of inclusion/participation on their level of collaboration at
the intra-household level, and factors that are perceived to facilitate/enhance the level of gender
empowerment.
Chapter 5: This chapter presents an in-depth discussion of the key findings. The chapter
discusses the level of gender inclusion and participation achieved in both place-based and
commodity-focused approaches in rural Pakistan. These are interpreted to form the foundation
of what is termed: gender inclusion built on active participation. The chapter further discusses
how active participation in VCD activities positively affected the gender empowerment in
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decision making at the household level. The impact of participation in VCD activities on gender
collaboration with other smallholder households is also discussed.
Chapter 6: This chapter concludes the thesis and pulls together the implications of the study
for gender inclusion in AVCD in Punjab specifically, and Pakistan in general, and the need for
future studies/research.
1.9

Chapter Summary

This chapter introduced the research that aims to provide an empirical understanding of AVCD
approaches and their impact on inclusion, collaboration, and gender empowerment on
smallholder farmers in rural Pakistan. The chapter provides the context of the research, its
significance, the research aims and questions and a brief description of the research methods
applied. Major concepts and their definitions and the research hypotheses are also outlined.
Finally, the chapter concludes with an overview of the thesis structure. The following chapter
will set out the contextual background to the research settings and the existing situation of
agricultural extension and value chain development in Punjab Pakistan.
The chapter has provided the background information needed to understand the context of
agricultural and rural development history in Punjab to give reader a general overview of
agriculture in the province. As an agricultural hub, the acquisition of agricultural knowledge is
crucial for smallholder women and men of the province. The chapter discussed the
characteristics of the existing agricultural extension systems that people can access in the
province and provided a brief overview of the agricultural and rural development approaches
adopted over time. The implementation strategies and the reason for their failure were also
examined briefly. An introduction was provided to the place-based development approach
which aims to facilitate gender inclusion and enhance collaboration and gender empowerment
in small farming households in rural Punjab.
Based on the research discussed in this chapter, it is evident that agricultural and rural
development has remained a part of development policies and programs to ensure food security
and reduce poverty in rural areas. To some extent, the government has shown itself to be
proactive in supporting the development of agriculture sectors through various rural
development initiatives in the province. Nevertheless, these national initiatives were not
gender-focused, participatory or pro-poor. This in turn, negatively affected the chances of
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involvement for small holder farmers and women in agricultural value chains development in
Punjab. Gender inclusion, collaboration, and empowerment in small farming households is an
under-researched area. Specifically, how does focused/targeted inclusion in value chain
development projects contribute to enhancing collaboration at intra as well as inter-household
levels, and how does it lead to gender empowerment? This study sets out to provide an empirical
understanding of the gender dimensions of place-based community engagement and its effect
on gender collaboration and empowerment in small farming households. Such understanding
will provide new insights to inform local government, national and international agricultural
development organizations, and agricultural extension delivery systems regarding agriculturerelated policies and practices. A detailed review of literature is presented in the following
chapter to get a deeper understanding of the research topic.
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Chapter Two:
2.0

Review of Literature

Introduction

This chapter reviews the literature on gender inclusion, empowerment and collaboration as it
applies to the study context of small farming agriculture in rural Punjab, Pakistan. The chapter
is divided into four parts. Part one presents the concept of gender, socio-economic status of
women in Pakistan. The section also explains role of women in agriculture and the importance
of gender inclusion/ mainstreaming in AVCD. The section concludes by providing a brief detail
on the program and policies focusing on ‘active participation/involvement’ as a key attribute to
integrating gender needs. Section two presents the concepts of gender empowerment and
collaboration at the household and community level. It outlines the challenges women face,
focussing on inclusion and participation as critical indicators of household collaboration and
gender empowerment. It also examines the effects of gender integration/mainstreaming through
participatory AVCD approaches. Section three outlines place-based development approaches
and their impact on gender inclusion, empowerment and collaboration with anecdotal evidence
and examples from Pakistan. Before closing, the conceptual framework is delineated to
organize the analysis systematically and to assess the implications of the literature review.
2.1
2.1.1

Gender and Gender Inclusion/Mainstreaming in Agriculture
Conceptualizing Gender

First, it is imperative to look at the concept of gender, the socio-economic position of women
and gender mainstreaming/inclusion in agriculture and the rural context in Pakistan. Gender
can be conceptualized as socially constructed differences between women and men, and the
expectations attached to being male and female in society that are not biologically determined
(Kabeer, 1999; Jost, Ferdous & Spicer, 2014). Gender is socially constructed into normative
concepts and influenced by major social institutions such as law, politics, medicine and religion
(Lorber & Farrell, 1991). According to Jenkins (2000) the term gender refers to “compliance
or resistance” to existing stereotypes and gender roles in society. Gender describes how society
gives meaning to differences in power relations and dynamics of femininity and masculinity
(Laven et al., 2009). FAO (1997) defined gender as the perceptual and material relations that
men and women have in a society. Bradley (2007) considers gender a busy term and sees it as
continuously changing in its application, influencing all key aspects of our lives differently in
different scenarios. Although gender refers to both men and women, due to the disadvantaged
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position of women around the world it mostly refers to the prevailing inequalities,
disadvantages and discrimination women face around the world because quite evidently “men
neither wonder about theirs nor need to explain it” (Oakley, 1997, p.30).
In addition to the existing gender distinction between male and female, the emerging concepts
of gender inclusion, for example, Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender and Intersexual
(LGBTI) are also gaining attention in policies and programs. LGBTI people and populations
are now recognized by law in the Commonwealth Government of Australia. They are also
provided federal protection against both direct and indirect discrimination on the basis of sexual
orientation, relationships status, gender based identity, and intersex status under the Sex
Discrimination Act 1984 (LGBTI, 2018). Thus, gender is a multifaceted and complex construct
in social sciences research and often encompasses a gender-based power structure in a society
(Jenkins, 2000). It has been the focus of attention for feminist theorists in the social sciences
over the last fifty years, including Henley (1977), Lykes (1985), Radtke & Stam (1994), Amaro
& Raj (2000), and Crossman (2017) who generally visualize gender as a social construct linked
to power differentials in male and female relationships.
Gender is considered a key organizing principle of society and controls the production,
reproduction, consumption and distribution of resources to its members (O’Brien, 2009).
Gender roles, status and relations are constructed differently according to the socio-cultural,
economic and religious norms of any society (FAO, 2011). Region (country, villages), group
(ethnic, cultural, religious, caste), generation and age patterns (mother, wife, sister) all influence
and define gender roles (Mutua, Njuki, & Waithanji, 2014; Nosheen, 2010; Bradley, 1996;
Phillips, 2005). Thus, the social and cultural expectations of being male and female define
gender roles and responsibilities in any society, often leading to gender inequalities.
Being aware of the local and cultural context is crucial to address the issues of gender
mainstreaming and support gender empowerment (Wyrod, 2008; Parpart et al., 2002). Gender
inequalities are embedded in social and cultural values and endorsed by the religious beliefs
that exist in every society (Bhasin, 2018). The socio-cultural values of the patriarchal family
system in most developing countries, including Pakistan, inherently provide men with a higher
and stronger position in society (Sheikh, 2012). Men enjoy power and control over the resources
while women are expected to obey them (Riisgaard, Fibla & Ponte, 2010).
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Analyzing gender relations in decision making and collaboration help to understand the existing
division of work, answering the questions of: who does what, who uses what resources, and
how and why? It provides evidence for rethinking the existing situation and practices regarding
access to and control over the productive resources, their use, and management (FAO, 2016).
A great deal of gender research shows the disadvantaged position of women in society and the
unequal role they play in terms of accessing the benefits of society (FAO, 2016; Mutua et al.,
2014; Chambers et al., 2018).
The power structure of a household determines gender roles and responsibilities and thus also
access to resources and decision making authority (Rowlands, 1997). It also influences a
household’s welfare and wellbeing regarding planning, production and other aspects of
development (Bravo-Baumann, 2000). The next section elaborates the socio-economic status
of women in Pakistan.
2.1.2 Socio-economic Status of Women in Pakistan
In Pakistan, women comprise 50 percent of the population (Pakistan Bureau of Statistics, 2017).
There is significant diversity in the position and status of women across classes, regions, and
the rural and urban divide which can be attributed to the unequal and irregular socioeconomic
progress of women. The feudal, tribal, and capitalist social structures have deep rooted impacts
on women’s lives in Pakistan (SDPI, 2008; Zafar, 1992; Khan et al., 2016). This great
heterogeneity regarding the position of women: areas (rural and urban), class, region and
religion have a great influence on position of women in family and society (ADB 2000). In
most parts of Pakistan, patriarchy is dominant in general and many social, economic, cultural,
individual, household and community characteristics shape gender relations (Ahmad et al.,
2016; Bari & Pal, 2000). Women and men are divided into their two separate worlds, home and
work. Women’s activities are mostly confined to the home, considered to be the legitimate
ideological and physical space for them, while men dominate the outside world, the world of
work, employment, public relations and economically productive activities in general
(Nosheen, 2010). As a consequence, there is marginalisation of women, limiting their access to
basic services in health, education, income earning and employment as well as preventing them
from participation in social and political activities.
Education and employment for women are not a priority, especially in rural areas, where more
than 63 percent of the population of the country resides (GoP, 2017; Bari & Pal, 2000). The
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government expenditure on education in Pakistan is already meager at less than three percent
of its gross national product (GNP) (GoP, 2016). The critical link between literacy level and
economic growth is well documented in Asia and internationally (Bari & Pal, 2000). The lower
literacy level among women inhibits them from entering the productive labor force to earn
income and have decent employment. In spite of the significant improvements in literacy rates
in Pakistan, the overall literacy rate for women is still only 48 percent compared to 70 percent
for men, and it is far lower for rural women at 36 percent leading to lower participation in the
formal labor force (GoP, 2017).
The involvement of women in the formal labour force is only 17 percent, while for men this
figure is almost double (Labor Force Survey, 2015). Two key factors contribute to this: firstly,
most of the work women do is unpaid and unrecognized as productive activity and, secondly,
the official sources of data grossly underreport the actual labor force participation rates for
women (SDPI, 2008). It is estimated that about 66 percent of women work in the informal
sector (Nazli et al., 2012). One example of this sector is the brick kilns, where women are
engaged but not officially recognized as employed. This is because while often the whole family
works there, it is only the male head of the family who is recognized as employed (Bari & Pal,
2000). The women are usually paid lower wages compared to men, and in many areas, they are
generally not paid the official/announced wage rate. Notably, with the increasing male
migration from rural areas and high unemployment, the number of women seeking incomeearning opportunities in rural areas is increasing. Since most women workers are not officially
registered, they have no access to labor law benefits such as medical and maternity benefits
(leave), childcare services, transport, etc. (AHRC, 2008). Consequently, the economic
dependence of women on their male relatives becomes the basis for male domination, more so
in the rural areas than in the modern cities (Bari & Pal, 2000). Significantly, economic
dependence is coupled with extremely powerful and dogmatically imposed restricted mobility
and a strong obligation to the veil/seclusion/Purdah system. Low literacy, limited skills and
no/limited income generation and employment opportunities inhibit women from participation
in the formal labor force (Ahmad et al., 2016).
Women’s sexuality is considered the repository of a man’s honor and extends to familial and
social norms in which male family members determine the way women are expected to conduct
their personal and social lives (Ghazala, 2016). Women are supposed to remain in “Chaddar
and Chardewari” (covered and confined to four walls of the house) (Sheikh, 2012) and are
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believed to be the property of their male relatives: father, brother, husband/in-laws and son. The
ideology of the ‘purdah’ (which means “veiled”) leads to the restricted mobility of women
(World Bank, 2009) and is controlled through sex segregation and violence against women
(Bari & Pal, 2000). The men feel pride in controlling women’s lives and this extends to all
aspects of a woman’s life including marriage, divorce, even her dress code and how she
conducts her social life (Ghazala, 2016). This social and familial control over women’s
sexuality, economic dependence and restrictions on mobility are embedded in the psyche in
such a way that even women have become gender-blind (Sheikh, 2012). In addition, most print
and electronic media, as well as literature, also portrays women as sacrificing for their families
with patience and love; serving her in-laws and other relatives without uttering a word. This
practice continues, especially in rural Pakistan, where it is common to have a joint family setup.
Family decisions are imposed on women with little or no consultation.
Moreover, women have little or no involvement in family decision-making especially in rural
areas (Nosheen, 2010; Batool et al., 2012). This unequal power relationship in households
influences people’s capacity to make choices for themselves and their families. In addition,
early marriages, excessive childbirth and lack of control over their bodies affect women’s health
adversely (Kazi & Raza, 1992).
The empirical research shows that women have higher levels of poverty compared to men,
especially in rural areas (UNDP, 2016). The higher poverty rate among women is a result of
the lack of access to the minimum level of necessities for living such as food, income generation
opportunities, and land in patriarchal family systems (Sheheli, 2012). The most critical
productive asset in agriculture, land, is allocated to sons while daughters are expected to leave
their share voluntarily in favor of their brothers (Majid & Kabeer, 2008). It is clearly reflected
in land ownership statistics that show women own less than one percent of the land in Pakistan,
particularly in rural settings (Ahmad & Hameed, 2016). The research evidence shows that intrahousehold biases in food distribution are the primary cause of nutritional deficiencies among
female children in Pakistan (Bari & Pal, 2000).
In summary, low literacy, poor health, limited access and control over income, limites
employment and income earning opportunities, lack of access and control over assets and
productive resources (land and credit) all impede women’s ability to access services (education,
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health and agriculture extension) leading to enormous gender gaps (Nosheen, 2010). As rural
women are the focus of this study, the role of women in agriculture in Pakistan is examined.
2.1.3 Role of Women in Agriculture
Women in a rural economy play an indispensable role as food producer, actively involved in
crop and livestock care and management activities, harvest and post-harvest handling of farm
products and stewarding household food and nutrition security (Saini & Koppen, 2001). They
work longer hours in domestic and agricultural production compared to men, due to their dual
responsibilities including family and child welfare (Kabeer, 2016).
A number of international research studies confirm that women contribute to various
agricultural activities by providing complementary services to men, sharing the agricultural
workload of the family (Franzel & Halen, 1992; Saito & Spurling, 1992; Sharma et al., 1997;
Ahmad & Ismail, 1998; Lovenbalk et al., 2003; Oladeji, 2004; Oyesola, 2004; Javed et al.,
2006) and at times joining equally in crop management operations (Saini and Koppen, 2001).
In some parts of the developing world, women’s involvement in agricultural activities is higher
than for men (Parakash, 2003; Tacio, 2003). For example, in countries like West Africa and
Uganda, a more significant number of women than men are involved in rural farming and
marketing, and fuelwood trade (Ajuonu, 1999; Blomley, 2000). Mohammad (2004) revealed
that small holder female farmers in Nepal, India, Bhutan and Bangladesh have a more
significant role than men in agriculture and rural development. They are unpaid help for their
husbands. In the livestock sector, women also play a vital role in livestock care (e.g., caring for
young stock and sick animals) and handling livestock products (Amuguni, 2001; Tulachan &
Karki, 2000; Ishani, 2004). They spend earnings from livestock farming on buying food for the
household (Mullins et al., 1996; Dolberg, 2001).
The majority of women in Pakistan, about 70 percent, work in agriculture, a number which is
increasing over time due to the decreasing involvement (35 percent) of men (Federal Bureau of
Statistics, 2015). According to Farooq (2015), the role of women in the agricultural economy
is likely to increase in the future due to: a) regularly decreasing per capita availability of
cultivable land; b) falling employment opportunities for landless households due to
mechanization in sowing, harvesting and other operations; c) rising inflation and the falling
share of farm sector income as a proportion of total rural household income; d) widening ruralurban wage disparities for semi-skilled and skilled jobs; and, e) better living standards for
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households which have income from both farming and non-farm remittances, compared to those
entirely relying on farm sector income. Collectively, these factors compel male household
members to leave village life and seek employment in urban centers. They manage day-to-day
crop and livestock management activities either with service providers or by leaving it to old
males, women and children (especially livestock care). They mostly visit the villages at times
of peak labour demand. Therefore, in future, women will take increased responsibility for crop
and livestock farming operations. The following discussion illustrates the extent to which the
current and future roles of rural women in agriculture are being researched and documented.
Women play a crucial role in agricultural development in small and marginal farming
households (Nazli et al., 2012) by contributing to all aspects of crop production, livestock
farming, horticulture, post-harvest operations, agro-social forestry and fisheries, and livestock
(Nosheen, 2010; Batool, et. al., 2012; Taj et.al., 2009; Taj et. al., 2012; Ahmad & Zia, 1990;
Ahmad et al., 2009). The allocation of rural women's time to different agricultural activities
varies by region and the class to which they belong (Ahmad et al., 2009). In addition to
household, crop and livestock activities, women in rural communities are also responsible for
collecting fuelwood and fetching water for household needs (Bhutto, 2006). Thus, women’s
contribution to agriculture and livestock production and development is significant, especially
in smallholder agriculture/ households.
There is abundant research evidence regarding the role and contribution of women to
agriculture and livestock development in subsistence agriculture in Pakistan (Taj et al., 2004;
Nosheen, 2010; Afzal, et al., 2009; Ahmad & Hameed, 2016). A study by Qaudri & Jahan
(1982) revealed that cotton picking is exclusively a women’s task and women’s participation is
highest mostly in cotton production activities, ranging from seed sowing to harvesting in the
Punjab and Sindh provinces. Although females contribute significantly agricultural and
livestock development that is not reflected in the GDP (World Bank, 2009) and they are
considered passive members of the family (Taj et al., 2007).
According to Khan & Awan (2011), women contribute in all crop farming operations except
ploughing in hilly areas, rainfed zones and the tribal belts of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa. Similar
findings were reported for the crop sector by Taj et al. (2007) in Pothwar, Punjab and Amin et
al. (2009) in the Faisalabad district of Punjab. Nosheen et al. (2008) found that the level of
involvement of men and women in crop production, crop protection, marketing, poultry

39

Chapter 2

production and livestock management varied, and several cultural, social and physical obstacles
restricted their participation in agricultural extension services. Ranjha et al. (2009) found that
in the rainfed areas of Punjab, women’s contribution to farm and livestock management
activities was higher than that of men who were mostly involved in the non-farming and
services sectors.
When considering gender roles in livestock farming, women are more involved in subsistence
livestock production and management in small farming agriculture in Pakistan, and it is a major
source of female income in rural areas (Taj et al., 2012). According to Farooq (2010), animal
grazing, stall-feeding and the watering of animals are chores mostly performed by men.
However, rural women are responsible for caring for young stock, cleaning animal sheds, stall
feeding and milking (except for camels, which is a male job). Rural womenfolk also primarily
perform milk handling and processing, while the marketing of livestock is often a male activity
(Iqbal et al., 2000; Farooq, 2010). According to Javed, Sadaf & Luqman (2006), women spend
35 percent of their time on livestock care and management— on average six hours a day.
Similar findings were reported for livestock farming in Pothwar, Punjab by Taj et al. (2007).
Farooq (1997) estimated that women spend an average of 17 hours per day in a rural household
on farm and household chores. This time was jointly shared by the female household head and
other family females. Khan & Awan (2011) estimated the average time spent by females on
livestock management activities in the Peshawar District as six hours per day. They estimated
the average time spent by women in pre-harvest activities for wheat, sugarcane and maize crops
as 39, 22 and 14 hours per acre, respectively. While in post-harvest activities, an average
woman worked 122, 66 and 34 hours per acre in wheat, sugarcane and maize respectively. Their
average time for livestock activities was 6.53 hours per day. Javed, Sadaf & Luqman (2006)
also found a higher involvement of rural women in livestock care and management. They
estimated that women perform about 80 percent of livestock care and management activities.
Hassan, Ali & Naeem (2014) found that despite this high level of participation, most women
were illiterate or had a lower level of education and thus are disconnected from most of the
agricultural information sources. The authors concluded that women’s education and
information needs must be prioritized in policies, programs and projects.
It is evident that rural women’s contribution to agriculture is vital, but they do not have adequate
access to agricultural information and extension services (Ahmad & Hameed, 2016). This is
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because, women and men cluster in separate occupations, undertake distinct activities in the
fields and processing plants, and work different hours (with varying degrees of security) in
different agricultural activities (Meinzen-Dick et al., 2011). Women are mostly concentrated in
physical and low paid agricultural labour due to their limited skills and mobility (Akter et al.,
2017). Men take over the more profitable managerial and marketing roles as buyers, sellers and
processors (Shahbaz & Ata, 2014; Javed et al., 2006). For example, in Pakistan, restrictions on
the mobility of women mean that few women enter the marketplace as retailers or purchasers,
and they rarely act as ‘middlemen.’ Further, women spend most of their time in unpaid
household maintenance roles resulting in little time for processing and marketing their produce.
Hence, women are concentrated in the secondary and informal sector of the labor market
(Farnworth, 2011). Mayoux (2009) in a study found that women in the Asian fruit, vegetable
and dairy trade were excluded from formal markets as these were located in big cities, which
the majority of rural women do not access. As a consequence, information and knowledge about
the latest practices, techniques, technologies and upgrading are often directed at men. This
results in decreased volume and product quality, and poorer returns for work for women in
agricultural value chains (Farnworth, 2011).
In addition, significant gender wage gaps exist in the various agricultural value chain activities
where the majority of women are employed, especially in developing countries such as Pakistan
(FAO, 2012). The Rural Income Generating Activities (RIGA) project survey conducted by the
FAO (2010) revealed that there is an enormous gender pay gap in formal and informal sectors
in developing countries. Women’s lower educational levels and limited practical experience
reduces their bargaining power and they are more likely to accept low wages and irregular jobs
compared to men (Ahmed & Maitra, 2010). Similarly, due to women’s limited mobility
especially in rural areas, because of socio-cultural norms, women are less likely to avail
themselves of the opportunities outside their communities for career growth leading to higher
paid jobs. Thus, women continue to have a lower status in the agricultural value chains.
To summarize, despite the fact women are an integral part of agriculture in developing countries
in general and in Pakistan in particular, huge gender gaps in entitlements persist (FAO, 2010).
As Parakash (2003) noted, women contribute significantly to agricultural economies in the
Asia-Pacific region but their participation in development is bound by age-old traditions and
beliefs such as patriarchal modes and practices, and they are affected by cultural and religious
sanctions, illiteracy and restricted mobility.
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Addressing power inequalities does not inevitably imply embarking on conflict, but it does
require creating win-win situations so that key stakeholders feel empowered in different ways.
As part of this, it is essential to create a trajectory that ensures explicit commitment to achieving
gender equity from the initial analyses, through to the development of recommendations, into
implementation and ongoing measurement of impact and outcomes on the ground, using
gender-sensitive indicators (Farnworth et al., 2015). Thus, identifying and understanding the
effective approaches that encourage women’s inclusion and participation in AVCD projects
and programs is vital, and requires placing gender inclusion and mainstreaming on top of the
development agenda (Wyrod, 2008; Parpart et al., 2002; Laven et al., 2009).
Further, it helps to redirect economic and social development to better address past mistakes
and tailor strategies to meet both men and women's specific gender-based constraints, needs
and opportunities in an appropriate proper way, whereby women are unable to reap the benefits
of value chain development. It has been established that value chain interventions that do not
capture gender issues lead to gender disparities in workloads. At the same time, the impact of
value chain development interventions on women and small landholders are an underresearched area. This is because women are often more disadvantaged than men in the context
of value chain operations, especially in developing countries such as Pakistan. Gender
mainstreaming in AVCD will now be explored.
2.1.4 Gender Inclusion and Mainstreaming in Agricultural Value Chain
development
This section reviews the literature on gender inclusion and mainstreaming in AVCD in
developing countries including Pakistan. It argues that recognition of the critical role that
women play in agriculture, livestock, and horticultural crops, has gained much attention from
policymakers at the national and international development agenda level. Women are
increasingly expected to engage in smallholder farming in developing countries. The chapter
also argues that traditional agricultural extension and development approaches that serve as the
dominant approach to agricultural development are mostly less gender inclusive or pro-poor.
Development organizations are increasingly realizing this weakness and are tending to shift
their focus to a variety of community and place-based development approaches to encourage
the participation of women and marginal groups especially in developing countries.
Furthermore, although this trend might seem to be a global phenomenon and appears to be the
dominant approach to AVCD in the international literature, it does not feature prominently in
the literature of developing countries. Partly, this is due to limited research on existing
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approaches and methodologies for agricultural and rural development with contextual
differences.
Gender inclusion refers to ‘continuously creating a community involved in co-producing
processes, policies, and programs for defining and addressing their issues’ (Quick & Feldman,
2011 p. 272). According to Feildman and Khademian (2007), inclusive practices lead to the
establishment of communities of participation. The key objective of inclusion is to make
connections among people, across issues, and over time, which is an ongoing and expansive
process of interaction. Research indicates that focused inclusion of the community creates
opportunities for taking action on specific issues and brings the community together (Quick &
Feldman, 2011; Robinson 2006; Cook & Kothari, 2004). For example, Quick & Fieldman
(2011) argue that inclusion and participation are not similar but complement each other to
engage diverse communities. Together, they orient processes both to enhance the diversity that
is present and to benefit from diverse perspectives in decision making. Similarly, Gómez-limón
Vera-Toscano & Garrido-Fernández (2014) found that trust is an attribute of community
relations and encourages joint efforts, whereas a lack of mutual trust is certain to negatively
affect development. Further, inclusion leads to building the trust of the community with
repeated interaction and communication especially for women and marginalized groups in
developing countries like Pakistan. As women are marginalized compared to men in Pakistan,
they are the focus of this research. Women’s inclusion and mainstreaming in AVCD is chosen
to describe connections made not only among individuals’ and groups’ but connections across
issues, individuals, households and communities.
There is significant recognition that involving women in the development process through
focused approaches better addresses economic growth and poverty reduction (Mason & Smith
2003; World Bank, 2009; Ankerbo & Hoyda, 2003). Evidence suggests that the countries with
higher gender equality experience less poverty and achieve higher on the Human Development
Index (HDI) (World Bank, 2007). Meinzen-Dick et al. (2011) and Woodroffe (2013) claim that
the projects, interventions and policies which are engendered to increase women’s access to
education, healthcare, employment, and credit, and that close the gender gap in economic
opportunities yield better results in terms of improving family health, nutrition, food security
and wellbeing. A result which is related to the agency and empowerment of women. Further, it
is recognized by an increasing number of development actors including OECD, UNESCO,
UNDP, World Bank, DFAT and ODI that achieving gender equality is a prerequisite for
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achieving other MDGs. Thus, without effective gender and marginal group integration in
AVCD, the chances of agricultural development leading to sustainable development will more
likely than not remain elusive.
The inclusion of women and marginalized groups in development is an important agenda in all
the development projects and programs for rural and AVCD in Pakistan. Targeted interventions
like Place-based Development (PBD) for engaging smallholder farming communities and
marginalized groups can benefit the rural sector positively. It could also lead to reduced poverty
and marginalization in rural Pakistan. While the argument for the empowerment of women and
marginal groups is widely accepted, there is an ongoing debate about the nature of this
empowerment. There are many perspectives as to what factors lead to women’s empowerment
at the intra and inter-household, as well as community level, in developing countries (OXFAM,
2012). Nonetheless, a variety of development initiatives by national and international
development agencies have been undertaken to improve gender inclusion and participation in
agricultural development (Alsop, Betelsen & Holland, 2006; Woodroffe, 2013; Coles &
Mitchell, 2010). The international development agenda of the United Nations in the form of
Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and Post
MDGs 2015 clearly outline gender equality and the inclusion of women and marginalized
groups in all development interventions (United Nations, 2015). Despite these, gender
disparities in access to and control over knowledge, skills, assets and resources are still
prevalent, especially in developing countries such as Pakistan.
Both women and men make up the labor force in many agricultural value chains, as farm
managers, wage workers, and unpaid family workers. Despite women’s significant
participation, the terms and conditions of their work are often unjust and unfavorable, with
limited and unequal rewards for their input. Value chain development needs to uphold the
principles of dignified ‘decent work’ which includes creating permanent jobs, guaranteeing
rights at work, extending social protection, and promoting dialogue. Gender inequalities in
value chains often result from discriminatory beliefs and practices that restrict women’s full
participation, and the terms and conditions of their participation. Men and women are entitled
to enjoy their human rights and live free from any discrimination that reduces their access to
education, skills, and employment opportunities for which they are qualified.
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As a result of the increasing recognition of women and smallholder farmers, gender and
marginal group integration/inclusion and participation in agriculture and rural development has
gained much attention from policymakers and development agencies (Davidson, Ahmad & Ali,
2001; Khan et.al, 2016; Ahmad & Abu Talib, 2014; Spriggs et.al., 2017; World Bank, 2009),
and is a priority in many regions of the world (Quisumbing et al., 2014; Farnworth & Colverson,
2014; Pastakia, 2012; OECD, 2012). It follows that the role of women in agriculture should be
recognized so that all the AVCD interventions may address their needs and improve their access
to crucial information and knowledge. Thus, several countries have adopted measures for
gender equality in all spheres of life from education and health to the economy, and there is an
increasing number of women participating in all fields (World Economic Forum, 2018).
The United Nations Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC) (1997) defined gender equality
and mainstreaming as a process of assessing the implications of any planned action for women
and men, including legislation, policies and programmes in all areas and at all levels of
development. The present definition of gender equality and social inclusion refers to the process
of making conscious, planned and focused efforts to address the unequal power relations
experienced by people. The aim is to explore and develop strategies to empower women and
marginal groups, close the gender power gap and ensure equal rights, opportunities, and respect
for all members of society regardless of their social identity (Gender Equality and Social
Inclusion Working Group, 2017 p.7). It is crucial to inform policies, programmes or projects
regarding planned gender equality objectives, backed up with budgeted action, and to identify
indicators to assess gender gaps and address specific gender needs (Woodroffe, 2013; Moser,
2005). Gender mainstreaming and inclusion could be summed up as planned and focused
actions and activities to address, equip and improve women’s and men’s knowledge, skills and
opportunities equally to benefit from any policy, program and project at all levels (United
Nations, 2008).
Woodroffe (2013), defined gender mainstreaming as a process to ensure that all development
policies and plans of national and international development agencies and organizations take
gender equality and women’s rights into account at all levels, as well as to listen to and channel
more resources towards women and girls. According to the United Nations’ resolution 70/1
(2015), ‘the systematic mainstreaming of gender agenda and the empowerment of women and
girls is crucial to progress across all the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and targets.’
It is further realized that without involving half of the human capital (women and girls),
45

Chapter 2

achieving sustainable development is impossible. Thus, women and girls must be able to have
equal opportunities to access education, productive economic resources, and employment as
well as equal opportunities to leadership and decision-making at all levels. In addition to gender
equality, social inclusion is also considered a key indicator in the international development
agenda. It aims to include vulnerable and marginalised groups. For example, children, youth,
persons with disabilities (of whom more than 80 percent live in poverty), people living with
HIV/AIDS, older persons, indigenous peoples, refugees and internally displaced persons and
migrants (United Nations, 2015). Thus, gender equality/mainstreaming and social inclusion is
a process of ‘taking effective measures and actions, in conformity with international law, to
remove obstacles and constraints, strengthen support and meet the special needs of people’
(United Nations, 2015 p.7).
Gender mainstreaming is a multidimensional and bi-faceted concept that policymakers and
researchers use purposively to address the prioritized dimensions of development (Sheikh,
2012). For instance, the policy for integrating gender needs into AVCD in a country, region and
community involves various dimensions such as revising the goals that need to be addressed,
identifying the changes in the institutional and social structures (Kabeer, 2003). It is a strategy
for making women's as well as men's concerns and experiences an integral part of design,
implementation, monitoring and evaluation of policies and programmes. The ultimate goal is
to bring gender equality so that women and men can benefit equally and inequality is not
perpetuated (Woodroffe, 2013). It is recognized by researchers that achieving gender
mainstreaming/integration into development policies, programs and projects is strongly linked
with political acceptance and determination as it requires changes to the structure of a system.
Thus, once a particular dimension or aspect of gender mainstreaming is identified, both aspects
of gender mainstreaming are unfolded in next step (see below) to reveal opportunities for gender
equity (Sheikh, 2012).
According to Parpart, Rai & Stuadt (2002), gender mainstreaming occurs at two levels: the
internal level of institutional change and the external level of implementing policy and social
change. Two significant actors implement gender mainstreaming policies: the implementers
such as countries, institutions or organizations; and concerned nations, communities and
individuals for whom the policies were created. Such equal opportunities for participation in
public and private (formal and informal) development initiatives, aimed at enhancing women
and marginal group’s participation. Ultimately result in improved access and inclusion of the
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marginal group into the development agenda ( Laven & Verhart, 2011). However, the process
of unfolding gender dimensions and aspects makes gender mainstreaming a lengthy process.
Therefore, the communities may not necessarily be able to get immediate or short-term benefits
from development interventions.
Gender mainstreaming, as a tool of Gender and Development (GAD), creates general awareness
of the importance of gender equality both for economic and decision-making power and
empowerment, especially for women. It emphasizes the importance of empowering people
through self-organization, to enhance and recognize their power at all levels (Mukhopadhyay,
2005). Gender mainstreaming recognizes that the present/prevalent structures, systems and
policies are not gender sensitive and favor one sex or the other, mostly men in various ways,
thus marginalizing women (Jost et al., 2014). Thus, gender mainstreaming aims to accept
existing gender differentials that have implications for the participation of men and women in
formal AVCD equally. As it was argued in the previous section, women in most developing
countries such as Pakistan are more disadvantaged than men, due to socio-cultural structures
and norms that shape gender relations. Thus, women are unable and less likely to participate in
normal, traditional agricultural extension and development interventions. Therefore, gender
inclusion and mainstreaming envisage place-based and participatory approaches as an
important incubator for ideas and strategies that can be transferred to mainstream interventions
and to create empowering space for women (Sheikh, 2012).
Many agricultural and rural development agencies and organizations are realizing that
integrating of gender needs into the development agenda is valuable and improves women's
role in decision-making and empowerment and brings social and economic benefits at all levels
of the society (Ahmad et al., 2016). Consequently, it is asserted that changes to gender norms
and relations facilitate women’s participation in economic activities, leading to increased
household expenditure and consumption, providing household food security, support, and better
education and allocation of household labor, thus enhancing time and resources at the household
level (Ahmad et al., 2016). Gender equality also gives women access to, and control over, the
productive resources such as land, credit, inputs, labor market and technology leading to
improved farm and non-farm income of the household. Therefore, it is argued that the
agricultural value chain programs that focus on women’s inclusion and participation have a
positive impact on increasing women’s income and role in decision making (Quisumbing,
2003). In this vein, donor agencies such as Department of Foreign Aid & Trade (DFAT) are
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ensuring the inclusion of women and marginal groups in sustainable agricultural value chain
interventions in rural and agrarian societies like Pakistan.
The sustainability of community development projects and programs is often linked with the
active participation of community (Johnson, Lilja, & Ashby, 2003; Cook & Kothari, 2004).
Engagement and facilitation in the form of access to productive resources in different value
chain development activities lead to increased asset accumulation for poor women in
developing countries resulting in improved livelihood (Quisumbing et al., 2014; Solaiman &
Maw, 2013). Research has established that participation in any project or program does not
necessarily translate into real power to make choices or bring change. Recording the number of
people attending the project meetings is not a reliable measure of involvement of marginal and
poor people, and their mere attendance may not give them any power to decide. Accordingly,
‘there is a critical difference between going through the empty ritual of participation and having
the real power needed to affect the outcome of the process’ (Arnstein, 1969 p. 216). It is
important to identify who will get the benefits of participation. Furthermore, token participation
or coerced participation is useless and frustrating to the poor, the marginal and the powerless,
who get minimal or no benefit from the process. Conversely, it allows the powerholders to
claim that all segments of the community are included but makes it possible for only some of
the segments to reap the benefits, thus maintaining the status quo in the community. Essentially,
this is what has happened in most of the AVCD projects in Pakistan, even those that aimed to
mainstream the poor and marginal groups, but were hijacked by the progressive farmers,
political workers, feudal and influential people, making such projects and programs less
beneficial and sustainable.
2.1.5 Gender dimensions of policies and programs in Pakistan
The role of women in the development realm of Pakistan has been realized in several
endeavours. However, a trickle-down effect is missing at the grass roots level. Hence, women
at the village level are still marginalized. For instance, the Constitution of Pakistan (1973),
provides women equal citizenship status with men. Article 32 of the Constitution states that
‘there shall be
no discrimination by sex alone’ (Violence against Women, 2015 p. 3). A chapter on women in
development was included for the first time in the country’s development plan only in the 1980s
(Ministry of Women’s Development, 1998).
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Pakistan signed the UN Convention for Elimination of all forms of Discrimination against
Women (CEDAW) in 1995 and promised to ensure gender equality. The country has also
adopted the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) as National Goals for empowering
women, that aim to ensure gender equality in all spheres of life (UNDP, 2018), especially in
rural areas, to eliminate all kind of gender discrimination.
The present government is working on Vision-2025 and has taken various steps to achieve
women’s inclusion and empowerment. Women are encouraged in employment through quotas
in the public service and training in the army and air force. Some of the initiatives of the present
decade include: the Punjab Fair Representation of Women Act 2014, to ensure 33 percent
female representation in all boards of statutory bodies and public sector companies; the Benazir
Income Support Program (BISP), a flagship social protection program that provides social
assistance to destitute women; micro-finance through the ‘Waseela-e- Haq’ program (GoP,
2017); and the Anti-honour killing and anti-rape bills in 2016 (Ghazala, 2016). However, the
implementation of policies and plans has remained questionable in Pakistan for marginalized
groups due to low literacy and lack of awareness of their rights.
As far as education is concerned, the literacy rate has improved over time in the country with
public and private initiatives in education, especially for girls. For example, the government
has introduced the ‘Waseela-Taleem’ (means for education) program to encourage families to
enroll their children in primary education under a primary education promotion program, which
provides a cash benefit of Rs. 200/child (Pakistan Economic Survey 2016-17). However, more
than 20 million children are still out of school and the majority are concentrated in rural areas
(Haq, 2017). Presently there is insufficient investment in government initiatives to address the
needs of the majority of rural women who work primarily in the agricultural and informal
sector. Although the Department of Agriculture in Punjab promotes agricultural extension and
other services to the farming communities of the province, of the ongoing projects of the
department, none aim to ensure gender and marginal group inclusion, integration, and
mainstreaming (Directorate of Agriculture, 2018).

However, as stated above, all these

endeavours are not reaching the grassroots. As a result, rural women’s role and contribution to
agriculture is absent from the socio-economic and policy context of Pakistan.
Therefore, it is crucial to understand the dynamics of gender empowerment and social networks
and the role of different institutions that affect their livelihood. Cornwall (2008) had argued
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that the ‘participatory’ processes could lead to the marginalization of particular groups unless
explicit efforts are made to include them. Therefore, the unrecognized or gender/poor blind
projects and programs aiming to make development inclusive could lead to a worsening of the
situation. Place-based approaches help to understand the differences of place, gender, caste,
access to and control over the resources and identify the needs, priorities, and concerns of
women and men. PBD also has the potential to address limitations relating to gender mobility
and work out opportunities to maximize the potential benefits of development, especially in a
rural setting. This is highly relevant in the context of this research.
The link between poverty reduction and gender empowerment seems quite clear but the
practical implementation of policies still lags far behind, especially in developing countries.
Policies and programmers often fail to assess the influence of gender and therefore fail to
improve the lives of poor women and their families, especially in agriculture where 70 percent
of women provide labor (Beneria and Bisnath, 1997). Gender issues are explicitly incorporated
into less than 10 percent of all official development assistance directed toward agriculture
(World Bank et al., 2009; Directorate of Agriculture, 2018). The section below will explore
gender empowerment at the intra and inter-household level.
2.1.6 Gender Empowerment
Women’s empowerment is a complex phenomenon and could be defined in many dimensions.
Empowerment is considered a vital component of feminist theory and seeks to improve the
personal, interpersonal and political influence of oppressed and marginalized people for
individual and collective transformation (Turner & Maschi, 2015). To most feminist and social
researchers, it is a process of conscientization and awareness that enables marginalized and
disempowered people to make choices leading to transformation of their ability and power
(Freire, 1973; Kabeer, 1999). Others believe that it is a coherent framework for practice that
enables marginalized groups to gain better control over their lives (Turner & Maschi, 2015).
Paulo Freire (2005) asserted that ‘men and women develop their power to perceive critically
the way they exist in the world with which and in which they find themselves; they come to see
the world not as a static reality but as a reality in the process of transformation’ (p. 12).
Therefore, directed action and reflection are the keys to bring change in the structure of a
society. In the patriarchal rural context of Pakistan, the majority of women believe that they do
not know anything about crop production and they are unproductive, despite their significant
contribution to family and farm chores.
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The United Nations Development programme (2014) defined women’s empowerment as a
process of change where women’s capability of decision making is rebuilt, making them
independent socially, morally and financially. After the Beijing Platform for Action 1995,
various aspects of women’s empowerment became a part of the discussion for development
agencies, donors, policymakers, and research and academia. Furthermore, it is recognised that
the terms gender equality, gender equity, and gender empowerment are separate interrelated
concepts and often overlap in practice. Women, of all ages and times, face oppression and
discrimination in varying ways and means in all cultures and societies, many of which still
remain deep-rooted and embedded in the social and cultural system of a society. The primary
assumption of empowerment is to reduce the risk and enhance ownership of the decisions made
in the household, empowering both men and women in the family (Turner & Maschi, 2015).
Equally, it is important to determine whose interests and needs are addressed for development
interventions at the household level (Haddad et al., 1997).
Drawing on Foucault and feminist writings, Rowlands (1997) argues that empowerment is more
than just involving women in decision-making, it must also include enabling processes so that
people value themselves as able and entitled to get involved in the decision-making process at
personal, relational and collective levels. She further asserts that empowerment is not just a
gender issue, instead, it is development problem that affects both men and women. While
acknowledging the complexity and difficulty of the concept, the key to empowering people is
to mobilize marginal/affected people, especially women. She warns that empowerment is a
process, not a mere outcome or product, and this process facilitates raising self-confidence and
self-esteem which are in themselves give a sense of agency.
A number of social science research projects have demonstrated that households do not act as
one when making decisions (Haddad, 1997; Taj et al., 2007; Ahmdad & Hameed, 2016;
Nosheen 2010). Men and women in the household have different levels of involvement in
household decision-making (Quisumbing, 2003; DFAT, 2016). The social research views
household as ‘domains of difference’ having several decision makers with different needs and
priorities who have different access and control over the household resources (Haddad,
Hoddinott & Alderman, 1997). Differentiated access to and control over resources shapes the
position of household members in decision making which has a vital impact on household
welfare. Therefore, it is worth examining the gender collaboration in intra-household decision
making underpinned by women’s empowerment framework, especially in agricultural
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households where men and women have different roles, knowledge, access to and control over
household resources.
Rowlands (1997) and Ibrahim & Alkire (2008) presented a comprehensive comparative review
of women’s empowerment indicators and coined four major types: 1) Empowerment as control
(Power Over): control over personal decisions; 2) Empowerment as a choice (Power to):
domain-specific autonomy and household decision making; 3) Empowerment in the community
(Power with): changing aspects of one’s life (individual level); and 4) Empowerment as change
(Power from within): changing aspects of one’s life (communal level). They are also considered
vital to measure women’s empowerment in the agricultural index developed by USAID.
The Women’s Empowerment in Agriculture Index (WEAI), developed by USAID, provides a
comprehensive framework to measure gender empowerment in five major domains that reflect
priorities from agricultural programs: 1) production - which refers to the collaboration in
decisions about agricultural production of food and cash crop farming, livestock and fisheries,
and autonomy in agricultural production; 2) domain ownership of, access to, and decisionmaking power about productive resources such as land, livestock, agricultural equipment,
consumer durables, and credit; 3) control and use of household income and expenditure; 4)
leadership dimension or domain of empowerment -examines membership in economic or social
groups and comfort speaking in public and, 5) how much time men and women allocate to
productive and domestic tasks and satisfaction with the time available for leisure activities
(Alkire et al., 2013a).
These domains also reflect aspects of empowerment found in the literature. The first domain
follows directly from Kabeer’s (2001) or Alsop, Bertelsen, and Holland’s (2006) definitions of
empowerment as the ability to make choices, in this case in key areas of agricultural production.
The resource domain reflects control over assets that enables one to act on those decisions: a
woman may decide to plant trees, but if she does not have rights to the land or credit to purchase
inputs, she may not be able to do so. Thus, the resource domain combines both whether the
woman can potentially make decisions over the asset, because her household possesses it, and
whether, in fact, she decides how to use it. Control over income is a key domain for exercising
choice and it reflects whether a person can benefit from her or his efforts. This is especially
important in agriculture because, in many cases, even when women produce crops or livestock,
they are marketed by men who then keep most of the income.
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Economic participation and opportunity is considered as the first step towards women’s
empowerment as women’s numerical rise in all types of work is not only an important step
towards raising household incomes but also may help in lowering the disproportionately high
levels of poverty among women (World Economic Forum, 2018). Bonilla et al. (2017) found
that women’s economic opportunity, in the form of the quality of women’s economic
involvement, is a key factor for their empowerment and participation in household decision
making. Even in developed countries, where women can get employment with relative ease,
this has emerged as a significant issue. However, in developing countries such as Pakistan, the
women’s job market has more unskilled and low-paid jobs compared to men, especially in rural
areas with limited mobility. Empowerment also determines the extent to which women can
access education, income, health care, family planning and contraceptive information, and
make choices about their fertility and obtain medical advice (Mason & Smith 2003).
The leadership domain captures the key aspects of inclusion and participation, accountability,
and local organizational capacity, which Narayan (2002) cites as crucial elements of
empowerment. Finally time, like income, reflects the ability of women to enjoy the benefits
from agricultural production. Women’s time constraints not only are a burden on women
themselves but can negatively affect the care and welfare of children and other family members
as well. Thus, agricultural innovations that greatly increase labor burdens may have a negative
effect, even if incomes increase, whereas labor-saving technologies may benefit women even
if there is no increase in wages. This research focuses on women’s empowerment at an intrahousehold level, that is, their level of collaboration with other family members (especially the
head of household) and their ability to affect desired outcomes within the household based on
these indicators of empowerment. The study views women’s empowerment as a process to
enable poor and marginalized groups and increases their agency and empowerment. Therefore,
it is important to review the gender empowerment phenomena and how it is linked to AVCD.
The particular aspects of domestic empowerment examined in this study are:
1. Economic decision-making power—women’s participation in the family’s major
economic decisions and freedom to make minor economic decisions on her own such
as everyday household purchases and large household purchases.
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2. Decision-making power for education and medical expenses—women’s participation
or control over decisions about children’s education and seeking medical advice for
themselves and their family members independently.
3. Their involvement in decision making for major household expenditure such as a dowry
in the case of marriages in the household.
4. Their involvement in farm decisions— the extent to which women are involved in the
purchase and sale of agricultural inputs and outputs.
5. Their involvement in livestock management decisions—the extent to which women are
involved in the purchase and sales of livestock in the household.
This is not an exhaustive set of empowerment indicators as decisions regarding mobility,
marriages, migration of family members, family size and fertility are not included within the
scope of this research. However, choosing the right indicators to assess gender empowerment
is important. Similar to Mason & Smith (2003), this study focused on women’s perception of
their own empowerment rather than what empowerment should be for them. In other words, to
what extent were they empowered as a result of improved participation and inclusion coupled
with access to knowledge, skills, exposure to and collaboration with other households and
institutions in the ASLP-2. The research also captured the gender differences in empowerment
in three of the villages and changes over time in empowerment from the perspective of the head
of the household and spouses, as Ghuman, Lee & Smith, (2004) found there were significant
differences between husbands and wive’s perception of empowerment.
Similarly, the International Livestock Research Institute (ILRI), the World Fish Centre, CARE,
and other organizations are working on conceptual frameworks that can broadly be termed
‘gender-transformative’. Such approaches consider the social context not just as something to
understand and work within, but rather as something to act upon (Kabeer & Subrahmanian,
1996). They work explicitly to change gender norms and relations to promote more equitable
gender relations between women and men, and a more socially enabling environment.
Interventions need to work at multiple levels: to enhance women’s agency, to change the norms
that frame gendered interactions and expectations, and to alter the institutional arrangements
that create and maintain gender inequalities through their operations and prevent women’s
participation in development processes (CGIAR, 2013). Women empowerment framework
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specifically focuses on developing and strengthening women’s voices and hence strengthening
effective participation at a range of levels, including within the household. Critically, it argues
that women’s participation is only effective if efforts are made across a number of domains,
ranging from individual empowerment (increasing voice or ‘agency’), to the formal and
informal structures and processes that affect women’s access and control over assets. It also
emphasised the importance of social networks (or ‘relations’) that enable women to interact
effectively with development actors. Empowerment is thus a process (means) as well as an
outcome (end) (Hanmer & Klugman, 2016). The CARE Empowerment Framework is valuable
because it focuses on linking processes to promote women’s decision-making power at all
levels and, in doing so, affects the work of all development actors. It sets out the three major
domains that must be worked with simultaneously if women and men are to experience
empowerment and engage successfully in behavioral change.
1. Agency: The ability to make one's own choices and act upon them; a woman’s aspirations
and capabilities.
2. Relations: One's ability to create, participate in, and benefit from networks; the power
relationships through which women negotiate their rights and needs with other development
actors.
3. Structure: The locally-specific environments that surround and condition women’s choices.
The structure has two sub-dimensions (Rozel & Earl, 2015).
Firstly, the political, cultural, economic, and social structures within which women and men
live have recognizable forms, such as how households are organized (monogamous,
polygamous), as well as access to and control over key productive resources, producer groups,
development agencies, government institutions, laws, etc. Amartya Sen (1985), defined agency
as the freedom that a person has to do and achieve goals or values that are considered important
for him/her. It also enables a person to overcome barriers, question and challenge situations of
oppression and deprivation individually or collectively, to have influence and be heard in family
and society. Agency has fundamental value; it is important in its own right regardless of whether
or not its exercise leads to increased well-being (Hanmer & Klugman, 2016). According to
Kabeer (1999), women’s agency leads to empowerment when it questions, challenges, or
changes regressive norms and institutions that perpetuate the subordination of women. Thus,
Freire’s concept of critical self-consciousness is an important element for the women’s
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empowerment process that promotes women’s awareness regarding their oppression and
discrimination in all aspects of their life and wellbeing (Freire, 2005) which serves as a key for
sustainable development and poverty alleviation.
Secondly, structure refers to the underlying values, assumptions, and ideologies that perpetuate
and legitimize these visible entities. These underlying structures ‘justify’ the way organizations
are set up, how societies are organized, and how laws are written. In many agrarian societies
including Pakistan, for instance, sons rather than daughters tend to inherit land (via an invisible
norm). The laws of land may support this practice through acknowledging customary law (the
visible expression of the norm). One of the major challenges faced by women and youth is a
low level of ownership of land and agricultural assets in the patriarchal system. It restricts their
participation in development interventions. As noted by Meinzen-Dick et al. (2011), asset
barriers exclude female and youth participation in accessing agricultural services, as most
program participation criteria demand some asset holding: getting a loan from the bank needs
collateral in the form of land or property which most youth and women do not have. Similarly,
land ownership is also one of the requirements to become a member of a producer association,
thus further limiting the participation of women and youth. Therefore, gender-focused and
enabling policies, projects and programs that bring targeted intervention to allow marginal
groups to access the benefits of development, contribute to gender empowerment and
collaboration.
Broad agreement exists on the importance of gender empowerment in efforts to improve the
livelihoods of poor households’ sustainably.

Alderman et al (2003), argue that gender

differences in access to and allocation of household resources and decision making can lead to
inefficiencies, reducing the overall household income and production. In addition, these
differences empower one person in the household (usually the male head) at the expense of
other household members especially women (Chiappori, 1992). Gender collaboration in intrahousehold decision making is vital for family survival, as it determines the plan of action for
their activities that may involve some risk as well (Green, 2012).
Empowerment can take place at various levels including individual, household, community and
societal (World Bank, 1997). It may be improved through supporting tools such as access and
exposure to knowledge and new activities and removing barriers to improve skills, access
resources and benefit from opportunities. Anthropologists and social scientists fighting against
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poverty perceive it as a tool in the hands of the poor to change their destiny. While human
resource and business managers visualize it as a means of increasing output and productivity
by the most economic utilization of available resources and development agencies,
organizations and institutions consider it as a way to improve development indicators (Parpart
et al. 2002). It is imperative here to outline the challenges women face in household decision
making especially in the rural, patriarchal context of Pakistan.
Development and feminist researchers have recognised several positive impacts of women’s
empowerment on household well-being and poverty and identified various indicators for
measuring women’s empowerment at different levels (Hanmer & Klugman, 2016; NORAD,
2000; Ibrahim & Alkire, 2008; Kabeer, 2016). It is contended in this study that gender
mainstreaming/inclusion in the agricultural value chain is related to positive changes to gender
power relations within households (Sheikh, 2012). These power relations are strengthened or
weakened with different types of power depending upon the extent to which these types are
followed either positively or negatively. The research on women’s empowerment has identified
six major indicators that influence gender collaboration in the family and farm decision making.
These include family structure, marital status, age, financial autonomy, freedom of movement,
and lifetime experience of employment in the modern sector (Kabeer, 1999).
It is evident from the literature that there is a significant link between gender empowerment and
pro-poor growth (Knack & Keefer, 1997; Ibrahim & Alkire, 2008). These authors further argue
that inclusion of poor communities (including women) in development increases sustainability
and enhances equitable income distribution, leading to pro-poor growth. It also provides an
entry point for poor and marginal groups to access basic services, develop skills and human
capacities, and increase assets. The human capital development and asset building help poor
people to realize the benefit of economic opportunities, making development inclusive,
participatory and people-centered. The pro-poor and inclusive development approach results in
the empowerment of poor and marginal communities, thus enhancing their collaboration at the
community level (Ibrahim & Alkire, 2008).
The denial of rights and opportunities based purely on an individual’s sex is not only
incompatible with social justice (DFID 2009), it is also a missed opportunity. When women are
overlooked, they lack access to labor and trade markets, limiting their potential contribution to
the family income. For a rural business, overlooking or excluding women means reduced
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profits, decreased efficiency and lower quality. For a country it means that economic growth
falls behind what it could be (Kabeer 1999). Despite these many disadvantages, women
continue to play critical roles in the agricultural sector.
Analysis of the ‘glass ceiling’ effect of gender in agricultural and value chain development is
needed. As mentioned in earlier sections, women have a crucial role in agriculture and food
production in developing countries (Dosss, 2014; Akter et al., 2017; Babu, Josh & Glendenning,
2013; Farnworth et.al., 2015; Mutua et al., 2014). The role of women in agriculture is also well
documented in Pakistan (Nosheen, 2010; Taj et al., 2007; Javed, Sadaf & Luqman, 2006;
Madeeha et al. 2016). However, their contribution goes mostly unrecognized due to the cultural
perception of their role as mothers, daughters, sisters, and wives—but not farmers. This glass
ceiling negatively affects the prioritization of development policies, projects, and programs
excluding women or diverting the very small amount of stereotypical activities for women and
youth development. The research has shown that traditional agricultural extension services in
developing countries are less beneficial for women (Farnworth & Colverson, 2014) and the
case is not very different in Pakistan. Research shows that the traditional extension system (both
public and private) in Pakistan mostly targets men and large landholders (Shahbaz & Ata, 2014;
Davidson, Ahmad & Ali, 2001). Thus, small holder farmers and women remain information
poor compared to large and progressive farmers (Khooharo, 2008). The higher gender
inequalities in Pakistan are also a significant hindrance. The effect of the glass ceiling is
presented in figure 2.1 which illustrates the contribution of women in agricultural production
and the focus of agricultural extension services in developing countries.
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Figure 2.1: The contribution of women to agriculture and their access to agricultural extension services in
developing countries.
Source: https://policy.practicalaction.org/component/dspace/item/access-to-technology-and-its-benefits-are-notfairly-shared-gender-and-agriculture

Also, women have fewer opportunities for organized networking (e.g. micro-credit or economic
activities). For example, Akter et al. (2017) in a cross-country comparative study found that
women’s participation in networking and organization is lower than men. Furthermore, the
religious and cultural barriers to mobility also contribute to the lower levels of participation of
women in development. Akhter et al. (2017) identified that in Indonesia, women’s participation
in agricultural extension services was low due to the gender of the extension agents in many
cases. In Pakistan over time, different agricultural extension projects and programs were
implemented using innovative extension approaches, as explored previously. These projects
aimed to make the agricultural extension services better and more accessible to small holder
farmers and women. However, as they did not focus on women and small holder farmers and
due to their linear top-down approach many were dropped (Davidson, 2001).
2.3

Gender Collaboration and Place-based Development

It is accepted globally, that the active participation of women in the economy supports national
growth and reduces poverty within communities and households. Improving women’s access
to opportunities, skills, and resources could result in between two to four percent higher
agricultural outputs in developing countries (DFAT, 2016). Social Research Project (SRP) was
an example that adopted a place-based value chain development approach. The commodityfocused AVCD was supplemented by holistic, place-based value chain development activities.
These were designed to enable women and men from small farming households to participate
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and develop their skills in the ‘real’ context of their own needs and priorities. Similar
interventions in agricultural development are underway in Papua New Guinea (Pamphilon &
Mikhailovich, 2016), USA (Howley, Howley, Camper, & Perko, 2011),

Australia

(Bartholomaeus, 2013) and India (Williams, Veron, Corbridge & Srivastava, 2003). The
common thread of the development process across these different systems is that the
inclusion/participation of women and marginal groups is encouraged through a range of action
modes and support mechanisms, often customized to the specific needs of women and marginal
groups. Involving family teams, mentoring, networking through linkages within the community
and institutions, action learning, problem-based learning, and collective action are core
components of these development interventions and approaches, which have gained significant
attention in the agricultural and rural development literature (Davis et al., 2012; World Bank,
2011; Woodroffe, 2013). These interventions aim to address women and marginal group’s
inclusion, integration and participation in AVCD activities (Spriggs & Chambers, 2010).
Men and women in the household have different levels of involvement in household decisionmaking. The unequal power relationship in households influences people’s capacity to make
choices for themselves and their families. This gender role divide is embedded in social and
cultural values and endorsed by religious beliefs (Quisumbing, 2003; DFAT, 2016). The level
of involvement in decision-making, freedom of choice, the degree of control, rights,
responsibilities, and privileges they get, determine the status of women in society (Zafar, 1992).
Women’s role and status in rural Pakistan is influenced by a wide range of individual,
sociocultural and household characteristics that act as barriers to change (Nuzhat et al., 2016).
Spriggs et al.’s (2017) paper, using the baseline data of the ASLP2 Social Project, compared
the perspectives of the heads of household and their spouses in rural Pakistan. Both
predominantly reported male dominance in decision making (as the heads of household were
unilaterally making all the family and farm decisions), thus making women less empowered in
family and farm decision making. This research examines the changes in intra and interhousehold decision making and collaboration after completion of the project.
The research shows that households with higher levels of female involvement in decision
making and autonomy are ‘better-off’ (Spriggs et al., 2017; Khan et al., 2016). The statistically
significant contributing factors to female empowerment are doing paid work instead of
domestic work, the education index of the family and the age of the respondent. Therefore, to
bring about changes in the gender relations and balance of power in the family, involvement of
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both men and women is vital through focused, participatory and iterative approaches (Chambers
et al., 2018). Directed action and reflection are the keys to changing the structure of society.
From an economic perspective, this can take place through the inclusion and integration of
women and poor groups in the development process to make it both equitable and sustainable
(Laven & Verhart, 2011). Consequently, it is worth examining the contribution of place-based
and participatory AVCD vis a vis traditional AVCD, with respect to gender inclusion,
collaboration and empowerment in small farming households. The section below will
conceptualize PBD and its importance to gender inclusion in AVCD.

Amongst a number of these type of interventions, place-based community initiatives have
gained much attention from development planners during the 21st century (Markey, 2010).
They are considered an important component to encourage the community ownership which
leads to sustainable development. Gunn & Gunn (1991) believe that building a strong social
relationship through focused and place-based approaches is essential to community
development. In recent years, there has been increased thinking around the world regarding
processes promoting localized economic development. It is a clearly different from traditional
approaches that involve developing gigantic infrastructures, getting big loans, and restructuring
industrial growth. The place-based (local and regional) approach emphasizes the identification
and mobilization of the endogenous potential of the community—this is the ability of places to
grow, drawing on their resources (human, natural, financial, and other capitals) and innovative
capacities. The application of this approach is not confined to a few areas/cities; rather it is
applied in all areas. This approach aims at developing locally-devised strategies which can tap
the unused economic potential (local and regional) for achieving sustainable development and
human welfare. Such approaches require strong local institutions and the involvement of a wide
range of stakeholders and mechanisms for identifying potential assets, which can then be used
with local growth strategies (Tomaney, 2010). This new paradigm operates differently in
different places. For instance, in deep rural areas where there is a declining share of employment
in agriculture, such approaches can be used to promote local competitiveness in agriculture and
other sectors based on sustainable development and resource management, diversification
around natural resource endowments, introduction of new skills and technologies in traditional
sectors, and bringing reforms in local government structures.
Following the research evidence extolling the benefits of place-based development (Barnes, et
al., 2006; Hughes et al., 2007; Blau & Fingerman, 2009, Edwards & Bromfield, 2009; Pebley
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& Sastry, 2004; Popkin et al., 2010; Sustainable Development Commission, 2009), it has
emerged as one of the few agricultural and rural development approaches that allows and
facilitates women and marginal groups to access and develop the knowledge and skills
necessary for their welfare and wellbeing (Jack and Jordan, 1999; Christakis & Fowler, 2009).
Christakis & Fowler (2009) asserted that the rationale for adopting place-based approaches has
been based on various factors including: i) place shapes people’s wellbeing, ii) feeling
connected and having social networks matters for people’s wellbeing, iii) some communities
are trapped by locational disadvantage (Jack & Jordan, 1999), iv) the economic collapse of
certain communities (Vinson, 2007; Klein, 2004; McDonald, et al., 2010), v) orthodox
approaches fail to reduce inequalities and prevent problems (Head & Alford, 2008; O’Connell,
et al., 2009), vi) local services are not able to respond effectively to the complex needs of
families and communities (Moore, 2008; Wear, 2007), vii) it is difficult to engage and retain
vulnerable families (Carbone, et al., 2004; Center for Community Child Health, 2010; Katz et
al., 2007; Watson, 2005; Winkworth et al., 2010; Winkworth & McArthur, 2007).
Similarly, Bailey (2012) defined six characteristics of place-based approaches: i) selected on
the basis of deprivation, ii) partnership approach, iii) central control, iv) local flexibility, v)
community engagement, and, vi) government policy flux. According to Bynner (2015), the
available empirical evidence revealed eight dimensions of place-based approaches: i)
understanding the function of neighborhoods, i.e. set realistic and modest goals; ii) holistic or
selective approach, i.e. involve services with the flexibility and scope for innovation; iii) longterm vision, i.e. the shift from ‘initiatives’ to

integrated longer-term perspectives; iv)

partnership working, i.e. mitigate against solo operating through leadership; v) communities
first, i.e. seeking approaches that support and improve mental health; vi) center and local
relations, i.e. support the center in gathering evidence and sharing good practice; vii) evaluation,
i.e. give greater attention to the ‘theory’ and assumptions of the approach and the evidence base;
and, viii) austerity and welfare reform, i.e. support to increase resources for welfare advice and
improve the neighborhood environment.
Many of the factors highlighted above are particularly relevant to the developed world but
several resonate with rural Pakistan. Examples of this include: locational disadvantages, limited
economic opportunities especially for women, failure of traditional and top-down approaches
to address gender inequalities and lack of local services to respond effectively to the complex
needs of women and poor households. Therefore, participatory approaches such as PBD are
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more ‘reflexive, flexible and iterative’ and facilitate and encourage incorporating the local
perspectives at different stages of project implementation (Cornwall & Jewkes, 1995; Spriggs
& Chambers, 2010). They also lead to sustainability. The sustainability of community
development projects and programs is often linked with the active participation of the
community (Johnson, Lilja & Ashby, 2003). Active engagement and facilitation in the form
of access to productive resources, in different value chain development activities lead to
increased asset accumulation for poor women in developing countries. Resultantly there is an
improvement in livelihood and poverty reduction (Quisumbing et al., 2014; Solaiman & Maw,
2013). It is important to believe in the potential people have in them and their capability to
change their lives by themselves. This self-belief gives individuals and community the strength
to think and act on their own potential and leads their own lives (Freire, 2005). Tapping the
community’s potential and building on the existing assets in this way leads to the conclusion
that pre-planned or top-down community development approaches bring limited results. This
may also explain why the negligible involvement of small farmer and marginal groups, such as
women, has made agricultural development projects less beneficial and sustainable in Pakistan.
One of the distinguishing characteristics of place-based community development is that it
involves the creation of local organizations to help build assets and enhance inter and intrahousehold collaboration (Pamphilon & Mikhailovich, 2016). These organizations offer several
advantages for carrying out the placed-based program. For instance, community-based
organizations (CBOs) are rooted in place and have extensive contacts and information about
the neighborhood. In ideal situations, CBOs are controlled by residents. Community institutions
like schools, hospitals, and libraries are potentially important resources for community
development. Institutions purchase goods and services that could contribute to the local
economy. Mapping these institutions involves assessing the institutional assets with the goal of
identifying the resources that could contribute to community building—Farmer's Field Schools
are a good example. The Center for Community Child Health (2011) described a successful
place-based approach as having the following characteristics: i) communities participate, lead
and own the interventions (Vinson, 2009; Wear, 2007; Wiseman, 2006); ii) investment in
capacity building (Wiseman, 2006); iii) introduced within an adequate time (Vinson, 2009;
Greenhalgh et al., 2008; 2009); iv) adequately funded (Wear, 2007; Wiseman, 2006); v) has
strong leadership and support from the government (Wiseman, 2006); vi) effective relationships
between stakeholders groups (Stith et al., 2006); and, vii) viable in evaluation (Wear, 2007).
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A cross-country analysis of developing countries showed that opportunities to acquire business
skills helped poor and marginal people get out of the poverty web (Narayan et al., 2000). Most
poor people, especially women in developing countries, asserted that they need skills and
employment to earn their livelihood and more employment opportunities. The poor and
marginal groups in the developing world are mostly unheard, exploited, exposed to
misbehaviour and humiliated by service providers including traders. The fear of this
noncooperative and insensitive behavior by the service providers discourages poor people,
especially women, from contacting and seeking help from these services (Narayan et al., 2000).
For example, it is important to have collateral to get credit from a bank. Poor and less educated
people cannot access this and they are pushed towards informal credit sources which are
expensive and exploitative.

In the rural context of Pakistan, the majority of women are

illiterate, have no access to land and resources, lack skills to earn their livelihood and face the
challenge of restricted mobility. The inclusion of such groups is important as they constitute
half of the population but this requires focused and targeted approaches such as PBD. It also
need active participation and the commitment of the community, along with critical awareness.
Community dialogue and meetings are vital to bring change. Narayan et al. (2000) further
explain that communication is a vital part of change—the more that people have opportunities
to communicate with each other, the more empowered and cooperative they become.
Communication is enhanced when there is a higher level of trust in themselves, as well as the
other people present, which promotes self-confidence. It is well documented in the development
literature that involving smallholders in AVCDs impact on livelihood improvement and reduce
poverty (FAO, 1997; World Bank, 2009; FAO, 2014; Quisumbing & Mcclafferty, 2006).
Projects, intervention and policies which are engendered to reduce access to and control over
asset gap between men and women yield better results in terms of improving health, nutrition,
food security and wellbeing which is related to the agency and empowerment of women
(Meinzen-Dick et al., 2011). The ex-ante analysis of the ASLP-2 project in Pakistan revealed
that households, where women had a greater role in decision making, had a positive impact on
the community-level bridging of communication between males as well (Spriggs et al., 2017).
The researchers further highlighted greater evidence of household cooperation within the
community when women have a higher level of participation in family decision making.
Therefore, encouraging women’s involvement will benefit the household leading to a higher
level of social wellbeing and improved livelihood.
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Khan & Awan (2012) also investigated the factors affecting women’s participation in farming
activities. They found that higher household income, more adult males in the family and higher
education level were key factors affecting women’s involvement in agriculture. Chaudhry &
Nosheen (2009) studied factors influencing female empowerment in the rural and urban
societies of the Dera Ghazi Khan District. They found that joint living pattern, distance to a
health unit and education of the respondent are negatively affecting rural female empowerment
(but statistically non-significant). The statistically significant contributing factors to female
empowerment are: doing paid work instead of domestic work, the education index of the family
and the age of the respondent. Other variables contributing positively to female empowerment
(but statistically non-significant) were: access to media, the presence of modernism in the
community, dependency ratio in the family, female participation ratio of the household, marital
status of the women and having Islamic knowledge about women’s empowerment.
A number of research gaps are apparent in the above-reviewed studies including: a) there is a
need to document the actual time involved actual male, female and children’s times involved
in the cultivation of different crops by men, women and children. .Depending upon the society
and the social status enjoyed by the rural household under consideration, the females seem to
participate in almost all crop and livestock activities. Such studies do not report on what the
personal attributes are of the women folk coming out to work shoulder-to-shoulder with family
males or in female-specific farming activities. Moreover, the frequency of female participation
in different groups of farming activities is not reported, for instance, for some activities she may
be participating once in a season (e.g. seed cleaning) and for others it is more frequent (e.g.
weeding, thinning, cotton picking, etc.).; b) there is a need for bifurcating female farming time
into the activities she carries out independently and with male family members. There is a need
to identify where the household males want to give space (in the form of decision making) to
their family females in addition to their labor-sharing role.; c) very little information is available
about the female role in value addition of high-value farm products (e.g. milk processing, fruit
and vegetable drying and making the products) in the regions where such commodities are the
main produce of the area; d) there is a need to document the male-female productivity per hour
for the activities jointly carried out by them, in order to determine their contribution in
monitoring terms; e) there is a need to document the level of skill involved in carrying out
different farming activities and where women lack these skills so that their training needs (for
skill improvement) are identified more realistically. As previous analyses have been based on
a situation before any intervention of a project in an area, further research is needed to examine
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the changes in gender collaboration in decision making at the intra-household level, leading to
inter-household collaboration. The current research will fill this gap and provide an ex-post and
causal-comparative analysis of gender inclusion and collaboration.
2.4

Chapter Summary

This chapter reviewed the literature in the key areas of gender, gender empowerment,
collaboration and place-based community engagement in the context of AVCD in rural
Pakistan. Various interpretations of gender, gender mainstreaming, empowerment and placebased development were examined, followed by the characteristics and factors that promote
gender collaboration at the household and community level. Implications for integrating gender
into AVCD are also summarized as follows.
The major issue identified in the literature review for developing countries, including Pakistan,
is the disadvantaged position of women in society. Dominantly a patriarchal society, many
social, economic, cultural, individual, household and community characteristics shape the
gender relations and hinder women’s participation in socio-economic spheres, confining them
to domestic chores and family rearing. The unequal power relationship in households influences
women’s capacity to make choices for themselves and their families. Enormous gender gaps
exist because of poor access to education for women, resulting in high levels of illiteracy, poor
health, lower income generation opportunities, fewer assets and productive resources (land and
credit) and services (extension and other related services). This results in women being
excluded from accessing agricultural knowledge and technologies. Yet women play a crucial
role in agricultural development in small and marginal farming households in Pakistan. They
contribute to all activities involving crop production, livestock farming, horticulture, postharvest operations, agro-social forestry, and fisheries and livestock. This implies that the
targeted, participatory and focused interventions for gender inclusion, especially in small
farming households, will bring changes by enhancing awareness and the status of women in the
rural context of Pakistan.
Households with higher levels of female involvement in decision making are ‘better-off’
compared to households with low levels of female involvement, leading to higher social
wellbeing and improved livelihoods. Thus, directed action and reflection are necessary to bring
about change in the structure of a society where oppression and discrimination against women
are deep-rooted and embedded in the social and cultural system.
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Women have fewer opportunities to access formal networking such as micro-credit or economic
activities, or engage with extension services, as in developing countries these mostly target men
and large landholders. Traditionally, projects have been conceived and implemented in a topdown approach, with limited community (farmer) participation and women have largely been
excluded. Yet, engagement and facilitation in the form of access to productive resources in
different value chain development activities can lead to increased asset accumulation for poor
women in developing countries. Programs which tend to focus on women’s inclusion and
participation in development also have a positive impact on increasing women’s role in decision
making (World Bank, 2009; Lahiri-Dutt & Samanta, 2006).
This study aims to examine the changes which have occurred over time in the social status of
women in rural Pakistan due to the place-based and commodity-focused approaches of AVCD.
It will investigate intra-household cooperation/ collaboration in decision making especially in
agricultural households where men and women have different roles and knowledge of the
resources.
2.5

Conceptual/theoretical framework guided by the literature review

Drawing on the discussions of theories and concepts relating to gender inclusion and AVCD in
this chapter, it is now appropriate to connect the key concepts explored in the study together—
gender inclusion, collaboration and empowerment using participatory, place-based
development—-to provide an analytical/conceptual framework for this thesis. The relationship
between these three key areas is illustrated in figure 3.2.
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Figure 2.2: Conceptual/theoretical framework

It is recognized globally that engaging women and men in small farming households, using
participatory and gender inclusive approaches and methodologies, is key to promoting
sustainable AVCD (FAO, 2016; Alkire et al., 2013). This is a result of the recognition of the
role and contribution of women and men from small farming households in agriculture and food
production, and because of the emerging evidence that participatory and place-based
approaches enhance pro-poor, gender inclusive and sustainable AVCD (World Bank, 2009;
Akter et al., 2017; Williams et.al., 2003; Ghuman, Lee & Smith, 2004). Consequently,
facilitating inclusion and access for small farming households leads to positive changes to
existing gender relations and collaboration both at the individual and community level, resulting
in improved value chain development sustainability.
When women and men from small farming households are engaged in different value chain
development activities, it is anticipated that the improved access would influence their decision
making at individual (agency), household(structure) and community (relations) levels. This
then leads to higher participation/collaboration of men and women in decision making at the
household level. It also improves the inter-household collaboration of small landholders to
jointly identify and solve their production, marketing and other social issues. Thus, it is
expected that through participatory learning men and women would adopt sustainable value
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chain development practices, improving their skills to earn a sustainable livelihood and develop
effective linkages with other households and institutions.
This study theorises about the extent to which place-based and commodity-focused approaches
could facilitate gender inclusion, collaboration and empowerment in small farming households.
This could then be mediated at small farms by the agricultural extension delivery system
prevalent in the organizational context (Figure 3.2). This can be defined as providing
opportunities to oppressed and marginalized people to get access to and control over productive
resources use (Ahmad et al., 2016; Alkire et al., 2017). Identifying the place-based and
traditional AVCD approaches in Pakistan, the study employed Alkire’s (2008) gender
empowerment framework that measures the five major constructs of gender empowerment and
collaboration.

These have been shown to be critical catalysts or barriers for gender

collaboration at the intra and inter-household levels in rural communities.

The gender

empowerment framework is presently the most reliable and validated framework that provides
a comprehensive set of measuring variables (Alkire, 2008). It provides a full reflection of other
frameworks concerning the different factors that affect gender collaboration at the household
level. It represents factors responsible for gender collaboration potentially likely to influence
gender empowerment and will act as the subset of the factors that are likely to influence gender
collaboration in small farming households.
Finally, situating this study within the agrarian context of Punjab, Pakistan it theorizes that
place-based and commodity-focused value chain development approaches can influence gender
inclusion, collaboration and empowerment positively. This could lead to a different sustainable
value chain development model. In this vein, increased gender participation affects the context
and challenges of small farming households. It also enables them to get benefit from the value
chain development projects and make them information and resource-rich. The thesis now
describes the procedures and methods used in this research study.
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Chapter Three: Research Methods
3.0

Introduction

Chapter four outlines how the research design, a mixed method approach, was used in
conducting the study. There are two sections: section one presents the research design, research
questions, and an explanation of how the research question is best addressed; section two
provides a critical reflection of the methods used for data collection in the study. The primary
data collection tools of survey and focus group discussions (FGDs) methods are then presented.
Details of participants, sampling processes, recruitment procedures, surveys and the content of
FGDs are outlined.
Section two elaborates on the procedures used for data collection, techniques used for analysis
of data and details of the researcher’s experiences during fieldwork. A summary what was
learned through the data collection process is provided. Together the sections outline how the
research was initially constructed, how adjustments were made and why they were necessary
during the implementation phase. Further, validity and reliability issues and ethical
considerations are discussed.
Section 1
3.1

Research Design

Research aims, objectives and questions

This research aimed to collect and analyse empirical evidence that would help to understand
the gender dimensions of a participatory place-based community engagement approach to
AVCD in rural Pakistan. The study was planned with the following specific objectives:
1. To examine the extent of gender inclusion in small farming households undergoing
place-based and commodity-focused approaches in agricultural value chains
development;
2. To examine the effect of gender inclusion on gender empowerment in family and
farm decision making that occurred as a result of the place-based and commodityfocused approaches.
3. To compare the level of inter-household gender collaboration and trace changes over
time for both approaches, as well as in control village.
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To achieve these objectives, the study proposed the following research questions:
•

To what extent have PBD and commodity-focused approaches facilitated members of
small farming households (women and men) to gain the benefit from AVCD activities?
(Addresses objective 1).

•

Does the inclusion of women in AVCD through place-based and commodity focused
approaches increase women’s involvement in family and farm decision making?
(Addresses objective 2).

•

To what extent have PBD activities stimulated inter-household collaboration and
wellbeing (trust and social development) in the area compared to the commodityfocused approach? (Addresses the objective 3).

3.2

Research Design

An integral part of the research is to lay out the design that will enable the researcher to answer
the research questions. It is important to identify methods that are appropriate for the research
and explain why the selection of a research design depends on the type of research that is being
carried out and the context in which the study takes place. The choice of design also involves
making assumptions about the nature of social reality relating to matters of ontology (our theory
of being) and epistemology (our theory of knowledge) (Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2007).
According to Crotty (1998, p. 2) four epistemological questions need to be considered:
1. What methods do we propose to use? The methods refer to the tools that are used by
the researchers for data collection (Sarantakos, 2005).
2. What methodology directs our choice and use of methods? The methodology is
considered a model comprising theoretical principles and frameworks that provide the
guidelines about how research is to be done (Sarantakos, 2005).
3. What theoretical perspective lies behind the methodology in question? The theoretical
perspective refers to the theory behind a particular model of research whereby individual
models make assumptions about society. Each model also attempts to integrate various
kinds of information to determine meaning in what the researcher sees or experiences.
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As individual theoretical perspectives will focus on different aspects of society, no one
perspective can be deemed ideal (Sarantakos, 2005).
4. What epistemology informs this theoretical perspective? Epistemology refers to the
theory of knowledge and is concerned with the nature, source, and scope of knowledge.
In other words, it is the means by which researchers acquire valid knowledge.
The methodologies used in social research are underpinned by some of the more commonly
recognized philosophical approaches which are positivist, relativist or post-positivist
orientations (Robson, 2002). The selection of a research methodology, as well as the research
methods, depends on what a researcher is trying to explore (Silverman, 2010), and which
research approach is appropriate in order to get an in-depth insight that will provide answers to
the research questions. According to Holloway & Wheeler (1996), no single method or
perspective is regarded as the best method; however, identification of an appropriate
relationship between the issue in question and the method helps to shed light on it. Therefore
it is important that the underpinning philosophy is consistent with methodology.
A pragmatic paradigm using mixed methods was deemed an appropriate choice for this
embedded multiple case study as it allowed comprehensive answering of the research questions
(Patton, 2002), enhanced the validity of the research (Gay, Mills & Airasian, 2013), and was
practical to apply (Teddlie & Tashakorri, 2010). The pragmatic approach is accepted as a
guiding approach to social sciences methodology. The pragmatic worldview is a deconstructive
paradigm for using mixed methods research and it ‘sidesteps the contentious issues of truth and
reality’ (Feilzer, 2010, p.8). According to Morgan (2007), the pragmatic approach as a
methodology ‘connects issues at the abstract level of epistemology and the mechanical level of
actual methods’ (p. 68). Thus, the methodology is placed at the centre of the pragmatic approach
as it links epistemology and methods.
The four major divergent paradigms: positivism versus post-positivism and constructivism
versus interpretivism, take either an objective or subjective approach to research (Creswell &
Clark, 2009; Morgan, 2007). The positivist notion of a singular reality supports the use of
objective quantitative research methods. In contrast, constructivists believe in the subjective
inquiry of a research question using qualitative research methods (Creswell & Clark, 2009). As
a result, researchers have attempted to construct an alternative framework that accommodates
the diverse nature of research (Feilzer, 2010). Creswell & Clark (2009, p. 26) stated three
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alternative stances on the paradigm issues, and Greene, Benjamin & Goodyear (2001) proposed
four different ways to use mixed methods. Teddlie & Tashakkori (2009) identified a
transformative perspective which is associated with mixed methods research and is known as a
pragmatic worldview (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009). The pragmatic approach ‘focuses …. on
“what works” as the truth regarding research questions under investigation’ (Tashakkori &
Teddlie, 2003b, p. 713). It offers an alternative and comprehensive perspective compared to a
singular perspective, and it focuses on the problem to be researched and the consequences of
the research using multiple methods (Feilzer, 2010).
It is evident in the literature on research methods that all methods have limitations, and the
inbuilt biases of a single method could affect the reliability, generalizability and quality of
research (Creswell, 2003; Turner, Cardinal & Burton, 2015; Gay, Mills & Airaisan, 2013). A
triangulation of data sources across qualitative and quantitative methods was formulated and is
called the mixed method approach to research. A mixed methods research approach endeavours
to take multiple viewpoints, perspectives, positions, and standpoints (Turner, Cardinal &
Burton, 2015; Kangai, 2012) and provides a framework to incorporate quantitative as well as
qualitative perspectives in one study (Johnson & Christensen, 2004). According to Yin (2009),
mixed methods research allows researchers to answer more complex research questions with
multiple and comprehensive data collection which is not possible using a single method. The
use of multiple methods enhances the validity of results as the strengths of one method can
balance the weaknesses of another (Scandura & Williams, 2000). For instance, the results from
one method could lead to, develop, or inform the other method (Greene, Caracelli & Graham,
1989). It is also possible to nest one method into another to develop deeper insight into different
levels or units of analysis (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998).
The purpose of mixed method research is not only to substantiate the findings but to get deeper
insight and understanding of the issue/problem under investigation. However, the validation of
research using multiple methods does give researchers the ability to conduct their research with
more confidence (Onweuegbuzie & Leech, 2004). The ‘synergy and strength’ of quantitative
and qualitative data within a single study helps to get a deeper understanding of a phenomenon
(Gay, Mills & Airasian, 2013 p. 483). Furthermore, mixed methods allow for evaluating
different aspects of complex outcomes or impacts, providing a broader, deeper and more vibrant
picture that is not possible to capture with one method alone (Leeuw & Vaessen, 2009;
Creswell, 2003). This research uses the mixed methods approach to collect and analyse reliable
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primary data in order to understand and gain insight into gender inclusion and collaboration.
The rationale for using mixed methods in the current thesis is to capture different, but
complementary, information on the same topic to best understand the research topic through
quantitative and qualitative perspectives.
Although mixed methods allow us to study a phenomenon comprehensively by using more than
one method, the approach does have critics. The critics of mixed methods research claim that
putting qualitative (QUAL) and quantitative (QUAN) data together seems inappropriate as
quantitative and qualitative methods follow different epistemological paradigms (Teddlie &
Tashakkori, 2013). Further, the mixed methods approach is also criticized for emphasizing a
post-positivist perspective more than the interpretive perspective, thus putting more emphasis
on quantitative methods and demoting qualitative methods to a secondary position (Creswell,
2013; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2013). According to Johnson & Onwuegbuzie (2004),
understanding and administering mixed methods in one study could be challenging a researcher,
especially when more than two research approaches are integrated into one study. Similarly,
Bryman (2007) has questioned the degree to which mixed methods researchers integrate their
analysis, interpretation and write up in their research such that both quantitative and qualitative
data provide and complement each other.

Also, the ability of a researcher to learn about

multiple methods in a specific timeframe to understand how to mix them appropriately is
considered vital to successfully using a mixed methods approach.
The data for a mixed methods study could be collected using concurrent or sequential data
collection. In a concurrent design, the researcher gets both forms of data at the same time and
the data is then integrated into the interpretation of the overall results. The concurrent
procedures provide a comprehensive analysis of the research problem and are familiar to most
researchers (Creswell, 2003). Less time is involved for data collection compared to sequential
data collection and the concurrent method enables the researcher to consider one form of data
within another to analyze different questions (Creswell, 2003). However, it requires
considerable effort and expertise to adequately address the research question using two different
data collection methods simultaneously and may also create difficulties for a researcher in
resolving the discrepancies that arise from the results.
On the other hand, in sequential mixed methods, the data collection is done in two stages with
the aim of elaborating and expanding the results of one method/phase with another method. In
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this design, quantitative or qualitative data may be collected, analyzed, and interpreted first,
based on the nature of the research and objectives to be achieved. The findings/results of phase
one lead to the data collection for phase two. Collecting qualitative data first helps to explore
the research problem initially on a small number of participants and then follow up with a larger
sample size to validate and generalize the research findings/results (Creswell & Clark, 2009).
Collecting quantitative data first, allows for testing variables on a large sample and then digging
deeper with a small number of cases in the qualitative phase. According to Creswell (2008), the
sequential approach works best if one phase can contribute to the next phase and improves the
validity of the research.
To address the research problem in this study, an embedded multiple case study design was
used. This provided an opportunity to examine the extent of gender inclusion and collaboration
through an objective, as well as an inductive lens. The aim was to assess gender collaboration
at the household level as well as at the community level with both approaches to value chain
development. A carefully established rationale guided the selection of the multiple embedded
case study design, including the fact that this study (a) required a holistic case study, (b)
involved more than one bounded case, (c) qualified as being both explanatory and exploratory
in approach and (d) sought to understand successful gender empowerment as a nested, or
embedded phenomenon (Yin, 2003). Yin (2003) indicates that case study research is
appropriate when investigators hope to ‘(a) define research topics broadly, (b) cover contextual
or complex multivariate conditions and (c) rely on multiple sources of evidence’ (p. xi). This
study intended to examine the gender inclusion and collaboration through multiple lenses rather
than simply one isolated characteristic. The methodology was aligned to trace the changes along
with gender inclusion, collaboration and empowerment in the three rural communities of Punjab
who have experienced place-based and commodity focused approaches to value chain
development. It looked at the successful engagement of individuals from poor households in
two different value chain development approaches. As the approach was contextually defined
and complex it required the application of multiple sources of evidence. Thus, a mixed method
embedded case study design was optimal for the needs of this study.
The rationale for using mixed methods (quantitative + qualitative) was to complement the data
from both sources. The data for this study were collected following the exploratory intervention
mixed method design (Creswell, 2013). It involved data collection at two points of time, one
baseline survey conducted before the intervention of ASLP-2 (baseline), while the second
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collection of data came after the completion of the project (endline). The quantitative as well
as qualitative data were obtained at the same time and then integrated into the interpretation of
overall results. The concurrent mixed method design allowed to obtain individual responses
from the household survey and complement it with collective point of view of male and female
community members comprehensively. The results of the qualitative analysis were interpreted
to develop, expand, explain, and clarify the results obtained from the quantitative survey to get
a more in-depth insight. Also, the qualitative data included people’s perceptions to trace
changes in gender empowerment and collaboration over time.
Another reason to use mixed methods was the advantage of being able to validate findings and
results from one set of quantitative data to substantiate and verify it using the qualitative data
collected through focused group discussions. The benefit of using concurrent mixed methods
is to combine the strengths of the quantitative method with those of the qualitative methods
(Patton, 2002). It is also a better choice when a direct comparison and contrast of the
quantitative findings are required to validate or expand quantitative results with qualitative data.
Also, the concurrent mixed methods approach was used because the data were collected from
three different districts of Punjab so the researcher had to complete the data collection within a
certain budget and time frame. Given these constraints, it was difficult to collect the quantitative
and qualitative data separately.
3.3

Research Sites

Punjab, which is one of the largest provinces of Pakistan in terms of population and agricultural
production, was selected for this study due to its significant contribution to the agricultural
economy of Pakistan. As noted in chapter two, agriculture in Punjab is the principal livelihood
source for most of the rural population with 85 percent of small landholders operating less than
five hectares of land. The productivity of all crops in the province is associated with low quality
and yields. The public and private extension system in the province is less beneficial for small
holder farmers, especially women, because of its top-down, male-oriented and large and
progressive farmer-focused approach. These criticisms provided the stimulus to explore, small
holder farmer’s (particularly women’s) experience of inclusion in value chain development, as
well as the collaboration formed between men and women at household and community levels.
Punjab had been the focus of ASLP 1 & 2 and two districts participated in both phases. One
solely employed the commodity-focused AVCD approach. The second engaged in the place77
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based AVCD approach during ASLP-2. While the third district was included to compare gender
collaboration without any institutional intervention in the same period.
In addition to this, few studies have been conducted to compare the participatory and placebased value chain developments with traditional or commodity-focused value chain
development and the degree of gender collaboration through such approaches. Therefore, it was
anticipated the research findings would contribute to new knowledge and insight about the
value and effect of place-based and participatory AVCD on gender inclusion, collaboration,
and empowerment.
Punjab has thirty-six districts, the highest level of local government, and every district is further
decentralized to tehsils, one district may have 3-8 tehsils. A union council is a next level under
the tehsil administration, and each union council consists of 5-10 villages. The village is a
smallest rural unit in the district with sizes varying from 50-2000 households. This study was
conducted in three of the 36 districts of Punjab namely Jhelum, Faisalabad and Sargodha
purposively. These villages will be referred to as Village 1(V1), Village 2 (V2) and Village 3
(V3) respectively now onward.
The villages were involved in different levels of intervention by the Commodity-Based Projects
(CBPs) and the Social Research Project (SRP). Village 1 participated in both the SRP and the
CBPs while village 2 only had the CBPs. Village 3 was a control village that did not receive
any intervention either from the SRP or the CBPs. A brief introduction to the selected districts
and the rationale for selecting them follows.
3.3.1 Village One (District Sargodha): Pilot Place-Based Value Chain Development
Intervention
District Sargodha is one of the most important districts of Punjab, Pakistan. Its boundaries are
district Jhelum to the north, district Mandi Bahauddin and Hafiz Abad to the east, district Jhang
to the south and district Khushab to the west (Figure 3.1). It is predominantly an agricultural
district producing wheat, rice, and sugarcane as its main crops. This region is also associated
with quality citrus production in Punjab. Kinnow is the dominant variety grown in this district.
Citrus, especially “kinnow,” was introduced here in the 1950s (Ijaz, 2013). The bulk of citrus
production comes from Punjab, and the famous district of Sargodha is considered the citrus
producing hub with 19 percent of Pakistan’s total citrus area (AMIS, 2017) and more than 200
kinnow processing factories in operation (Government of Pakistan, 2013).
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Realizing the importance of this district to citrus production it was chosen as a project site in
the Agriculture Sector Linkage Project (ASLP-1) in 2005-2010 and ASLP-2, in 2010-2015, to
improve the citrus industry of Pakistan. The ASLP-2 piloted a social project to enhance the
benefits of the project for the poor and marginal farming community and using Participatory
Action Research (PAR) developed a Place-based Community Engagement model to involve
women and marginal farmers in the citrus value chain development. This model has been
piloted in village Chak 83 SB, Sargodha which is the site for this research as well. The reasons
to select this district are twofold. Firstly, the village has experienced an integrated citrus value
chain development through particpatory approach involving small holder farmers, women,
youth and landless labour in capacity building, with multidiscipline project teams. Secondly, a
Community Services Centre (CSC) in the village community was established in collaboration
with village community that served a catalyst for place-based community engagement.
Therefore, participatory and place-based citrus value chains have had multidimensional effects
on the livelihood of these poor and marginal communities.
3.3.2 Village 2 (District Jhelum): Single Commodity-focused Value Chain Development
Intervention
District Jhelum is an old district of Punjab, Pakistan and was established by the British in 1849.
It is situated in the north of the Punjab province and borders with Rawalpindi to the
north, Sargodha & Mandi Bahaudin to the south, Mirpur to the east, Gujrat & Jhelum River to
the southeast and Chakwal to the west (Figure 4.1). It is also famous for its great salt mines.
The salt range is mostly barren and dry but rich in minerals. The main food crop is wheat.
However, livestock is an essential part of the farming in this district. Crop and livestock
integrated farming is practiced. The district was also part of both phases of the ASLP for dairy
value chain development. The village, Usman Sharif, was a part of both projects for dairy
development and experienced a commodity-focused value chain development process. This
village was selected for comparison purposes as it experienced two phases of the ASLP and
this participation served as the key matching variable for both villages.
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3.3.3 Village 3 (District Faisalabad): Control Village with no Intervention
District Faisalabad was established as District Lyallpur in 1904 but it was renamed Faisalabad
in the 1970’s after “Shah Faisal,” the late King of the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia. It has
boundaries with the Gujranwala and Shiekupura districts in the north, Sheikhupura and Sahiwal
in the east, Sahiwal, and Toba Tek Singh in the south and Jhang district in the west (Figure 4.1).
It was established as a center for agricultural market activities and became famous all over
Punjab for its business and textile industry. The district experiences both weather extremes;
very hot summers and very cold winters. Agriculture is mostly irrigated, and the main crops are
wheat, sugarcane, rice, and cotton. The area given to horticultural crops is increasing over time
in this district, especially for citrus and guava production. This district was selected as a control
site for this study due to a relatively similar cropping pattern and climatic conditions for citrus
production. Village 3/Village 443 GB from this district was not slected for the ASLP2 Social
Project activties due to insufficient funds and only one pilot disrtict for each comodity was
selected in each province. Thus,district Sargodha being the major citrus proding area was
selcted for citurs value chain development with consensus of all project teams and distrcit
Faisalabad was selected as a control site where no ASLP-1 and ASLP-2 project activities were
undertaken, however, this village was included in the baseline survey for ASLP-2. For this
reason, changes over time to citrus production could be easily studied with the ‘before’ and
‘after’ survey data.
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Figure 3.1: Location of research sites.
Source: Google maps, www.google.com

Agriculture is the significant livelihood source for the majority of the population in all of the
research sites. The major development issues confronting these villages include small land
holdings, poor resources base, low level of education, low gender collaboration at intra and
inter-household levels and the lack of networking/contact with development agencies. Lack of
health facilities, inadequate housing, lack of income generation activities for youth and women,
limited access to information and communication technology and high post-harvest losses are
also common problems.
3.4

Sampling and Sampling Technique

Sampling is of significant importance in the research process as it ‘helps to inform the quality
of inferences made by the researcher that stem from the underlying findings’ (Onwuegbuzie,
2007 p.281) both in quantitative and qualitative research. The primary objective of sampling is
to draw a small representative group/sample from a larger population to draw accurate
inferences about the broader population. Two major classes of sampling, random and
nonrandom, are also known as probability and non-probability sampling (Onwuegbuzie, 2007;
Neuman, 2003). These sampling categories provide methods for drawing representative
samples from a population. The quantitative data is mostly obtained through a probability
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sampling procedure (Neuman, 2003) resulting in a small sample that which helps to get a useful
description of the total population. In contrast, the qualitative researcher usually relies on nonprobability sampling procedures (Neuman, 2003), in which the larger population does not have
an equal chance to be selected as a sample (Scott & Morrison, 2007). As stated by Abonyi
(2016), the sample in qualitative research is selected with the aim of getting a broader and more
detailed insight into a research subject/topic. Therefore, a large sample size is not considered
necessary for qualitative research, rather, the depth and detail of the research topic determines
the sample size. A more extensive sample may be selected to capture variations and generalize
the findings for a larger population, but detailed data from a few cases give an insight into the
research topic that could not be obtained through structured quantitative data. The sampling
procedure can be complex and challenging in mixed methods research as both quantitative and
qualitative data have different approaches to the sampling process.
This research study used a mixed research approach. Therefore, the sample for this study was
drawn using both probability and non-probability sampling techniques.

First, for the

quantitative part of the research, the purposive sampling technique was employed in selecting
respondents for the household survey from three of the research sites. Purposive sampling is
appropriate when: a) there are unique cases that could potentially be informative b) it is difficult
to reach a specific population and c) identification of particular cases that give deep insight and
detailed examination of the issue (Neuman, 2003). According to Punch ( 2013), purposive
samples provide deep, rich and illuminative information regarding the research subject.
Furthermore, the logical selection of the purposive sample allows for selection of the most
relevant cases to answer the research question (Neuman, 2003; Bryman, 2008). For this
research, the respondents for the quantitative household survey were selected from the three
villages keeping in mind the following selection criteria:
3.4.1 Sample Size
The number of participants remained same as in baseline survey of the ASLP2 social project,
and 30-35 households from each of the villages were selected for this research. The household
head and spouse were interviewed. Overall, a total sample of 112 small farming households
were taken from three villages. Both household head and spouse were interviewed separately
thus, making a sample of 224 respondent with equal gender distribution. The quantitative data
obtained through the household survey two points of time i.e. baseline and end line, thus
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making this study a longitudinal study and allowed for detailed statistical analysis (Creswell,
2014).
3.4.2 Participation in Baseline Survey
Participation in the baseline survey of the SRP in 2011-12 was a precondition for selecting
respondents for this study in order to capture the project baseline at the household and
community level.
3.4.3 Gender distribution
The research involved an equal number of male and female respondents. For this purpose, both
the household head and spouse were interviewed to develop the gender-based analysis. In total,
224 respondents—112 male heads of household and 112 spouses— participated in this research
(Table 3.1). There is a slight increase in sample size from V1 and V3 in th epost project survye.
The major reason to increase the sample size in V1 was to cover the project
beneficiriesespecailly, women to assess changes regarding inclusion and gender empowerment
which is focuse of this research. As many housheolds from baseline survey did not participated
in the project activties due to many factors therefore, it was necessary to increase the sample
size in V1. While, the reason for a slight increase in sample size in V3 was non avilabality of
some previous housholds due to migration to city and two respondents died, therefore, those
households were replaced and icreased sample size slightly. This also catered the need to mark
the different level of community engagement between PBD and commodity only approach. The
distribution of samples by district and gender is provided in Table 3.1.
Table 3.1: Distribution of Sample by Village and Gender
Status in
Village 1
Village 2
Village 3
Total
Household
(Pilot PBD)
(Single
(Control)
Commodity)
Post
Post
Post
Post
Baseline
Baseline
Baseline
Baseline
Project
Project
Project
Project
Head
of
34
41
35
35
31
36
100
112
Household
Spouse
34
41
35
35
31
36
100
112
Total

68

82

70

70

83

62

72

200

224
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Section 2: Implementation of Methods
3.5

Data Collection Instruments

Both qualitative and quantitative data for this study were collected using the mixed methods
research approach. Therefore, the household survey was carried out using a structured
questionnaire for quantitative data collection while the qualitative data was obtained through
Focused Group Discussions (FGDs). The details of both data collection methods are as follows:
3.5.1 Household Survey Questionnaire
Survey research is widely used and one of the leading methods of quantitative data collection
in social sciences research. Surveys produce statistical information about people’s beliefs,
perceptions, behavior, characteristics, expectations, knowledge, and self-classification through
structured/closed-ended questions (Neuman, 2003). In the survey, the researcher employed a
structured questionnaire with specific questions, organized by topics relevant to the research.
Larger samples allow for the testing of multiple hypotheses, measured using a number of
variables and provides temporal inferences based on experience, behavior or characteristics.
Additionally, it provides correlational information with rigorous tests of causality. Another
advantage of the survey method is that it is relatively less expensive and is easy to implement,
generating a quantitative analysis of data on specific aspects of a population. It also allows for
the generalization of research results involving larger sample sizes (Tomlinson, 2010).
Longitudinal data can be produced from surveys, if conducted consistently at regular intervals,
and could include questionnaires on labor force participation, health and sanitation, and human
development. The surveys could be implemented in various ways such as mail and selfadministered surveys, in which a questionnaire is sent to target respondents by mail or
email/internet. Secondly, telephone interviews are a quick and time-saving method of data
collection for larger sample sizes. Face-to-face interviews are another form of survey in which
a researcher fills up a questionnaire. Here, the researcher has more freedom to ask, arrange and
explain the questions or even rephrase them (Ary, Jacobs, Razavieh, & Sorenssen, 2006) and
they allow the researcher to observe and probe the answers through nonverbal communication
(Neuman, 2003).
Although quantitative data collection via surveys is easy and efficient, due to a heavy
dependence on public opinion it could generate misleading information. As noted by Neuman
(2003), the survey, like other technical and scientific tools, can be well or poorly structured and
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used properly or improperly for data collection. Therefore, survey preparation requires thought
and effort to ensure its fitness for use, relevance, and credibility (Groves et al., 2009). Pilot
testing of survey instruments or undertaking a mock survey before collecting the actual data is
also crucial for the reliability and quality of the method (Fowler, 2009).
The quantitative data for this study were collected using a detailed and comprehensive
questionnaire. The reason for using a structured questionnaire was to capture the changes to
answers for the same questions asked in the baseline survey, thus avoiding digression from the
key objective of the study. The questionnaire was developed keeping in mind the research
questions and key theoretical concepts of the study (see Appendix 1). The questionnaire was
aimed at exploring the impact of the place-based and commodity-focused approaches on gender
inclusion, collaboration, and empowerment along with the shifts in livelihood in the small
farming households. The questionnaire had eight sections. Section one consisted of the
demographic characteristics of the respondents and the household such as gender, age, family
type and size, education, land ownership details and major crops planted by the households.
Section two explored the details of inclusion and participation in the project activities in villages
one and two. Section three encompassed the household livestock and farm product details.
Section four covered the changes in the household capital and household collaboration after the
project. The questions related to using mobile phones and computers were included in section
five, while section six contained questions related to the gender division of labor for household
and farm chores. Information regarding the impact of the community service center in village
one was included in section eight.
The questionnaire was piloted in the Sargodha district, Punjab before the actual data collection
for the study. In all, ten respondents—five male and five female (head and spouse) from five
households—participated in the pilot test. The pilot test included small farming households
with similar characteristics to ensure the suitability of the questions being asked. Further, the
pilot tests help to avoid any inappropriate, ambiguous or confusing questions in the
questionnaire. It also identifies the possible weaknesses of the instrument or the research
questions under investigation. In this research, the purpose of the pilot testing was to check the
level of understanding of the questions asked, the wording of the questions, the comfort level
of the respondent, and the time taken to complete an interview. The pilot testing process
identified that some questions were difficult to understand and respond to, especially for women
with low literacy levels. These included questions about household income and those relating
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to women’s time in agricultural activities, thus these questions were simplified and rephrased.
Pilot testing of the questionnaire allowed its refinement and exposed the practical difficulties
in the field implementation of the survey. Also, pilot testing helped to sharpen and revise the
questions for actual data collection and ensured the proper use of the research instrument.
In addition, pilot testing allowed the researcher to get the responses from the SRP village, and
after discussion with supervisors, include two other sites for comparison purposes. These
included one from the commodity-focused approach and one as a control village, where no
project intervention was undertaken. The Jhelum district was included as the research site for
the commodity-focused approach, where an ASLP2 dairy project was implemented. The
Faisalabad district was included as a control village, having participated in the baseline survey
of the SRP but without further project interventions.
The survey was carried out in all of the villages personally by the researcher. A male enumerator
from the Social Sciences Research Institute (SSRI), NARC, Islamabad was involved in view of
the cultural barriers to accessing the male head of household. The male enumerator interviewed
the male respondents while the researcher herself interviewed female respondents in all the
villages. The SRP project officer contacted the participants in each village and informed them
about the visit and requested their participation in the research. Between 30-40 households from
each village participated in this study, and each interview lasted approximately 30-45 minutes.
The various parts of questionnaire used for this study are outlined in the remaining part of this
section.
Demographic Information
Demographic information about the respondents included: age, education, family type and size,
land holding size and type of crops, and the income of the household (Appendix 1). The analysis
of demographic characteristics of respondents is provided in chapter five.
Inclusion and Participation
Section two of the questionnaire explored the inclusion and participation of the respondents in
two of the project sites that had been engaged in the previous value chain development activities
under ASLP-2.
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The inclusion and participation information that was included in the questionnaire was based
on detailed discussions with supervisors and my personal experience of working with those
communities in the Social Research Project (SRP) as team member from the Social Sciences
Research Institute, Islamabad, Pakistan. The respondents were asked to indicate whether they
were included in the any of the ASLP-2 projects using a ‘yes or no’ response. If the respondent
had a ‘yes’ response, then they were asked to indicate what they participated in using a
checkbox of activities.
Gender Collaboration in Decision Making
The third section of the questionnaire contained questions regarding gender empowerment and
collaboration in household decision making. There is no single way to understand collaborative
decision making in the household and the conditions under which members may not cooperate
(Doss, 2014). The literature suggests different approaches for measuring gender empowerment
in a rural household. The research on women’s empowerment determined a number of
indicators consisting of; family structure, marital status, age, financial autonomy, freedom of
movement and lifetime experience of employment in the modern sector (Kabeer, 1999).
However, choosing the right indicators to assess gender empowerment is important. Ibrahim &
Alkire (2008) presented a comprehensive comparative review of women’s empowerment
indicators and identified four major types:
•

Empowerment as control (Power Over): Control over personal decisions.

•

Empowerment as choice (Power to): Domain-specific autonomy and household
decision making.

•

Empowerment in community (Power with): Changing aspects of one’s life (individual
level).

•

Empowerment as change (Power from within): Changing aspects of one’s life
(Communal level).

Women’s empowerment plays a key role in development. It also determines the extent to which
women can access education, income, health care, family planning and contraceptive
information, and make choices on their fertility, medical advice, amongst other things (Mason
& Smith 2003). For this study, women’s empowerment/collaboration at an intra-household
level that is, their level of collaboration with other family members (especially the head of
household) and their ability to affect desired outcomes within the household based on these
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indicators of empowerment. The aspects of gender empowerment examined in this research
were:
1. The economic decision-making power of women—do they participate in the family’s
major economic decisions and have the freedom to make minor economic decisions on
their own such as everyday household purchases and large household purchases.
2. The decision-making power in education and medical expenses—do they participate in
or control decisions about children’s education and could they decide on their own to
seek medical advice for themselves and/or their family members?
3. The involvement in decision making in major household expenditures such as a dowry
in the case of marriages in the household.
4. Their involvement in farm decisions—to what extent women are involved in the
purchase and sales of agricultural inputs and outputs as well as the sale and purchase of
livestock.
5. The involvement in livestock management decisions, including the extent to which
women are involved in the purchase and sale of the livestock of the household.
It is important to note that these are not a complete set of empowerment indicators, others
include decisions regarding mobility, marriages, migration of family members and decisions
regarding family size and fertility. Similar to Mason & Smith (2003), this study also focused
on women’s perception of their empowerment rather than the idea of what empowerment
should be for them or to what extent they are empowered. It also considered what changes
occurred with inclusion in the project, regarding skills development, involvement in income
generation, knowledge and exposure activities, contact with other households and linkage with
institutions. Thus, this study captured gender differences in empowerment in three of the
villages and changes over time from the perspective of the heads of household and their spouses.
As Ghuman, Lee & Smith (2004) found, there were significant differences between husbands
and wives’ perception of empowerment. This section aims to answer research question two:
Does the inclusion of women in place-based and commodity-focused approaches in AVCDs
increase women’s involvement in family and farm decision making?
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Following the baseline survey, the respondents, that is, the household head and spouse, were
separately asked about their role in household decision making in the decisions mentioned
above. For each question the respondents were asked: ‘Who in your household makes the
decision about ... ?’ Four options were provided to indicate: 1 = the (male) head of household;
2 = the (female) spouse; 3 = joint (head and spouse together); and 4 = other (i.e. someone else)
(Spriggs et al., 2017).
Gender Collaboration at Community Level/Inter-Household Collaboration
Items regarding gender collaboration at the inter-householder level were also part of section
three of the questionnaire. The quantitative data on the interhousehold collaboration of men and
women in the research area aimed to understand the gender-based differential of place-based
and commodity-focused approaches using pre and post-project data analysis. It also helped to
examine the changes in gender collaboration at the community level, after participation in the
project activities in two of the project sites. These were then compared to the control site to
explain differences or other unexplained characteristics.
As mentioned earlier, this study followed the baseline survey questionnaire for this indicator to
capture the changes over time, and the cause and effect relationship of the changes in
community collaboration. The household head and spouses were separately asked to answer
this question: ‘How easy is it to work with other households in your village for ……….?’ They
were provided with five options for each type of collaborative activity and were asked to
indicate a score from 1 to 5 where: 1=very difficult; 2=difficult; 3=neither difficult nor easy;
4=easy; and 5=very easy. The participants were asked questions about community collaboration
in four major collaboration activities: 1. buy community assets together (e.g., community bull,
packing shed, storage shed); 2. buy farm inputs together (e.g., Artificial Insemination services,
fertilizer, seedlings) 3. sell farm outputs together (e.g., milk, fruit, vegetables); and 4. engage
in other community activities (e.g., women’s groups, festivals).
3.5.2 Focused Group Discussions
Focus groups are special groups in terms of size, purpose, composition and procedures that are
formed to address a meaningful purpose (Krueger, 1988). Focus groups are formed around
specific research issues with a ‘predetermined group of people’ who are engaged in an
interactive discussion around the subject (Hennink, 2014 p. 1). According to Hennink, Hutter
& Bailey (2011) and Hennik & Diamod (2001), the focus group discussion is an interactive
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discussion between six to eight pre-selected participants that is facilitated by an expert
moderator, focusing around the research question. The major objective of a FGD is to get a
deeper and broader view from the participants on the research topic, in a comfortable and open
environment in which participants freely share their ideas and views. The FGD follows a semistructured topic guide that allows the researcher to focus on salient research issues rather than
emphasizing the preconceived agenda of the researcher. Thus, the qualitative data in general
and focus group discussions specifically, seeks to ‘illuminate the insider's or “emic”
perspective’ (Barbour, 2007).
FGDs are widely used in almost all disciplines including health and behavioral research,
monitoring and evaluation of social programs, public policy, developing health promotion
strategies, carrying out needs assessments, and many more. Thus, FGDs has become a
recognized, valuable and key research method for qualitative data collection across many fields
of social sciences research (Hennink, 2014).
In addition, FGDs produce the ‘collective narrative’ and go beyond the individual perspective
to bring a group perspective on the research issue being discussed (Hennink, 2014, pp 3). FGDs
help researchers to uncover latent meanings, perspectives and ideas around the research issue
with the objective of exploring a range of perspectives and experiences of respondents in an
interactive way. According to Hennink (2014), focus group discussions for qualitative data
collection are useful to explore, explain, evaluate, and understand the context and group
processes of the community. Focus group data offers the opportunity to identify variation,
explain nuances, and present a group narrative, all of which can be exploited in writing the
results. However, FGDs are not a suitable tool for data collection for individual experiences
and perspectives, personal information, sensitive topics and controversial research issues. The
expertise of the moderator is also important to provide a comfortable group environment for
participants to discuss and share their viewpoint.
To substantiate the quantitative data for this research, the qualitative data were collected
through Focus Group Discussions (FGDs). Six FGDs in each village were conducted with men,
women, and youth (boys and girls). Each FGD comprised at least 6-8 respondents. The
respondents for this study were selected using purposive random sampling techniques.
Purposive random sampling involves selecting a particular group of people who are believed to
represent a given population (Gay, Mills & Airasian, 2013). For this study, all men and women
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from ASLP-2-participating households in villages one and two had equal chances of
participation in FGDs. In village three, the control village, all small farming households’ men
and women had an equal opportunity to participate in the FGDs.
Two separate (men and women) focus group discussions were conducted in each village to
substantiate the results of quantitative data obtained through the household survey. The
information collected through FGDs was utilized to compare the perceptions and priorities of
men and women regarding inclusion, collaboration, and empowerment in small farming
households.
The quantitative survey data collection guided the FGD discussion points/questions.
The FGDs included the following questions:
● What is your experience of inclusion?
● What and how have things changed in your village over these three years?
● What worked well for rural women and girls in your village?
● What do you think about inter-household collaboration in your village?
● Were there any constraints in the implementation of different activities and how might future
agricultural development projects be improved?
Audio recordings and notes were taken to capture the FGDs and to get the original perspectives
of each member.
3.6
Field Implementation of Instruments for Primary Data Collection/Field
Experience
Before the data collection process, the SRP project officer at the Social Sciences Research
Institute, NARC was contacted, and a list of baseline respondents with their contact numbers
was obtained with permission of the SRP project leader at the University of Canberra, Australia.
The project officer contacted the communities to get their consent for participation in this study
and liaised with communities to discuss the appropriate time and date for a visit. Following this,
the researcher visited the communities herself with a male enumerator to interview the male
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head of the households wherever needed. The enumerator involved was well trained and
experienced. However, the questionnaire was shared and discussed before data collection to get
a clear understanding of the questions. The involvement of the researcher in data collection
provided an opportunity to interact with communities closely and explained the purpose of this
research to them. To summarise, the research objectives and the rights as a respondent were
explained to participants verbally, and the verbal consent of respondents was obtained before
conducting the interview.
3.6.1 Interview Setting
Trust and rapport building is an important part of social research, as lack of trust and rapport
with respondents results in poor interviews (Oakley, 1981; Esterberg, 2002). The respondents
for this research had already been interviewed twice by the social scientists involved in ASLP2 social research project and were actively involved in the project activities in two of the project
villages. Therefore, their trust level was high and helped to get reliable and accurate information
through a structured interview. However, this was not the case for the control village as villagers
only had participated in the baseline survey and had no project activity. Therefore, they were
a little skeptical as to why they were getting the same survey as they had received no benefits
from their previous participation in the research.
For the convenience and ease of the respondents, each of the female/spouse interviews were
conducted in their home, while most of the men were interviewed at their farms. The time of
the interview was fixed by telephone before visiting the respondents. The purpose in fixing the
interview time was availability, finding a suitable place and convenience of the respondents so
that there was minimal effect on their household and farm chores. As advised by Creswell
(2005), the researcher introduced herself before starting the survey interview, explained the
research objectives and clarified how the confidentiality and anonymity of the research data
would be maintained. Further, the respondents were informed regarding their right to withdraw
from the research at any time without obligation. The researcher also informed the participants
about the duration of the survey and got their consent to take notes during the interview. In this
way, a questionnaire for each respondent was completed.
The process of conducting a field survey for primary data collection went well in all the research
sites. The respondents from village one were more confidently involved in the research and
were happy to share their experiences of involvement in project activities and their
achievements at the individual and community levels. There were a few respondents who were
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not happy in village one, mainly because they were unmotivated due to not needing any help.
For example, one respondent said: ‘all the project activities were planned for poor household
girls and I am not poor [enough] to get benefit of them and I do not need any assistance and
after few early meetings I didn’t participate in any of the activities.” However, there was a
mixed response from non-participating households in village 3. The SRP team accessed the
control village through the University of Faisalabad (UAF).

Many of the respondents

complained that they had a survey before and it did nothing for them and that we came again
for a survey and asked ‘…. what we will get out of it?’ The researcher explained the purpose
of her study and reinforced that their concerns would be identified and considered for future
planning to overcome their agricultural value chain challenges and problems. However, it is
worth mentioning an example from the control village where a respondent’s frustration with
low commodity prices, especially for rice, impacted on his participation. He said, ‘If you were
not a student, I would have fired you.’ The researcher listened to his concern calmly and
explained her research, but he refused to participate and was replaced by another respondent.
To keep the respondents on track, the researcher rephrased the questions if misunderstood by
the respondent. In the case of incomplete or confusing responses, the researcher posed indirect
questions to probe and get a better, more precise response. After completing each questionnaire,
the researcher summarized the responses of those with low literacy levels for validation, while
the completed questionnaires were returned to participants with high literacy to validate their
responses. This cross-checking was deemed appropriate before taking data from the
respondents.
3.7

Validity/Credibility of Research Instruments

Validity and reliability are the key qualities of all research measurement, either quantitative or
qualitative, and are crucial for the assessment of the ‘goodness’ of a measurement (Shenton,
2004; Hunter & Brewer, 2003; Neuman, 2003). Validity refers to the ‘relationship between
theory and method’ (Hanson, 2008, pp 107). In other words, it addresses the question of whether
the measurement of a phenomenon is true, and whether the method of measurement adopted,
correctly measures what it seeks to measure. Reliability refers to the dependability of a
measurement (Neuman, 2003), in other words, a measurement method could be replicated and
does not vary because of the measurement process and use of the instrument. A data collection
tool must be reliable in producing consistent results from one time to the next (Hunter &
Brewer, 2003). The validity and reliability of mixed research are determined by the separate
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standards for assessing quantitative and qualitative data quality (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009).
A discussion of the validity and reliability issues for this research follows.
The framework used to examine gender collaboration and empowerment in this study draws on
sociological literature that focuses on the relationship between agency and structure (Kabeer,
1997). Therefore, by using the concepts of asset-based agency and institution-based opportunity
structure, the framework proposes that development interventions and investments empower
people by focusing on the dynamic and iterative relationship. Thus, following the gender
empowerment framework of

Ibrahim & Alkire (2008), this research examined gender

empowerment and collaboration at the intra and inter-household level in small farming
communities in rural Punjab, Pakistan. The indicators employed for this study were built on
the idea of identifying major universal ‘domains’ of empowerment and inclusion while
selecting individual indicators that were locally relevant.
The study used the gender empowerment framework to identify the experience of inclusion and
participation for poor rural communities in place-based and commodity-focused value chain
development (Alkire et al., 2013a). The latter author’s assert that agency and empowerment are
experienced with different activities and tasks, so, they need to be measured with different
domains to avoid misinterpretation of the findings, and measurement errors. A validated gender
empowerment framework is critical in gender and agricultural research.
Choosing the right indicators to assess gender empowerment is important. In the development
of the gender empowerment inventory Ibrahim & Alkire (2008) identified five major
dimensions of gender empowerment in the agricultural index to explain a comprehensive
gender empowerment structure. The use of the women’s empowerment framework is well
established in monitoring empowerment in pro-poor development interventions such as food
for work and money for work programs in Bangladesh (Yaron et al., 2009). Also, the women’s
empowerment framework has shown evidence of cross-country and cultural validity in five
South Asian countries (Alsop, Betelsen & Holland, 2006). A study on participation and power
amongst poor people in India (Williams et al., 2003), showed a latent factor of the social
network of poor people for their empowerment. Similarly, a cross-cultural study in South East
Asia showed that the gender empowerment framework represents the effect of its indicators,
although a slightly modified model was used that included women’s access to extension
services and skills (Akter et al., 2017). Thus, the gender empowerment framework has been
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used and tested by various researchers for its face validity as well as its content and constructs
validity (Neuman, 2003). Alsop, Betelsen & Holland (2006), using a comprehensive crosscountry analysis on agency and structure concluded that gender empowerment is ‘the process
of enhancing an individual’s or group’s capacity to make purposive choices to transform into
desired actions and outcomes’ (p.1).
Thus, following the model of the WEAI from Ibrahim & Alkire (2008), this research looks at
empowerment and inclusion as separate, but interrelated, domains. Thus, for this study,
women’s empowerment/collaboration at an intra-household level, that is, their level of
collaboration with other family members (especially the head of household) and their ability to
effect desired outcomes within the household based on these indicators of empowerment, will
be the focus.
This study also used the inter-household collaboration scale to examine the changes which
occurred over time in all three villages. The inter-household collaboration measurement scale
is based on the SRP baseline survey (Spriggs et al., 2017). The scale was validated to minimize
the chances of misspecification and misinterpretation of findings and measurement error using
Cronbach’s Alpha. Moreover, the validity of the instrument and its findings for the qualitative
part of this research was also safeguarded. As indicated by Patton (2002), the researcher plays
a key role and is considered as an instrument in the qualitative inquiry. Thus the credibility of
these methods depends on the skill, competence, and rigor of the person involved in the data
collection. Triangulation, prolonged engagement and persistent observation, providing an audit
trail and member checking are the acceptable procedures that have been developed in
qualitative research practice to indicate the credibility of the research. Member checking was
employed to address the validity of the qualitative component of this study. Member checking
involves the participant rechecking the data, analysis, interpretations, and conclusions to judge
their accuracy and credibility (Creswell, 2007). Although Silverman (2010) identified some
inherent challenges in member checking, it remains a critical technique for establishing
credibility in qualitative data research (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). In this study, at the end of each
focus group discussion, the researcher summarized the conversation back to the participants to
make sure they agreed to what had been discussed. Further, all the focus group discussion
sessions were audio recorded to ensure accuracy and to allow the researcher to recheck
statements if necessary.
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3.8

Insider researcher

The researcher in this study had the role of an ‘insider researcher.’ Social sciences researchers,
especially those in qualitative research, adopt this strategy to collect reliable and credible data.
An insider researcher is defined as a person involved in research with the people to whom s/he
belongs (Unluer, 2012). It is believed that an insider researcher knows and understands a group
better than an outsider (Breen, 2007). According to Bonner & Tolhurst (2002), the insider
researcher has the advantage of being well equipped with cultural knowledge and
understanding, natural interaction with the people, trust and intimacy that helps to tell and judge
the truth. Being an insider for this study meant that it was easy to communicate with the
participants to explain the meaning of questions in a culturally appropriate.
The characteristics that this researcher brought to the field situation—a similar ethnic identity
as born and raised Pakistani an employee of a public research and development organization
and a team member of the ASLP-2 Social Research Project (SRP)—helped in identifying and
gaining access to participants, carrying out the household survey and aided with the FGDs.
Sharing the same culture and language minimized the barriers and challenges to communicating
with people (Unluer, 2012). Also, understanding and meaningful interpretation of the analyzed
data was assisted by the shared local language of the researcher and community (Riska, 2017).
As stated by Guevarra (2006), if the researcher shares some common characteristics, such as
ethnicity, with respondents the latter are more receptive. The characteristics that this researcher
brought to the field situation—a similar ethnic identity as born and raised Pakistani an employee
of a public research and development organization and a team member of the ASLP-2 Social
Research Project (SRP)—helped in identifying and gaining access to participants, carrying out
the household survey and aided with the FGDs. Sharing the same culture and language
minimized the barriers and challenges to communicating with people (Unluer, 2012). Likewise,
being Pakistani, the researcher found that the acquired knowledge and understanding of local
culture and symbolic meanings that are expressed by participants during the research helped to
better relate to the respondents. Also, understanding and meaningful interpretation of the
analysed data was assisted by the shared local language of the researcher and community
(Riska, 2017).
However, there are also some challenges to being an insider researcher including bias (Bishop,
2008) and not being critical while asking questions (Hesse-Biber & Leavy, 2005). Keeping in
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mind these challenges, a professional distance was kept during the survey. Also, two Pakistani
enumerators, one female and one male, who had limited prior contact with the research
respondents, were employed for data collection. This helped to maximize the authenticity of
the answers. It also helped to capture the variation in responses to the same questions and
examine problems more closely. Thus, these precautionary steps helped to minimize the
possible insider bias and were essential to ensure reliable and trustworthy data.
3.9

Data Analysis

This study was carried out using mixed methods and both quantitative and qualitative data sets.
Therefore, the quantitative data analysis was performed using descriptive and inferential
statistics while the qualitative data was integrated using thematic analysis.
3.9.1 Quantitative Data Analysis
The data analysis for the quantitative data was performed using IBM SPSS Statistics 23. After
the data collection, the data were entered into SPSS directly and then cross-checked for data
entry errors and anomalies to develop a clean data set. The data analysis methods are mostly
dependent on the type of research question being addressed. For each individual case in this
study, data were analysed at both the household level and the community level, and these
analyses were followed by an investigation of the relationships between these levels. Upon
completion of the within-case analysis at the individual case level, a cross-case analysis was
done to compare results between cases. Again, this first took place at the sub-unit level of cases
in order to reflect the embedded nature of the cases. Therefore, for the present study, descriptive
and inferential data analysis techniques were employed to analyze and interpret that quantitative
data. Table 3.1 outlines the overview of the research questions and the quantitative data analysis
techniques used for this study.
Descriptive statistics, including means and percentages, were used to analyze research question
one. The reason for this was that the research question is descriptive and therefore suitable to
present the valuable information about the extent to which the women and men from small
farming households were engaged in the AVCD activities. It also provided gender desegregated
information regarding the participation of small holder farmers in value chain development and
their level of satisfaction with that participation.
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Table 3.2 Overview of Research Questions & Quantitative Data Analysis
Data Analysis Technique Used

Research Questions

1 To what extent have PBD and commodity- Descriptive Statistics – Means
focused approaches facilitated the inclusion of
small farming HHD’s women and men to gain
benefit from the AVCD activities?
2. Does the inclusion of women in AVCD through
place-based and commodity-focused approaches
increase women’s involvement in family and farm
decision making?

Descriptive Statistics – Means and Percentages
Logistic regression analysis to explore the effect of
inclusion and participation on women’s
involvement in family and farm decision making.

3. To what extent have PBD activities stimulated
inter-household collaboration and wellbeing of the
farming community (trust and social development)
in the area, as compared to commodity-focused
approaches?

Descriptive Statistics – Means and Percentages
One-Way between-groups ANOVA to examine if
statistically significant differences exist between
the PBD and commodity-focused value chain
development approaches.
One-Way between-groups ANOVA to examine if
statistically significant differences exist before and
after the project between the PBD and commodityfocused value chain development approaches.

To analyze research question two, both descriptive statistics and logistic regression analysis
were performed. The purpose of using regression analysis was to explore the changes in the
gender decision-making pattern with inclusion in the value chain development activities in both
approaches. This enabled researchers to explore the effects of other factors, such as
participation in skills training and household income, on gender collaboration in decision
making at the household level. Research question three was analysed using both descriptive and
inferential statistics such as means, percentages, One-Way between-groups Analysis of
Variance (ANOVA), and One-way between-groups Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA) to
study whether there were significant differences between place-based and commodity-focused
approaches to AVCD on gender collaboration at the inter-household level. Thus, in cases where
significant differences were found at p < 0.05, post hoc analysis was conducted to discover
which particular means differed significantly at p < 0.05.
3.9.2 Analysis of Qualitative Data
The major aim of data analysis is to present the results in a precise, clear and compelling way
to answer the research questions and objectives (Hennink, 2014). The data analysis of
qualitative research occurs alongside data collection (Galletta, 2013). Qualitative data analysis
involves the process of breaking the data down, according to its importance and interpretation
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of its meaning, into meaningful concepts and themes (Bailey, 2010). According to Creswell
(2007), qualitative data analysis is the process of preparing and organizing the data for analysis
that includes data reduction through identifying the emerging themes and coding. To validate
the quantitative results, the data is finally presented using figures, tables and quotes to interpret
different perspectives and views. Thus, presenting the qualitative data results is like writing the
quantitative results.
However, analysis of qualitative data in general and FGD in particular, is challenging because
it produces a diverse and large dataset compared to quantitative studies (Hennink, 2014).
Although there are benefits to FGDs as they provide a collective perspective on research issues,
presentation of FGD results requires expertise and care in data reduction, presentation and
maintaining coherence. Therefore, it is important to ‘respect the tradition in which data were
collected and capitalize on the strengths of this approach’ (Hennink, 2014 pp. 128). There are
two broad approaches to FGD data analysis and reporting: a) how the participants discussed the
issues in group discussions and b) what is said in the discussion (Morgan, 2010). Patton (2002)
described qualitative data analysis as ‘reducing the volume of raw information, sifting trivia
from significance, identifying significant patterns, and constructing a framework for
communicating the essence of what the data reveal’ (p. 432).
In this study, the qualitative data analysis started with the transcription of the raw data produced
from the focused group discussions. All the responses were written in a separate file to make it
readable. Then the researcher transcribed sentences and phrases directly to avoid dilution of the
group’s point of view and retain the essence of the information. The transcription involved
going through the notes and listening to each recording several times to preserve the accuracy.
This immersion also allowed the researcher to identify the emerging themes in the data. This
preserved the general sense of the FGDs before breaking them down into themes and parts
(Creswell, 2007). For each FGD item, the researcher looked for common phrases or statements
and put them together under pre-determined themes based on the literature. Further, each theme
emerging from the reading was considered and re-examined in relation to the original data to
check for any contradictions and possible oversights. After the categorization process, the data
was presented through respondents’ perspectives in relation to the existing literature.
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3.10

Ethical Considerations

The quantitative and qualitative data collection for this study was in line with the University of
Canberra’s human ethics research guidelines. The University’s Human Ethics Research
Committee (HERC) granted ethics approval before data collection with project number 15-230
on 14th October 2015. The following ethical considerations were also considered while
conducting this study:
3.10.1 Informed consent
It is a central aspect of research ethics that the researcher must ensure the research respondents
understand the research project and procedures. As most of the farming community, especially
the women, in Pakistan possess a low level of literacy the researcher distributed the information
sheet to literate participants. Meanwhile, the research objectives and related information on
their privacy and rights were explained verbally to less literate respondents; verbal consent was
obtained from each participant before data collection. In addition, for the recording of FGDs,
the researcher obtained permission from the group and explained their right to decline,
withdraw and refuse the recording.
3.10.2 Participants’ rights
It is mandatory that the researcher must ensure that the research participants know their rights,
which include the right to withdraw from the research without feeling threatened or being fined,
the right to be protected, and the right to have access to the publication of the study. The
respondents of this study were aware of their right to withdraw from the research at any time
without any obligation.
3.10.3 Confidentiality
The respondents were informed that all information about them is kept confidential and data
will be treated as anonymous.
3.11

Chapter Summary

The chapter provided a detailed description of the research design and methods used in this
study. The research questions and objectives were identified, followed by the rationale for the
research design and the reasons for applying a mixed methods research approach. The chapter
presented details about the research sites and respondents, as well as the sampling techniques
used in the study. This was followed by discussions on the data collection instruments and
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procedures, reliability and validity issues, data analysis procedures, and ethical issues. The
following chapter will outline the results/findings of the study.
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Chapter Four: Results
4.0

Introduction

To examine gender inclusion and collaboration, two approaches to AVCD, place-based and
commodity-focused, were explored in this study. The primary aim was to find the comparative
benefits of improving gender inclusion and collaboration at the intra and inter-household levels
in small farming households. A control case was also included for comparison purposes.
Quantitative and qualitative data were collected employing a concurrent mixed methods
approach. This chapter presents the results from both.
The chapter is divided into five sections. The introductory section covers the socio-economic
and demographic information about the men and women in the three villages. Section two
outlines the results from ASLP2 relating to the inclusion of small farming households in AVCD
through place-based and commodity-focused approaches. The findings on intra-household
gender collaboration and gender empowerment (women’s role in decision making) are
presented in section three. Section four outlines the results regarding inter-household gender
collaboration in rural areas. A cross-case analysis of the significant determinants of gender
empowerment and collaboration at the intra and inter-household levels, in both approaches, and
what if any contribution of participation makes to gender collaboration, are also presented in
section four. A chapter summary is provided in section five.
4.1

Overview of the Cases/Respondents

This section briefly presents an overview of the respondents’ farm and socio-economic
characteristics in the three cases: Village 1 (V1), pilot place-based approach; Village 2 (V2),
commodity-focused approach; and Village 3 (V3), the control village. The details on type of
respondent, their human, financial, social and natural capital is presented in this section. Two
types of socioeconomic characteristics were obtained in the household survey. The individual
attributes of the respondents including: age, education, family type, family size and number of
family members who live off the farm. In addition, the farm level demographic details were
recorded including: tenancy status, size of own land, number of male and females who work on
the family farm and number of animals at the farm. Individual and farm level socioeconomic
attributes usually remained the same for the project duration; the analysis of these variables was
carried out using the post-project survey data obtained from the family head and spouse. In all,
one hundred and twelve (112) households from three villages participated in the post-project
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survey. Village one (V1) was the pilot place-based village, where the ASLP2 citrus and social
projects collaboratively implemented their AVCD activities. In village two (V2), the
commodity-focused village, only one commodity team (the ASLP2 dairy team), implemented
their project interventions. Village 3 (V3), the control village, was part of the SRP baseline
survey but no project intervention was carried out in all, two hundred and twenty-four (224)
respondents (heads of the household and spouses) were selected through purposive sampling
and interviewed separately. It is worth mentioning that one hundred percent of the heads of
household were male. Therefore, head of the household in this research will always refer to a
male and the spouse as a female. As noted in the methodology chapter, all participating
households were also involved in the baseline/pre-project survey. To collect the data the
researcher visited all households in the three villages.
4.1.1 Individual Characteristics of the Respondents
The individual profiles obtained in the quantitative part of the study consist of age, education,
number of family off-farm workers, family size and family type. The demographic data on these
variables are summarized in Table 5.1.
Table 4.1: Socio-economic Characteristics of the Respondents
Socio-economic
Village 1
Village 2
Characteristics
Male
Female Male
Female
Age (years)
Education (years)
Percent illiterate
Number of off-farm workers
(Nos.)
Family size (Nos.)
Family type (Percent Joint)
Income Rs. /year

51

43

53

47

8
12
0.93

4
29
0.05

7
23
1.17

2
77
0.03

6.5
52
297805

7.11
31
170571

Village 3
Male
43

Female
43

9
8
0.60

8
23
0.08

7.3
61
313784

Source: The Author, quantitative household survey

The individual-level socioeconomic characteristics show that participants are represented in
almost all age groups (in all districts), the majority of them categorised as working age which
is between 40-55 years of age. The age of a household member is considered an important
indicator in determining their level of participation in, and influence on, household and farm
decisions, as well as their adoption of innovations and collaboration. Most of the male
respondents (more than 60 percent ) from V1 were 30 to 50 years old, while the majority of the
males from V2 and V3 (70 and 60 percent respectively) were 41 to 60 years of age. The majority
of female respondents belonged to the 31-50 year age group. The percentage of female
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respondents was relatively higher in the 21-40 year age group compared to their male
counterparts. It should be noted that the spouses (women) are generally 5-10 years younger than
their husbands in Pakistan. As the data were collected from the household head and spouse,
most of both male and female participants were married couples in all the districts.
The literacy rate of women is one of the indicators of the Gender Gap Index (GGI, 2016) and
Pakistan measures lowest in the recent report. The findings of this study also showed that many
of the female respondents were illiterate or had a lower level of literacy than males. The
percentage of illiterate male respondents, 14 percent, was less than that of female respondents
at 40 percent. There were also regional disparities in women’s illiteracy: most women in V2
were illiterate (77 percent), compared to V1 and V3 whose illiteracy rate was 29 and 23 percent
respectively. This shows that there is little investment in female education, especially in rural
areas. The level of education or average years of education of female respondents is also very
low when compared to males. Most of the male respondents in V2 had a primary and middle
school level of education (5-8 years), compared to only two years of average education for
female respondents in the same village.
Similarly, the majority of men in V1 and V3 had a higher level of secondary education (10-12
years) than women, who had a primary and middle level of education (4 - 8 years). Higher
education or graduate level education was low for both male and female respondents.
Vocational and technical education was also at a discouragingly low level for both male and
female respondents in all villages.
The results regarding women’s participation in off-farm work demonstrated that it is meager in
all the study areas. It was found that every household had, on average, one off-farm male
worker. However, the number of female off-farm workers was low in all villages, showing there
are limited off-farm work opportunities for women in rural areas. Thus, the deprived nature of a
woman’s existence in rural communities, coupled with limited educational opportunities in those
communities, has led to a lower level of women’s participation in formal work and a higher
dependence on agricultural and informal work. This eventually results in marginalizing women,
leading to low incomes and poverty.

Regarding the type and size of the family, an essential variable for determining the availability
of family labor supply for household and farm chores, the average family size was seven
persons per household. This was comprised of five adults and two children with an equal male
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and female ratio. It is worth mentioning that out of every two males in a family, one male
member was usually working for off-farm income while all other family members were mostly
involved in agriculture work. The results also indicate that 52 percent of families in V1 and 61
percent in V3, were living in a joint family system where the married couples live with their
parents and siblings. The majority of families, 69 percent, in V2 were living in nuclear family
setup, where married couples lived with their children only.
To summarize, in all the study sites, two apparent differences were observed between male and
female respondents. In terms of education and opportunities for income generation, the results
show that majority of women possess a lower literacy level than men. Furthermore, women had
fewer years of education compared to men. Second, as most off-farm workers were men and
women’s involvement in off-farm work was negligible, the results indicate that women in rural
areas have lower levels of human capital, including education and skills, when compared to
men. Due to their low skills and education, women also had no opportunities to participate in
off-farm work for income generation in rural areas. Given the individual profiles of the male
and female respondents, and the pattern of gender disparities in access to both human and
financial capital, it was thought useful to examine the farm level profile/characteristics of the
rural households in the study sites.
4.1.2 Farm/Household Characteristics of the Respondents
In addition to individual socio-economic and demographic details, the farm level demographics
were also obtained from the respondents. The ownership and size of farmland determine the
household’s access to and control over the productive natural resources and decision making
regarding farming (Sen, 1990).

The access to and control over cropping patterns, area

allocation to different crops, cultivation of subsistence and cash crops, adoption of
recommended practices, and marketing of crops and livestock output is not only important in
household livelihood but also plays a key role in intra-household decision making for women
and men. Yet, for women, access to financial assets may not provide control over them (Elson,
1999).
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Table 4.2: Farm-level characteristics of the respondents
Socio-economic
Village 1
Village 2

Village 3

indicators
Owners Percent

90

60

89

Size of Landholding (Hectare)

2.8

0.8

4.1

1

1

1

0

0.2

0

- Before

2.5

2.9

8.5

- After

2.0

2.8

5.0

Farmworkers (Nos.)
-

Male
Female

No. of animals

Source: The Author, quantitative households’ survey

The results showed that the large majority of households in villages one and three, nearly 90
percent, were owner-operators while in village two, the percentage of owners was
comparatively low at 60 percent. The households that cultivate their own or rented or shared
land, are usually considered farm households. Punjab houses nearly 41 percent of the total
farming households of the country (Nazili et al., 2012). The majority of farm households, which
is 70 percent in Pakistan, own marginal farmlands of up to 2 hectares of land and 20 percent of
small farm households own up to 5 hectares of land (Rashid & Sheikh, 2015). The results of
this study showed that small land holdings were cultivated in all districts; however, the average
land holding was higher in V3 (4 hectares) followed by V1 (3 hectares). While most of the
farming households in V2 owned less than one hectare of agricultural land and belonged to
marginal farm households, the proportion of rented and shared farmland was higher in V2 when
compared to the other two villages (Table 4.2).
Family farm workers include members of the household who contribute to any agricultural
work on the family farm. They could be involved on a permanent or part-time basis. For
example, older family members are considered permanent family farm workers who mostly
supervise the farm activities and play an important role in decision making. The family farm
workers contribute to family crop production and provide the farm labor to farming households.
The data reveals that on average, every household in the villages had one male farm worker
while there were no female farm workers reported in villages one and three. One possible reason
for this could be that supervision of the farm and orchard in villages one and three was
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considered the principal responsibility of the males of the family. Furthermore, the number of
female farm workers in V2 was also found to be very low compared to males (Table 5.2).
In addition to land, livestock is also considered an integral part of the farming households in
Punjab. Therefore, the information about ownership and number of animals, especially cattle
and buffalo, were also obtained from the respondents. The average number of animals was
higher in V3, with the baseline being more than eight animals per household. However, a failure
of rice and potato crops in Punjab saw many households sell their livestock to maintain their
standard of living and the figures in V3 decreased to five animals per household in the followup survey. The number of animals in village one and two remained almost the same in both preand post-survey results (Table 5.2).
4.1.3 Summary of Results
To summarize, crop and livestock were a significant source of livelihood for most of
respondents. However, their access to and ownership of land varied in the three study sites. V2,
the commodity-focused village appeared to have the lowest percentage of owners with marginal
land holdings (less than 1 hectare). As mentioned in the section above, the average household
income in V2 was also lowest. Thus, due to their small land holdings and subsistence livestock,
and low level of educational attainment for both men and women, most households in V2
belonged to the poor and marginal farming category. Many households in villages one and three
owned less than five hectares and fall under the marginal farming household category. The
results imply that the lower level of household access to and ownership of land in the rural setup
is significantly related to socio-economic markers such as education and income.
Looking at the demographics of the sample households, there is an evident pattern of gender
disparity in the levels of access to natural resources (land), access to and ownership of animals,
as well as literacy and employment differences. The next section presents the findings regarding
the level of inclusion of poor and marginal households, especially women, in agricultural value
chain activities with both the place-based and commodity-focused approaches. To achieve a
more in-depth appreciation, both quantitative and qualitative data were collected on key
questions regarding inclusion and participation.
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4.2
Gender Inclusion in Agricultural Value Development in Place-based and
Commodity-focused approaches

As noted in Chapter 1, the first research question was: To what extent have PBD and
commodity-focused approaches facilitated members of small farming households (women and
men) to participate and gain benefit from AVCD activities? The response to this question was
to ascertain the level of inclusion and participation of male and female respondents experienced
during the life of the project and the extent to which they believed their inclusion and
participation was useful and helped to improve their livelihoods. The next section outlines the
quantitative and qualitative research findings on this. The section outlines the case-wise
analysis of gender inclusion and involvement in the value chain development activities in
villages one and two.
4.2.1 Quantitative Results on Inclusion and Participation
The household survey had a list of questions regarding the inclusion and participation of men
and women in value chain development activities developed through discussions and a review
of the related literature, including project proposals and reports. To determine their level of
inclusion, the respondents were asked whether they or any of their family members (daughter,
son, husband), have participated in any of the project activities? If they answered “yes” they
were asked about wide range of activities, including, but not limited to training sessions, field
visits, community meetings and workshops as detailed in the survey instrument (Appendix 2).
Both the household head and spouse were also asked about the extent to which the value chain
activities addressed their needs. The rating scale consisted of three descriptors ‘1 to 3’: 1= Not
at all, 2= Partially, 3 = Fully. The quantitative data obtained from the survey relating to these
research questions were analyzed using descriptive statistics (See Figure 5.1).
•

The extent of Participation in Value Chain Development: Both Cases (Village 1 and Village
2)

The involvement of small farming households, especially women, in AVCD was a prime
objective in the ASLP2 in general and the SRP in particular. In pre-and post-project surveys,
the level of inclusion and participation of small farming households’ men and women was
explored in both villages. The baseline (pre-project survey) was conducted in 2011-12; the
respective agricultural commodity value chain development projects had already started their
activities in both villages. As the selected villages were part of the Agricultural Sector Linkages
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Project phase-1 (ASLP1) as well as ASLP phase-2 (ASLP 2), the sample households (both
household head and spouse) from both villages were asked about their awareness of and
participation in the project. The data show that nearly 40 percent of men from V1 were involved
and registered for the ASLP-2 commodity project activities at the time of the baseline survey
(pre-project survey). Nearly 10 percent of women from V1 were aware that their husbands were
involved in the ASLP-2 activities at the time of baseline survey (Figure 5.1).The reason for the
low level of awareness of women was limited or no contact of project teams with women for
value chain development activities.
Thirty-seven percent of men from V2 were involved and registered for the ASLP-2 commodity
project activities at the time of baseline survey (pre-project survey). Similarly, 35 percent of
women from V2 were also aware of and registered for VCD project activities at the time of
baseline survey (Figure 5.1). However, the post-project survey results reveal that in V2,
women’s involvement/participation decreased over time in V2. While the number of male
participants remained the same in V2 in the commodity-based value chain activities (Figure
4.1).
In contrast, gender inclusion/integration and participation in V1 value chain development
activities improved over the project’s life. The post-project survey results reveal apparent
differences in women’s participation which was five times more than a pre-project survey.
Similarly, the participation of men was almost doubled in V1 (Figure 5.1). The findings of the
post-project survey reflect that the place-based VCD approach implemented in V1 was more
gender inclusive in terms of involving small farming households than the commodity-focused
approach employed in V2, where some of the registered households left the project activities.
Due to encouraging and enabling environment of the VCD activities in V1, there was also an
expansion of the beneficiaries in village one. On the other hand, the number of beneficiary
households/respondents was constant for whole period of the project in V2.
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Figure 4.1: Gender participation across two value chain development approaches in V1 and V2

In summary, major differences were found in gender inclusion and participation in VCD’s in
the pre and post project analyses. Village one tended to become more gender inclusive, while
no changes or improvements to gender inclusion were observed in V2. The participation of
women in fact slightly decreased over time under the commodity-focused approach. It is now
worthwhile to examine the type of activities women and men were involved to get a deeper
understanding of their inclusion and participation in diverse activities.
Mode of Participation in Agricultural Value Chain Development Activities (Village 1:
Place-based Case)
Table 4.3 Gender Participation in VCD Activities in Village 1 (Percent)
Female
Male
Type of activities involved
Before
After
Before
Meeting
0
27
47
Meetings + short training
0
37
6
Meetings + longer skills training
0
12
0
Longer skills training
0
0
0
Short training
0
0
9

After
12
63
0
2
0

Source: The Author, quantitative household survey

It is evident from the results in Table 4.3, that there was no involvement of women in village
one in any of the project activities in the baseline survey, while nearly half of the men were
involved in attending farmer meetings when the commodity team visited the village. Short
training sessions, such as crop and orchard management, were attended by about 15 percent of
111

Chapter 4

the sample’s household heads according to the baseline survey from village one. The same
question was posed to men and women in the after-project survey and it was found that 27
percent of women were involved in farmer meetings.2 Around 37 percent of female respondents
participated in both farmer meetings and short-term training sessions such as nursery raising,
value addition, household poultry management, kitchen gardening, animal fodder and feed
management, and crops and orchard management. It was found that 12 percent of the female
respondents in village one were involved in longer duration skills training such as computer
literacy and sewing and embroidery.
On the other hand, men’s level of participation in meetings and short training had increased to
63 percent in village one. The short-term training for men in village one included orchard
management, pruning, livestock care and management, irrigation management, fertilizer
application, and harvesting techniques. However, men’s involvement in long-term skills
training in V1 was low compared to women.
•

Mode of Participation in Agricultural Value Chain Development Activities
(Village 2: Commodity-focused Case)

Table 4.4 : Gender Participation in VCD activities in Village 2 (Percent)
Female
Male
Type of activities involved
Before
After
Before
After
Meeting
26
9
17
12
Meetings + Short Trainings
0
3
0
24
Source: The Author, quantitative household survey

In Village 2, each respondent was asked the same question regarding the type of activities they
were engaged in. The results show that a quarter of the spouses were participating in farmer
meetings at the time of the commodity team’s visit to the village, which had decreased by 17
percent by the time of the post-project survey conducted three years later. Only a small number
of women attended short-term training sessions on topics that included animal health care and
feed management. By comparison, the data show that nearly one-fifth of the men were engaged
in project meetings at the time of the baseline survey, but their participation had also decreased
three years later. However, the percentage involvement of men in short/one-day training

2

These meetings were organized when project teams (commodity and social project) visited the village - usually
once a month.
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sessions along with the farmer meetings, had increased after the project survey. The results
indicate that the percentage of women engaged in value chain development activities in the
commodity-focused approach in V2 dropped off during the project life, while the engagement
of men shows improvement over time. The principal activities in V2 were found to be meetings
and expert lectures by the commodity team and one-day workshops and training on the specific
aspects of the commodity involved. The results on gender involvement in VCD activities are
presented in Table 4.4.
•

Comparing the Cases (place-based and commodity-focused)

Table 4.5: Comparison of Gender Participation in Different Activities after the Project
Female
Male
Type of activities involved
Village 1 Village 2
Village 1
Village 2
Meeting
27
9
12
12
Meetings + one day trainings &
workshops
37
3
63
24
Meetings + longer skills trainings
12
0
2
0
Source: The Author, quantitative household survey

The cross-case analysis of both villages, V1 and V2, shows that the majority of both men and
women were engaged in two major activities: farmer meetings and one-day short training
workshops. The extent of the participation of V1 women was almost three times greater than
those in V2. Further, about one-third of the women from V1 were engaged in both activities;
meetings and short training, but the figures were very low in V2. The participation /engagement
of women in longer duration trainings such as sewing and computer skill was reported higher
in V1 compared to men. The majority of male respondents (heads of households) in V1 were
engaged in the farmer meetings and short duration/one-day training workshops/sessions. The
percentage involvement of both men and women in V1 was higher than in V2. It is evident from
the results that both men and women were more exposed to diversified knowledge and skill
development opportunities in V1 compared to V2 (Table 4.5.
In contrast, the majority of men and women in V2 were exposed to the traditional agricultural
extension training and visits, that included farmer meetings, lectures and short training sessions
regarding a specific commodity, dairy in this case. The results indicate that participation of men
and women from farming households decreased in V2 over the three years. It implies that the
more diversified and holistic value chain development approach leads to the increased interest
of the farming community, especially women.
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To get a deeper understanding of gender inclusion and engagement from the participants’
perspective, both the household head and spouse from both villages were also asked: ‘to what
extent have the value chain activities fulfilled/addressed their needs?’ The rating scale consists
of three descriptors ‘1 to 3’: 1= Not at all, 2= Partially, 3 = Fully. The quantitative survey
results from both male and female respondents in both villages are presented below:
•

Satisfaction from participation in Agricultural Value Chain Development
Activities (Village 1: Place-based Case)

Female

Male

60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
No answer

Not at all

Partially

Fully

Figure 4.2: Level of Satisfaction of Male and Female Respondents in Village 1.

The data analysis revealed that the majority of the men (54 percent) were of the view that their
needs were addressed and one third reported partial satisfaction (Figure 5.2). Only a small
number of men reported that the project activities did not address their needs in village one. On
the other hand, about forty percent of the female respondents reported that they were “fully”
satisfied and about forty percent were partially satisfied with the project interventions.
However, the number of women who did not reply to this question and reported the project
activities had no impact on them was relatively higher than for the men (Figure 4.2).
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•

Satisfaction from participation in Agricultural Value Chain Development
Activities (Village 2: Commodity-focused Case)

Female

Male

60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
No answer

Not at all

Partially

Fully

Figure 4.3: Level of Satisfaction of Male and Female Respondents in Village 2.

Both the male and female respondents from V2 were asked the same question regarding their
satisfaction with the project interventions in fulfilling their needs in the post-project survey.
The majority of both male and female respondents reported that the project interventions did
not address their needs. About one-fifth of both male and female respondents were partially
satisfied with the project interventions. But a similar number of respondents did not reply to the
question in V2 (Figure 4.3) and none of the sample respondents reported full satisfaction with
the project interventions in their village.
•

Comparing the Cases – Satisfaction with the VCD activities

The cross-case analysis of V1 and V2 shows that a higher percentage of male and female
respondents in V1 were of the view that the project interventions addressed their needs.
However, the majority of men and women from V2 were ‘not at all’ satisfied and reported that
their needs were not addressed. This implies that lower level of satisfaction for the VCD
interventions I n V2 lead to a lower level of women’s participation and engagement compared
to men. It was assumed that the reason for this was the dissatisfaction in the community about
the VCD interventions.
In summary, this study has identified a number of activities for women’s inclusion and
mainstreaming in AVCD programs and projects. The key findings from quantitative data show
that a participatory and place-based approach encourages women’s inclusion compared to
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commodity-focused approach. There was a diversity of activities taking place under the placebased approach, where more than two teams collaboratively carried out value chain
development activities. In the case of V2, a single team with a specific commodity carried out
a commodity-focused value chain development interventions. The majority of men and women
in V2 received traditional agricultural extension techniques such as farmer meetings, lectures
and short training about a specific commodity. The results indicate that the participation of men
and women from farming households is enhanced through diversified and holistic AVCD
approaches. The level of satisfaction from VCD interventions in both villages was entirely
different. The majority of men and women in V1 were either fully or at least partially satisfied
that the project met their needs, while the majority of both genders in V2 were not satisfied with
the value chain development interventions either in terms of meeting their needs or addressing
their issues.
4.2.2 Qualitative Findings on Inclusion and Participation
To substantiate the quantitative results and to gain deeper insight into the issues raised, this
section presents the findings of the qualitative data collected through Focus Group Discussions
(FGDs). Guided by the community engagement principles of Spriggs & Chambers (2010), the
study sought to elicit information from respondents about their experiences of participation and
involvement in the two different approaches to AVCD. Specifically, the respondents from both
villages were asked to relate the particular initiatives they had implemented during the project
period. Data from the FGDs reveal men and women were engaged in specific commodity-based
or needs-based activities by the commodity team and Social Research Project (SRP) team in
both villages.
The results of FGDs are summarized here and related to gender inclusion and participation. The
FGDs with men and women in both villages indicated two entirely different stories of inclusion
and participation, especially for women. In this case, their participation had influenced them to
get involved in specific value chain development activities at the household level. It was evident
from the FGDs that inclusion and participation were more focused in village one with the SRP,
where women were involved in identification, prioritization, planning and implementation of
activities to improve their income. The level of community engagement can be summarised as
the ‘high priority of gender and poor groups inclusion,’ which has also been called:
‘participatory and holistic value chain development,’ ‘encouraging community collaboration,’
and ‘empowering poor and marginal groups and women through information and skills
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development.’ Cross-case analysis of quantitative and qualitative data showed that place-based
development involving multi-disciplinary teams encouraged the process of gender inclusion,
collaboration and empowerment in village one where this approach was employed for value
chain development (see Figure 4.4).
•

Experiences of Inclusion (Collaborative Commitment for Engaging Poor and
Marginalized Groups in VCD) Village 1

A consistent thread which emerged throughout the data analysis of the place-based
development approach was the enabling environment and collaborative commitment of the
community and project teams. This collaborative commitment for gender inclusion in village
one was envisioned, holistically, as a widespread dedication to empowering women from small
farming households through multidisciplinary project teams and with a community supportive
of the project interventions.
The conversation around a commitment to gender inclusion was expressed in both FGDs in V1.
For example, Resp-2, a young girl, expressed her views on inclusion as follows:
these three years were precious years of my life, as after I finished school two
years back, I was sitting in the home as going to other houses is not
considered very good in village … the centre provided an opportunity for us
to go outside in a neutral and protected place…
The traditional AVCD projects generally focus on a specific crop and commodity and adhere
strictly to that boundary. This generally attracts large landholder male farmers while for the
small farming household men and women it remains out of reach. This is reflected in one of the
female FGD respondent’s replies about their inclusion in the VCD in village one:
We never knew what’s going on in our village before as men used to attend
the agriculture things and no one asked us about our needs and concerns.
This time we know what’s going on around the village and women's needs
are also considered valuable. This is the first time in our village we met with
many institutional representatives from the citrus research institute,
agriculture extension, NARC and Australian experts (Women FGD, Village
1).
To summarize the experiences of gender inclusion, a female FGD participant described
women’s experience as follows:
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The involvement of women and girls in VCD interventions in our village
changed our lives of stagnation to active learning and collaboration; we are
so satisfied with participation (Resp-4, V1).
The FGD respondents were asked what worked well for them in these three years, and what
gains they had made from their participation in value chain development activities. The
majority of women and girls were of the view that the establishment of the Community Services
Centre (CSC) was a significant milestone for them to be able to get out of their homes. One of
female FGD member noted:
When I came to training need assessment workshop in 2012, I thought this
is a routine paperwork of government departments, they get data and never
come back. After series of visits of different teams, I came to know a CSC
will be established in our village that will provide our daughters and us a
platform for getting skills. At first I could not believe but now my two
daughters got sewing and computer training and I am so happy (Resp-2,
V1).
Similarly, men from the V1 also expressed their satisfaction with the participatory approach
and involvement of small farming households especially women and youth in diversified value
chain development as well as non-farm skills development for youth such as computer training
and linkages with other institutions for capacity building. The CSC also served as a neutral
place for men and provided a platform for many collaborative activities as indicated by a young
boy in V1:
In the previous phase of project most of the small farming households were
not actively participating because of the meeting place, which was
‘Dera”/house of a larger land holder farmer, and most of the farmers were
not willing to go there. As CSC is a neutral place and it provides us an
opportunity to sit and discuss our problems and find out the solutions
together. As I am using this place to teach other young children in this centre
(Resp-5, V1).
To sum up, involving women and men through integrated and participatory place-based
approaches provides avenues for poor and marginal groups to get the benefits of AVCD
activities. It also revealed that participatory, needs-based and collaborative value chain
development activities benefit the broader community.
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•

Experiences of Inclusion (the commodity-focused VCD) Village 2

It was evident from the quantitative analysis that most women in V2 were not ‘practically’
included in the project interventions compared to the men in the village. In contrast, the number
of women involved in the project decreased in V2 over time, and lost their interest in the project
intervention; some of the registered households left the project. When women were asked
whether they were engaged in value chain development activities to develop their skills and
improve their awareness, there a unanimous reaction from most of the FGD participants. This
was eloquently expressed by a woman’s response in the FGD in V2:
Women used to come in meeting when the commodity team representatives
visit us initially but some women never came back after few meetings as we
got nothing out of it and consider a waste of time. (Resp-1, V2)
Another young girl in FGD pointed out:
Most of the women initially used to come for meetings but eventually left the
project as it was not worth to come” (Resp-3, V2).
A lack of interest and the monotonous nature of the value chain activities could explain this
lower level of women’s participation in determined from the after-project survey in V2. It
appears that though the commodity-based information and knowledge was useful, it was not
sufficient. Also, it seems that the commodity-based intervention did not address the needs of
the small farming households. The women from small farming households mostly remained out
of reach of value chain development process because the project interventions were
preconceived and did not attract them. This may be the case in all project areas under
commodity-focused approaches in rural Pakistan, in similar rural settings. The commodityfocused AVCD approach does not seem practical for enhancing gender inclusion and
participation, especially from marginal and small farming households.
To summarize, the qualitative results from FGDs on gender inclusion from small farming
households revealed that the place-based approach facilitated the inclusion of women. It was
also found that the implementation of a place-based approached was collaborative and inclusive
and it attracted more participation of women from small farming households in V1 compared
to V2, where some of the registered households left. The detail of inclusion and participation
in both villages is summarized in Table 4.6.
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Table 4.6: Summary of Qualitative Results of Gender Inclusion and Participation
VCD activities

Women & Men
Village 1
Village 2
Identification of needs
Women from village one were There was no prior need
involved
in
their
needs identification from women and men.
identification and prioritization.
Women lost their interest in the
Women were involved in meetings lecture-only methods of commodity
Similar to women, men from village information sharing
one were also involved in their There was no prior need
needs
identification
and identification for men.
prioritization.
They attended meetings and
They were involved in meetings
participated in commodity-related
training.
Establishing a Neutral CSC turned out to be a focal point, Focal person’s home for women and
place
especially for women and girls, as a farm place ‘dera’ for men were the
neutral place the sit together and main places for a meeting when the
shared their experiences and learn commodity team used to visit.
new skills.
The absence of focal person in
CSC turned out a centre of activities village lead to loss of meeting point
and social gatherings for men as for men especially.
well to sit together and share their
experiences and learn new skills.
Interactive/Participatory
The activities undertaken in the The
traditional
expert-farmer
Learning
village
were
participatory, lectures attracted less women and
interactive and practical for women some of women reported that it was
especially, which kept them not worth to going to the lectures.
connected with community.

4.2.3 Summary of Results on Gender Inclusion and Participation in Value Chain
Development
In summary, this study has examined gender inclusion in AVCD activities through placebased/participatory and commodity-focused approaches in rural Punjab, Pakistan. The key
findings from the quantitative and qualitative sets of data are summarized in Figure 4.4. It is
evident from the analyses of both sets of data that the inclusion and participation of women and
men from small farming households was improved in village one, where the participatory and
place-based approach for value chain development was employed, compared to V2 that
received the commodity-focused value chain development approach. Both women and men in
village one were satisfied with their inclusion and ranked the VCD interventions as ‘fully’
addressing their needs. In contrast, the majority of women in the quantitative survey in V2 were
not satisfied with the interventions or were of the view that project had no impact on them and
did ‘Not at all’ address what they needed. The diversification of VCD activities was a major
feature in village one, where majority of women, as well as, men were engaged in various type
of activities such as meetings, trainings workshops and social activities. The major activities
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for women in V2 were meetings and lectures, which were regarded by them as ‘non-practical’
and ‘non-participatory.’
Some of the key insights drawn from the FGDs data offer a deeper understanding of the
quantitative results on gender inclusion in both villages. It was found that both men and women
in village one were involved in identification, prioritization, and planning of the VCD activities
collaboratively with project teams. Meanwhile, the women and men from V2 were registered
for the commodity project but were not involved in any of the planning or needs assessment
activities for them. Women, in particular, expressed their disinterest in traditional expert-farmer
lectures on various aspects of the specific commodity, which according to them, were not worth
attending. Thus, the participatory approach was key influencing factor for community
engagement.
4
Qualitative Findings
Quantitative Findings
Inclusion provides women and girls an
opportunity to get involved in various
activities in village one.

Higher participation/inclusion of women and
men in village one compared to village two.
Diversity of activities such meetings, training,
skills development, social events in village one.
Major activity of participation in village two was
community meetings especially for women.
Fewer opportunities for women in village two
for skills trainings

Gender
Inclusion
and
participat
ion in
VCDs

Satisfaction from participation was much higher
in village one both for men and women
Majority of women reported that their needs
were not all addressed by the VCDs in village
two.

Useful for men in village one as well, as they
were exposed to various interventions which
they were not aware of before.
The diversity of teams and establishment of a
neutral place was an important factor for
women and men in village one.
The participatory approach was an
appreciated method for women in village one
as it provided an opportunity for them to
raise their voices.
The specific commodity-focused informationbased meetings and lectures did not attract
the attention of women especially in village
two.
The pre-planned and non-participatory

Mixing Data
Key approaches for Gender Inclusion
•
Participatory and interaction VCDs intervention planning especially for women
•
Diversity in implementation strategies
•
Multi-disciplinary interventions provided better linkages with various institutions

Figure 4.4: Merging Qualitative and Quantitative Results of Gender Inclusion and Participation in VCDs

Following the inclusion and participation of women and men in value chain development
activities in both villages it was pertinent to ascertain whether the place-based approach
facilitated the inclusion and participation of women and poor people in value chain
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development. It has been previously ascertained that the traditional agricultural extension
approach—which is generally commodity-focused, pre-planned according to commodity
improvement needs and orientated towards expert-farmers—attracts a low level of participation
of women and smallholder farmers (Shahbaz & Atta, 2014; Spriggs & Chambers, 2010).
Therefore, gender inclusion and mainstreaming through place-based and participatory
approaches provides an important incubator for ideas and strategies that can be transferred to
mainstream interventions to create an empowering space for women, especially in rural areas
(Sheikh, 2012). The next section presents the results of the impact of gender participation and
empowerment in both villages. The section will also provide a comparison, using quantitative
data analysis, with the control village ‘before’ and ‘after’ survey regarding changes in gender
involvement in decision making at the household level.
4.3

Impact of inclusion on intra-household Gender Empowerment

The purpose of Research question 2, was to assess the degree to which place-based and
commodity-focused value chain development approach contributed to improving women’s
involvement in family and farm decision making in small farming households. In other words,
the extent to which gender collaboration in intra-household decision making was improved
because of participation and inclusion in the value chain development interventions in their
villages. The comparison with a control village aimed to provide insight into the variations in
gender collaboration at the household decision making level. Both quantitative and qualitative
data were gathered to answer research question two and are presented separately in this section.
4.3.1 Quantitative Results on intra-Household Gender Collaboration
In the household survey, the instrument used was the Gender Empowerment Framework
(Appendix 1). Both male and female respondents were asked separately to specify who makes
decisions in their family regarding items in five major categories: household everyday
expenditures such as food; major expenditures such as furniture, electronics and house
maintenance; education of children; marriage expenses especially dowries; and medical
expenditures if needed. For each question respondents were asked: ‘Who in your household
makes the decision about ... ?’ Four options were provided: 1 = the (male) head of household;
2 = the (female) spouse; 3 = joint (head and spouse together); and 4 = other (i.e. someone else.)
(Spriggs et al., 2017). The quantitative data relating to this question were first analysed through
descriptive statistical analyses by computing the frequency and percentages for each of the four
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options separately, from both male and female respondents in the pre and post-survey. Then the
data were recalculated to include only two options: 1= households where women were solely
or jointly involved in household decision making; and 0= households where men were solely
involved in decision making. In addition, logistic regression analysis was employed to
determine whether there were significant differences across cases when coupled with
participation in the project to each of the decisions at intra-household level. This section aims
to look at the changes which occurred in household decision-making patterns in three of the
villages over time and to determine to what extent participation in VCD interventions
influenced gender involvement in household decision making.
•

Role of Women in Decision making— According to Women - Village 1

The descriptive results on gender involvement in household decision making are categorised
according to males and females, as well as before and after survey data. Figure 4.5 presents the
findings according to female respondents at the two points of time in village one. The results
revealed that the majority of women had no involvement in family decision-making processes
except for those regarding dowries, where the majority of women had a greater role in decision
making according to the ‘before’ project survey. It also showed that women had relatively more
involved in decisions such as everyday household purchases that included buying food for the
family, as per the baseline survey results. The majority of women reported that their household
head makes the decisions regarding purchasing large items such as refrigerators, furniture,
household maintenance needs or any other major expenditure. Also, more than 60 percent of
women were not involved in decision making regarding children’s education or medical needs,
either for them or others in the family. The participation of women in farm decision making
was found to be very low in the ‘before’ project survey where only 21 percent of women were
consulted or involved in the purchase or sale of agricultural inputs and outputs. The majority of
women reported their family men, either husbands or fathers, were largely responsible for
decisions about the type of inputs, quantity of inputs, and places to purchase them. Similarly,
decisions about the sale of agriculture outputs, where to sell and who to sell to, were also
undertaken by the males of the family. Only a few women from the sample respondents had
joint or sole responsibility for decisions about agricultural inputs and outputs, as reported by
the female respondents in the baseline survey. The level of women’s involvement in decisions
about livestock purchase and sale was about 27 percent, indicating that more than 70 percent of
women had no role in decision making in this regard (Figure 5.6). This implies that household
heads (males) had a dominant role in farm matters like the purchase and sale of agricultural
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inputs (fertilizers, seed, pesticides, etc.), and the sale and purchase of livestock in the household.
The same question about who makes the decisions on specific family and farm matters was
repeated to both female and male respondents at the time of the post-project survey. The ‘after’
project results showed that women’s role in decision making, in almost every aspect of family
and farm life, was improved two to threefold in village one (Figure 4.5).

Figure 4.5 Percent Involvement of Women in Family and Farm Decision Making According to Women, V1

Role of Women in Decision making According to Men - Village 1
The quantitative results on women’s collaboration in household decision making, according to
the head of household's perspective, are presented in Figure 4.6. The data revealed a different
picture to the one painted by women regarding their involvement in family decision making in
village one. The majority of men reported higher levels of women's participation in family
decisions such as routine household expenses and significant household expenditures. Men also
reported a higher involvement of women in decisions about dowries and marriages. The
findings regarding family decision making revealed no major changes in the before and after
data, according to the men’s point of view. However, there were significant changes to women’s
collaboration in farming decisions. Only nine percent of women were involved in decisions
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about the purchase and sale of agricultural inputs and outputs according to men at the time of
baseline survey. The ‘after’ project data results showed that women’s collaboration in
agricultural decisions increased to 66 percent, which is five times more than the baseline results.
Similarly, only 17 percent of men reported that women have any say in decisions about
livestock sale and purchase at the time of baseline survey which was four times higher at the
post-project survey.

Figure 4.6: Percent Involvement of Women in Family and Farm Decisions according to men in V1

Role of Women in Decision making According to Women - Village 2
The descriptive data on women’s collaboration in family decision making in V2 used the same
variables as those in the V1 study. The findings are presented in Figure 4.7 and show the results
from the female respondents at two points of time (before and after the intervention) in V2.
The majority of women reported no collaboration in large household purchase decisions at the
time of the baseline survey; while about one-third of respondents reported collaboration in the
education and medical expenses of their household at this time. Around half of the respondents
were involved in family decisions about everyday household purchases and dowry expenditure
according to the ‘before’ project survey. Women’s collaboration in agricultural and livestock-
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related decisions was also reported to be very low in the baseline survey. The changes in the
decision-making patterns were explored in the ‘after’ project survey on the same indicators.
The results indicate that there was a 5-20 percent improvement in women’s inclusion in decision
making overall, apart from decisions related to dowries which showed decreased gender
collaboration. Women’s involvement in livestock and agriculture-related decisions had almost
doubled. Similarly, gender collaboration in decisions regarding medical expenditure and major
household expenses increased about twenty percent over time. However, there was little
improvement in everyday household expenditure and education expenditure decisions.

Figure 4.7: Percent Involvement of Women in Family and Farm Decisions according to Women in V2.

Role of Women in Decision making According to Men - Village 2
Figure 4.8 summarizes the results of gender collaboration in V2 from the men’s point of view.
It is interesting to note that the majority of men, more than 50 percent, reported collaborative
decision making in family matters including everyday household expenses, major household
expenses, education, medical and dowry expenditures. Conversely, according to men, there was
least collaboration in decisions regarding sale of agricultural inputs and outputs implying that
men were the sole decision makers in this regard. Similarly, there was low gender collaboration
in livestock purchase and sale related decisions in small farming households in V2. The
interesting finding to note here is that there were no major changes in gender collaboration over
time in V2 according to men, except for livestock and agricultural decisions where a ten percent
improvement was recorded in post-project data analysis.
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Figure 4.8: Percent Involvement of Women in Family and Farm Decisions According to Men in V2.

•

Role of Women in Decision making According to Women - Village 3

The results on women’s collaboration in family and farm decision making in Village 3 are
summarized in Figure 5.9. It is apparent from the results that women were more likely to be
involved in decisions related to medical and dowry expenses in village three which are
considered compulsory expenditure for households. From the women’s perspective, there were
no major changes observed in the post-survey data in family and farm decision making
compared to the baseline results. In all other important family decisions regarding routine and
major expenses and the education of children, women’s participation was very low. The
majority of women reported that their household head, decides whether to purchase large items,
for example, refrigerators, furniture, house maintenance or any other major expenditures. No
significant difference between the pre and post survey was evident in village three. Likewise,
there was no involvement of women in farm-related decisions such as purchasing agricultural
inputs, selling agricultural output, and livestock sale and purchase; all decisions were made by
the men of the family and remained the same over time. In summary, the majority of women in
village three had little or no collaboration in family and farm decisions except for compulsory
household expenditures, where about one-third of the sample women had their voice and
collaboration.
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Figure 4.9: Percent Involvement of Women in Family and Farm Decisions according Women in V3

Role of Women in Decision making According to Men - Village 3
Figure 4.10 presents the results of women’s involvement in decision making in V3 according
to household head’s perspective. When the same questions on women’s level of involvement
in family and farm-related decision making were asked of the head of the household, the
majority of sample respondents in the baseline, almost 95 percent, reported no involvement of
women or that they had authority only in specific decisions. Moreover, it remained almost the
same in the post-project survey, with the exception of education and medical decisions, where
more than ten percent of the males reported joint or collaborative decision making in these
matters. Overall, the results indicate that men in V3 were the dominant drivers in the decision
making process in family and farm matters and women had a negligible say in decisions relating
to farming such as getting inputs, selling farm outputs, and livestock sale and purchase.

128

Chapter 4

Figure 4.10: Percent Involvement of Women in Family and Farm Decisions according to Men V3

Cross-Case Comparison of Changes in Gender Collaboration in family and farm decision
making -Women’s perspective
The cross-case analysis was carried out to explain the similarities and differences in the three
sample villages. It also helped to examine and compare changes over time with two different
types of AVCD strategies, compared to those without any intervention. The cross-case analysis
of patterns of gender collaboration in household and farm decision making in the pre-project
survey is summarized in Figures 5.12 and 5.13 for women and men respectively. The combined
results showed that women and men from V1 tend to be more collaborative in the household
decisions compared to V2 and V3. However, the level of collaboration in farm decision was
also found to be low in V2 and V3. Women’s participation in agricultural and livestock decision
making was negligible in village three as reported by the female respondents at the time of both
the baseline and post-project surveys (Figure 5.10). It is notable that in all of three sample cases
women were involved in decisions about dowries, education and medical expenditure to a
varying degree (around 30 to 60 percent). The cross-case analysis of gender collaboration in
intra-household decision making allowed the researcher to trace changes over time in the three
villages. The post-project analysis is presented in figure 4.13. It was observed that V1 showed
the most changes in gender collaboration, in almost all types of decision making at the
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household level, compared to V2. There was no change in women’s participation in family and
farm level decision making in village three. The results indicate that gender collaboration in
household decisions improved the most in the place-based value chain development approach
in V1. Marginal changes in decision making regarding family matters were observed in V2, the
commodity-focused approach village. Women’s participation in farm-related decisions
improved in V2 as well, showing a positive outcome of the commodity-related information.
Similarly, in livestock-related decisions, women’s collaboration with family men increased
from 26 percent to 49 percent in V2. Village 3, the control village, remained the least gender
collaborative regarding family and farm decision making. These results indicate that the placebased/participatory AVCD approach had a greater influence on all aspects of the farming
household compared to commodity-focused approaches that largely influenced specific
commodity aspects.

Figure 4.11: Percent Change in Gender Collaboration according to Spouses -Cross-Case Analysis
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Cross-Case Comparison of Changes in Gender Collaboration in family and farm decision
making - Men’s perspective
The cross-case analysis of gender collaboration according to the household head’s perspective
is summarised in Figure 4.13. It was observed that the majority of men in V1, the PBD village,
reported major changes in gender collaboration in agricultural and livestock-related decision
making, which was almost negligible before. Similarly, men from V2, the commodity approach
village, also reported changes in gender collaboration about agricultural and livestock-related
decisions. It is interesting to note that according to males, there were no significant changes in
decision-making pattern in the household in V1, whereas V2 showed some negative changes in
gender collaboration in family-related decisions such as education, medical, large household
item purchases and dowries. V1 showed the most positive changes in gender collaboration in
almost all types of decisions at the household level compared to V2. On the other hand, There
were no changes observed in gender collaboration in family and farm-related decisions in V3.

Figure 4.12: Percent Change in Gender Collaboration according to Men-Cross-Case Analysis
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Determinants of Women’s empowerment
To get a deeper understanding of gender empowerment and participation in family and farm
decision making, the contribution of individual and household socioeconomic characteristics in
determining of women’s roles in decision making is explored. Economic decisions (every day
and large household purchases), children’s education, medical expenses, dowries and women’s
involvement in farm-related decisions such as the purchase and sale of agricultural inputs and
outputs, and livestock management are considered. The indicators for women’s empowerment
were in part drawn from Alkire et al. (2013) methodology for measuring the Women’s
Empowerment in Agriculture Index (WEAI).
The empirical model includes individual attributes, such as age and education, that have been
found to be significant contributors to women’s empowerment by previous research studies
(Ahmad et al., 2016; Nosheen, 2010). Inclusion in ASLP2 was an additional determinant that
may have encouraged changes in the household decision-making pattern. In addition to
individual characteristics, household and intra-household relationships - family income, size,
and type- were also included. Finally, three dummy variables for the districts, and the time of
the survey (pre and post-intervention) were also included to capture the changes in patterns of
intra-household decision making in both districts as compared to the control village. In addition,
the participation of women in the ASLP2 project, their participation in project activities, and
whether or not they have participated in any skills training were also included in the model. The
dummy variables for the districts and the survey date (pre and post survey) were also included
in the model to look into the district-wise differences before and after their inclusion in the
ASLP2 project activities in villages 1 & 2. The relationships were estimated using logistic
regression, controlling for village three fixed effects, from the perspectives of the heads of the
household and their spouses separately.
The regression results presented in Table 5.7 are from the male perspective. These show that
the age factor is not significant in determining a respondent’s involvement in intra-household
decision making. In decisions like large household purchases and the sale and purchase of
agricultural inputs, age is negatively correlated but non-significant implying that younger
couples may also have collaborative decision making in these decisions. These findings are not
consistent with previous research that shows a strong correlation between the age of the
respondent and decision making in Pakistan (Awan, 2011; Afzal et al., 2009; Ahmad et al.,
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2016). The results also deviate from the pre-project assessment of respondents' involvement in
family and farm decision making which indicated that older women have more say in family
and farm decision making, compared to younger women (Spriggs et al., 2017).
Education of the spouse is an important and positively correlated indicator noted in the intrahousehold decision making literature (Awan, 2011; Ghuman, 2004; Mason & Smith, 2003;
Kabeer, 1999; Haddad et al., 1997; Spriggs et al., 2017). The findings of the regression results
do not show a positive correlation in this research, implying that with the inclusion of women
in value chain activities, less educated women would also be part of the family and farm level
decision making in the household. The spouses reported that their collaboration in farm and
family decision making increased after participation in the project.
The income of the household was also not significant in any of the villages both, from either
the perspective of the head of the household or the spouse, implying that gender collaboration
in farm and family decision making could be enhanced in all income groups with targeted
inclusion (Table 5.7 & 5.8).
Household characteristics and intra-household relationships also have an important role in
collaborative decision making. The analysis includes variables that examined household and
intra-household relationships, such as family size and family type. The analysis shows a
negative but non-significant association with family size. Similar results were found in a recent
research study (Nuzhat et al., 2016) where larger family size was associated with less intrahousehold collaboration or joint decisions making than smaller family size.
Similarly, the type of family (nuclear or extended) typically does not seem to be a significant
contributor, except in farm-related decision making from the spouse’s perspective (Table 5.8),
implying that intra-household collaboration is greater in a nuclear family compared to a joint
family (where other family women or men may have more of a role in these matters). This
suggests that a nuclear family may facilitate more intra-household collaboration compared to a
joint family; in the latter, other older, more influential family members such as the mother and
father in law may have more autonomy in decision making. The findings are also consistent
with Ahmad et al. (2016).
The inclusion of the respondent and spouse in the ASLP2 project had a significant impact on
enhancing intra-household collaboration in both villages V1 and V2. The heads of the
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household and spouses both reported increased collaboration in decisions regarding every day
and large household purchases, sale and purchase of agricultural inputs, and education of
children after participation in the ASLP2 project activities. While the inclusion of spouse in
project also had significant contribution in intra-household gender collaboration in all decisions
except purchase and sale of agricultural inputs and outputs. There is a highly significant
increase in gender collaboration in almost all family and farm level decision making in V1,
compared to V2. Collaborative decision making significantly increased after the project in V1
in farm matters such as the purchase and sale of livestock, and agricultural inputs and outputs
(Tables 4.7 & 4.8). This concurs with the literature on inclusive agricultural development
(Cornwall & Gaventa 2000; Gidley et al., 2011; Shortall 2008) which suggests that providing
men and women with equal opportunities in development reaps the benefit of productivity gains
and gender empowerment.
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Table 4.7: Regression Coefficients to Determine Women’s Empowerment in Decision
Making at the Household Level (a) According to Head of Household
Variable
/index
Age
Education
Household
Income
Family
Type
Family
Size
Inclusion
in ASLP 2
Spouse
Inclusion
in ASLP2
Village 1
Village 2
Survey
date
Dummy
(pre-post)

Everyday
household
purchases

Large
household
purchases

Purchases
and sale of
Livestock

0.005
(1.005)
.013
(1.013)
.000
(1.000)
-.121
(.886)
. 189*
(1.208)
.490
(1.632)

-.011
(.989)
.000
(1.000)
.000
(1.000)
-0.493
(.611)
0.014
(1.014)
1.164*
(3.203)

0.004
(1.004)
-0.043
(.958)
.000
(1.000)
-0.902
(.204)
-0.132
(.887)
1.870***
(6.488)

3.113***
(22.487)

1.787**
(5.973)

1.407*
(4.085)

5.495***
(243.571)
4.002***
54.724

3.122***
(22.685)
2.474***
(11.874)

-0.751
(.472)

0.448
(1.565)

Purchase and
sale of agri.
Inputs and
outputs
-0.037
(.907)
0.016
(1.016)
.000
(1.000)
0.101
(1.106)
-0.006
(.994)
1.392*
(4.021)

Dowry
expenses

Education
of
children

Medical
expenses

0.029
(1.030)
0.000
(1.000)
.000
(1.000)
-0.519
(.595)
-0.099
(.906)
0.423
(1.527)

0.006
(1.006)
-0.003
(.997)
.000
(1.000)
-0.606
(.546)
0.018
(1.018)
1.770**
(5.869)

-0.003
(.997)
-0.065
(.937)
.000
(1.000)
-0.593
(.533)
-0.086
(.917)
21.126
----

0.510
(1.665)

0.842
(2.321)

2.027*
(7.594)

1.987*
(7.264)

3.606***
(36.811)
2.888**
(17.953)

20.223
(606662116.755)
19.238
(226499424.728)

3.319***
(27.641)
2.238**
(9.376)

2.242***
(9.410)
1.961**
(7.108)

3.236***
(25.426)
3.529***
(34.081)

2.009***
(7.456)

2.488**
(12.036)

0.619
(1.857)

0.521
(1.686)

-0.285
(.752)

Note: The figures in parenthesis are the Odd Ratios (OR). Asterisk represents statistical significance at
*10 percent, **5Percent and *** 1 Percent level.
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Table 4.8: Regression Coefficients to Determine Women’s empowerment in decision
making Measured at the Household Level (b) According to Spouse
Variable
/index
Age
Education
Household
Income
Family
Type
Family
Size
Inclusion
in ASLP 2
Spouse
Inclusion
in ASLP2
Village 1
Village 2

Everyday
household
purchases

Large
household
purchases

Purchases
and sale of
Livestock

-.001
(.900)
.047
(1.048)
.000
(1.000)
-.358
(.699)
-.148*
(.862)

.010
(1.011)
.114
(1.121)
.000
(1.000)
-0.428
(.652)
-.132
(.876)

-.006
(.994)
.026
(1.027)
.000
(1.000)
1.146**
(3.144)
-.090
(.914)

Purchase and
sale of agri.
Inputs and
outputs
-0.006
(.994)
-.051
(1.052)
.000
(1.000)
1.213**
(3.365)
.036
(1.036)

1.268**
(3.553)

2.727***
(15.291)

1.530**
(4.617)

1.231*
(3.425)

.523
(1.687)

-.214
(.807)

-.173*
(.841)

2.918***
(18.513)
2.461***
11.717

3.540***
(34.482)
2.072**
(7.939)

20.74
(10248)
20.206

Dowry
expenses

Education
of children

Medical
expenses

0.013
(1.013)
0.072
(1.075)
.000
(1.000)
-0.174
(.841)
-0.014
(.986)
0.638
(1.893)

-.015
(.985)
-0.003
(.997)
.000
(1.000)
.425
(1.530)
-0.058
(.994)

-0.009
(.991)
-0.021
(1.021)
.000
(1.000)
.241
(1.273)
-0.051
(.950)
1.702**
5.487

-.143
(.867)

1.891**
(6.624)

.806*
(2.239)

.252
(1.287)

.025
(1.026)
-.500
(.606)

1.065*
(2.900)
-.018
(.982)

.099
(1.104)
-.327
(.721)

.585
(1.795)
.067
(1.069)

1.751**
(5.761)

Survey
date
.667*
1.360**
1.860***
.858**
-.746*
0.481
.695*
Dummy
(1.948)
(3.895)
(6.423)
(2.358)
(.474)
(1.618)
(2.004)
(pre-post)
Note: The figures in parenthesis are the Odd Ratios (OR). Asterisk represents statistical significance at *10 percent,
**5 Percent and *** 1 Percent level.

In conclusion, the quantitative results of this study clearly show the relevance of gender
inclusion in value chain development activities through focused, participatory and place-based
approaches. These are more effective in enhancing gender collaboration in family and farm
decision making compared to the commodity-focused traditional value chain development
approaches. The pre and post analyses revealed that women had enhanced roles in their family
decision making after their participation in diversified activities. Further, the head of the
households also reported positive changes in collaboration about family and farm matters in the
place-based case, while the single commodity/traditional value chain development had limited
influence, particularly on women’s inclusion, but also on collaboration in family decision
making.
4.3.3 Qualitative Results on Gender Collaboration in decision making at the
Intra-household level
This section presents the findings resulting from the FGDs about gender collaboration at the
intra-household level. Interviews were conducted in the three villages with men and women
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separately. Being guided by the typology of gender empowerment (Rowland 1997; Ibrahim &
Alkire 2008; Green 2016), the study sought to elicit from the respondents how their experience
of inclusion and participation in the AVCD activities had influenced the following dimensions
of family and farm-related decision making at the household level: collaboration with the head
of the household in family matters related to minor and major expenditures, education, medical
issues, marriages and dowries. In addition to family matters, both men and women were asked
to reflect on their collaboration in terms of farm matters including: the buying of agricultural
inputs such as fertilizers, seeds, pesticides; selling crop outputs for example fruit from orchards,
excess wheat, fodder and other farming products; and the buying of livestock/animals, animal
feed; and selling livestock and livestock products such as milk, butter and ghee. More
specifically, respondents were asked to discuss and share their experiences over the project
period. Both men and women were asked: What is your experience of inclusion? What and
how have things changed in your village over these three years? What worked well for rural
women and girls in your village? What do you think about inter-household collaboration in
your village? Were there any constraints in the implementation of different activities and how
might future agricultural development projects be improved? The qualitative findings on gender
collaboration in family and farm decision making at the intra-household level are also organized
by village wise as follows:
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•

Gender Collaboration in Decision Making about Family and Farm Matters,
Village 1

V1 represents the pilot place-based approach village. In the group discussions in V1, both male
and female participants frequently cited two key interventions: establishing a neutral and safe
place for women and girls in the village, and skills training that enabled them to save and earn
income. Both genders were asked to discuss what and how things had changed in their village
during these three years (the ASLP2 project period). To what extent inter-household
collaboration in your village is improved? What worked well for you in these years?
All female FGD participants in V1 indicated that following their unique inclusion and
participation experiences in formal value chain development activities, they got an opportunity
to get out of their homes and learn something to improve their knowledge and skills. As to what
and how things have changed in the village, women and girls unanimously responded that their
inclusion and participation in activities and the establishment of a neutral place to gather – the
Community Services Centre (CSC) – was a great change for them. Women also cited which
were the desirable activities of the value chain development in their village. Foremost, were
factors related to their mobility restrictions, especially for young women. The establishment of
a neutral and safe place for women especially was the most important change in their village,
as it helped to build their trust in the institutions working for them. The traditional rural situation
restricts women’s, especially young women’s, mobility as one young woman’s response
reflects:
Going to other houses was not considered very good in village … the centre
provided an opportunity for us to go outside in a neutral and protected place
(Resp-7, V1).
Similarly, another woman responded:
…the CSC provided us an opportunity to get connected with each other,
share our feelings and difficulties and together we encourage each other for
better solutions to these difficulties…. (Resp-2, V1).
As indicated by a female FGD member:
It was unique experience being part of this project, we have developed a
strong working group and work together. I have received skill training and
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now supplementing my household income with my husband and planning
to send my children to private school and I am so happy (Resp-3,V1).
The second most discussed factor that had an impact on women’s lives was their inclusion and
participation in skills development training, especially training that enabled them to save, as
well as earn money. One example of this was that participation in information sessions and
skills training enhanced their awareness, knowledge and skills in for income saving and income
earning that resulted in their empowerment and increased collaboration within their households.
Most of the women reported changes in their attitude and that they had achieved a higher level
of participation and collaboration with their heads of household. For example, Resp-7, in V1
indicated that:
The voices of women especially young women and girls were not heard
before, and now we are heard by our parents, brothers, and elders, they listen
to us now.
This particular woman discussed her experience of participation in the ALSP2 activities and
what impact they had on her social life within the household. She observed that participating in
various community meetings, information sessions, training and communication with other
community members enhanced her confidence in discussing family and farm matters with her
male counterpart in the family. The participation of women in income saving and skills
generation, including kitchen gardening, poultry raising, sewing, computers, nursery raising
and others, opened new avenues for women and girls to contribute to their household income
and savings, and as such, their say in family decision making increased in almost all aspects of
the household. One young woman in a FGD expressed her goal of rejoining her education:
I have completed dressmaking course that has benefited my family and me a
lot and now able to save money as well as earn my own pocket money and
aim to start my education from Allama Iqbal Open University in future (Resp2, V1)
Similarly, another woman expressed her empowerment in decision making regarding her
children’s education:
My husband is an electrician and had limited income, so my children were
attending a public school, which was not so good but after getting skills
training, I am now saving money to send my children to private English
medium school, which was not possible before (Resp-2,V1).
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As far as women’s collaboration in farm matters was concerned, after participating in different
types of awareness and skills training— value addition, kitchen gardening, backyard poultry,
citrus and vegetables nursery raising training and feed and fodder management—women were
confident, had better understanding and were able to share their learning experiences with their
male family members. Most of the women in FGD unanimously reported increased
collaboration with male members of the family in farm-related decisions, a figure which was
very low before. All the group members said they now had relevant knowledge of agriculture
and livestock management that enabled them to discuss, share and collaborate in farm-related
decision making in the household. Commenting on participation in farm-related decisions
Resp-8 indicated that:
…. before our point of view was not considered worthwhile in farm-related
decisions making, as we were considered having no knowledge and we may
not give/decide the right thing, as they always say you do not know. After
participation in various project meetings, we discuss with our heads of
households (husband, father) whatever we have learned and what is better
for our crops and livestock and they give respect to our point of view as
compared to before.
Factors that were mentioned with lesser frequency were related to job opportunities for
educated girls and marketing of women’s homemade products such as jams, juices and dresses
for profit.
Similarly, FGDs with men in the village revealed a number of factors and changes to their lives
and farming, especially in orchard management. The most often mentioned factors were:
establishing the CSC, which was considered a learning hub especially for youth; and awareness
and improvement in agricultural knowledge and skills. An important observation from the male
FGDs was also about building a neutral and safe place for young girls and women to learn new
knowledge and skills within the village. As Resp-1 commented:
the CSC has created a lot of awareness and skills especially for young girls
who were not able to get any income and now its sixth batch of
sewing/dressmaking training course in CSC. On an average, every family
have at six members and someone having skill in dressmaking saves a lot of
money in this regard and many of the girls/women are also contributing to
their household income.
In addition to the usefulness of CSC for women and girls, it has also provided all the village
men with a neutral place to gather. Although the village only has one major caste, there are still
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many people who hesitate to visit a specific place or house for meetings and gatherings.
Therefore, the CSC offered a welcoming place with no conflict– a place to participate and learn.
As Resp-6 in a male FGD commented:
Most of small holder farmers were hesitant before to go outside the village to
a progressive farmer’s place (Dera) to attend farmer meetings but now
majority of small farming household are happy as they have a place in village
that most of us own and happy to come.
When the men were asked whether the changes in gender knowledge and skills has resulted in
improved collaboration in family and farm decision making, there was a positive response from
most of the men in the FGD. Most of the members indicated a positive change in gender
collaboration in farm and livestock decision making as well. The benefits of women’s
knowledge and learning are reflected by Res-5:
Our wives, daughters and sister are now well aware of the major agricultural
and livestock interventions and also practicing many new things such as
kitchen gardens, which were not common before. As long as they have
knowledge skills and they share and discuss, we collaborate to get benefit of
good knowledge and practices to enhance our household income.
Thus, both male and female FGDs respondents indicated that the establishment of the CSC in
their village was a major change for them as it provided them with a neutral, safe and close
place. The CSC was considered a learning hub that men, women and especially youth (boys
and girls) were able to benefit from. It has also raised the confidence of women by allowing
them to get involved in skills development which leads to higher collaboration in family and
farm decision making. This implies that focused and place-based approaches for value chain
development not only facilitate the inclusion of poor and marginal people but also contributes
to intra-household gender collaboration in similar rural settings.
•

Gender Collaboration in Decision Making about Family and Farm Matters,
Village 2

V2 represents the commodity-focused approach village where a single commodity team carried
out their project interventions under ASLP2. In the group discussions in V2, women and men
were asked to discuss about their experience of inclusion. What has changed in your village
over these three years? What worked well for rural women and girls in your village? What do
you think about inter-household collaboration in your village? Were there any constraints in
141

Chapter 4

the implementation of different activities and how might future agricultural development
projects be improved? There were mixed responses across genders. Out of the five female FGD
members, only one (Res-3) indicated that she had engaged in improved livestock care practices
such as weaning practices and caring for calves. She stated:
Before I used to allow feeding newborn calf for a short time, which results in
poor health of calf and it took longer to grow but, after getting knowledge
and information on importance of longer feeding of calves, I allow them feed
more and their health is much better than before.
This woman was a widow and livestock was the major source of her livelihood. In addition to
this, she indicated that she was planning to build an improved shed for her animals where they
can freely access water and food, but she did not have the resources yet. Two of the group
members had a mixed response to the benefits of value chain development interventions in their
village under ASLP2. They indicated that the information and knowledge they received in these
three years was useful, but not what they needed. The major recommendations, such as methods
to improve livestock health and productivity by building better sheds with free water access for
animals or providing nutritious feed/silage in periods when green fodder is not in abundance,
were difficult to adopt for poor, smallholder farmers. Res-4 comprehensively expressed it thus:
We got information on livestock care, fodder and feed management. We
utilized some of the things like weaning of calves, cleaning, watering but
other information like free roaming in the sheds, free access to water and
fodder, silage were not applicable as we have fewer spaces and cant leave
animals free, unable to afford the silage making as need to put maize that is
not grown in our village etc. We need some income generation skills like
sewing, computer etc. for our young girls.
While none of the women indicated any major change in their livestock care and management
practices, two of the group members responded that there was nothing changed in their lives:
we are living as we were living. Another member indicated no changes to milk marketing in
their village and they still are dependent on middleman as well as receive lower price of milk.
Resp-3 commented:
Majority of people in our village are poor and majority of women and girls
are uneducated. Nothing is changed for women in this village.
In contrast, another woman indicated that it was a lack of leadership among them that kept them
from accessing better services and benefits, as most of the benefits from the government were
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only reaped by the educated, well-aware and influential people of the village. She expressed it
in relation to an incidence of flooding in their village. She explained that government aid and
benefits were only accessible to the influential people of their village and most of the poor
households were left out. She pointed out that ‘we do not have a good leader in our village’
(Female FGD Res-1). Furthermore, the exclusion of poor households to accessing the aid and
benefits of government and other organizations had affected farmers’ participation in ASLP2
activities. As explained by Rep-1, there were twenty registered households at the initial stage
of the project but after a few early meetings women lost interest because there was no material
benefit for them. She further explained that it was burdensome for her to have to ask women to
attend monthly meetings when the commodity team representative visited.
Although the commodity-based interventions for value chain development aimed to facilitate
and help small farming households in rural Pakistan, limited changes were observed regarding
gender collaboration in decision making in V2 from the women’s perspectives.
As with the women, the response of men in the FGDs was mixed. Men indicated that livestock
are an important survival asset for farmers in this village and they keep young stock to meet
emergency needs of the household, but it is less rewarding due to high input prices such as feed
and water. The two most often mentioned changes observed in male FGDs in V2 were: better
animal health and less incidence of diseases in vaccinated animals. Two out of the six group
members mentioned that there was greater general awareness among participating farmers with
regard to animal health and hygiene. One of the group members indicated that there was lower
incidence of foot and mouth disease in vaccinated animals. However, the number of vaccinated
animals in the village was small as only five to ten households received free vaccinations for
animals against different diseases. As expressed by Male FGD Res-1:
Our animal production got better especially awareness about animal care
and hygiene, disease management, cleaning of animal sheds, vaccination and
feed and fodder management.
However, two of the group members indicated that the recommendations for feed, especially
silage making, and adoption of better animal sheds where animals can access food and water
freely, were not applicable for them. For example, Resp-6, like the women, commented:
Adoption of new and improved animal sheds with free access to water and
feed for animals is not possible for majority of households in this village as
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it requires more finance and we cannot afford as majority of farmers in our
village own less than one hectare of land and many households are
sharecroppers. Similarly, making silage or providing better concentrate is
good but expensive as corn, the major ingredient is not abundantly grown on
our village.
In sum, the male FGD participant discussed and expressed mixed feelings about the changes at
the intra-household level. The traditional farmer meetings, lack of diversity in value chain
development activities and being unable to address the needs of smallholder farmers, both men
and women, could explain this variation in level of participation and interest of community in
VCD interventions. It could also mean that those farmers, men and women, lacked the essential
technical information about the focused commodity in V3.
•

Gender Collaboration in Decision Making about Family and Farm Matters,
Village 3

V3 was the control village, where no project intervention was carried out between 2010-15.
Like V1 and V2, the men and women in V3 were separately invited to voluntarily participate
in FGDs. The questions for discussion in village three were slightly modified: What is life in
the village like for women and men? Were there any major changes in the lives of men and
women over these three years? What are the major challenges for men and women in the village
regarding their family or farming?
In each group session the women and men cited a number of individual and farming challenges
they were facing. As indicated in the quantitative results, the education and literacy level of
both men and women was found to be higher compared to other two villages. The major reason
for this, indicted by the women, was the closeness of the village to two cities, Samundary and
Faisalabad, and many students, mainly boys and workers, commute daily from the village to
the cities.
Although the women have a higher level of education compared to the other two villages, their
participation in income and employment was negligible, as the majority of women were
involved in family and household chores. The young women in particular were better educated,
two of the Female FGD members were university graduates, but there were no employment
opportunities for them and they were not allowed to move to other cities for jobs. Men were the
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key contributors towards the family income, and therefore, made the major family and farm
expenditure decisions. As pointed out by Resp-2, V3:
We take care of cooking and household chores and they take care of all family
expenditures. So, who has the money, has the final and major say in spending
it.
Another participant spoke of women’s empowerment as:
…generally, women and girls are empowered but final decision comes from
the parents especially fathers.
Most of the participants in the female FGDs mentioned that there are no job and income
generation opportunities for women, as indicated by Resp-3, V3:
Majority of young girls in our village are educated till matric and a
reasonable number also have college and university level education but they
jobless and no work opportunities in village. Our parents do not allow to go
to city. Sitting in homes and waiting to get married. Majority of girls also
does not have other skills so that they can earn income within household.
In response to questions regarding changes in their village in these three years, women
mentioned that the middle school for girls in their village was upgraded to a higher secondary
level, which was good news for many poor families who were not able to send their daughters
to other villages after graduating from middle school.
To summarize, women in village three mentioned no major changes in their lives or patterns of
decision making in their families. The major challenges women faced were no employment and
income generation opportunities for educated girls in the village, mobility restrictions for
women, and no skills that allow them to earn income while staying in their village.
The men in the village were also posed the same questions in FGDs about the major challenges
and changes at their individual farming and community level. Men in this village also had a
higher literacy rate and mentioned that most of the educated families moved to other cities for
jobs/employment. Most of the male members of the group session were educated and mentioned
that their village had many young people in services such as the army. The less educated men
and boys also worked in nearby mills and factories and commuted daily. The major change they
discussed was the union council election in which their village candidate was successful, and
this was because of the strong caste (biradari) system they have in this village. No other
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significant changes in their individual or community life were observed, as indicated by Resp2, V3:
Nothing is changed except the recent election we won, our candidate was
successful, this was a major change in these years…...
As far as challenges were concerned, the most often mentioned problems were related to
orchards, crops, and livestock management and the productivity issues they were facing. Two
of the FGD participants mentioned a severe pest attack in their citrus orchard where they lost
their crop. One of them decided to eradicate the orchard and plant some other crops. They also
mentioned that due to this pest attack many farmers in their village are shifting their citrus
orchards to other crops. A group member expressed as noted:
the situation of citrus is becoming bad due to diseases and pest attacks,
people are shifting their orchards to guava and other fruits and this is only
due to the reason farmers do not have sufficient knowledge and skills of
orchard management and substandard nursery (Resp-1, V3).
The other major issue discussed by the male FGD members was the high agricultural input
prices and low output prices. One of the group members who rented land for planting rice was
annoyed by the low paddy price, as he was unable to pay his lease. He commented:
The paddy price this year was only Rs. 600-800/40kgs, which was very low
and I had to sell on this to pay the lease and other liabilities, but after a
month, when most of the farmers had sold their paddy, the prices went up to
Rs.1200-1500/40kgs, which was a disaster for us, as we were not able to hold
our produce longer and all profit went to middlemen, shellers and
wholesalers and farmers like me are under debt (Resp-5, V3).
In conclusion, the men in V3 discussed their agricultural challenges and issues and shifting
from citrus orchards due to disease and pest attack. Second, the low prices and the marketing
of orchard and other crops through intermediaries only, realised low profits for the farmers.
The qualitative results are summarized in Table 4.4.
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Table 4.9: Summary of the Qualitative Results of Gender Inclusion and Participation
Major Themes

Women
Village 1

Village 2

Village 3

Addressed
women’s
mobility issues:
going to other
homes/villages

Establishment of the CSC
addressed women and girl’s
mobility restrictions well and
became a learning and social
hub for them.

No such intervention was
carried out to identify the issues
about women and girl’s mobility
needs.

Women and girls face
challenges regarding mobility to
other villages/cities to get
employment.

Increased
Awareness

Most of the FGD members
indicated improved awareness
regarding various crop and
livestock operations such as
nursery raising, poultry
management, use of fertilizers
etc.

Limited changes in awareness
about commodity specific
operations

Most of the things remained the
same for women in the village.

Most of the women reported
changes in skills levels which
turned into income saving and
earnings.

No skills training that could lead
to income saving or income
generation.

Improved skills
lead to income
saving and
earnings

Low interest of women.

No such activities - women
mentioned they need some skills
that could bring them income
within the village.

Applied knowledge & skills
development.

The commodity-based
recommendations are not
suitable for small and poor
farmers.

Changes in
gender
relations

Positive changes in gender
collaboration in family and farm
decision making.

Limited changes in gender
relations regarding family and
farm matters.

No change in gender relations
was observed in this period.

Challenges

Marketing and employment.

No skills, less income earning
opportunities, less mobility, lack
of good leadership.

No skills, no income-earning
opportunities, no job
opportunities for educated
women, and mobility issues.

Men
Improve
Knowledge and
Awareness

Positive changes in knowledge
and information regarding
various crops, orchards, livestock
operations and management.

Positive changes in specific
commodity-related knowledge
and information.

No changes in agricultural
knowledge and information
were indicated.

Improved skills
lead to income
saving and
earnings

Positive changes in knowledge
and information about the
focused value chain.

Positive changes in knowledge
and information about the
focused value chain.

Nothing changed over time.

Changes in
gender
relations

Positive changes in gender
relations, most of the men
mentioned CSC as a useful
intervention for women and
girls.

No significant changes were
observed in family decision
making in household matters.

No significant changes were
observed.

Positive changes observed in
gender relations surrounding
farm-related decision making in
households.

Limited changes in awareness
regarding commodities and
limited change observed in
gender relations about
commodity-related decisions in
the family.
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4.3.4 Summary of Results on Gender Collaboration in Family and Farm Decision
Making and Key Implications
This study examined the effects of gender participation on gender collaboration in family and
farm decision making in small farming households in rural Punjab. The methodology employed
a pre and post-project analysis in two villages, with a control village to get a deeper
understanding of gender collaboration without any intervention. The key findings from both
quantitative and qualitative sets of data are summarized in Figure 4.6. It is evident from the
analyses of both sets of data that women in V1 reported increased collaboration in decision
making in family and farm matters in the post-project survey. However, men in V1 mostly
mentioned the significant positive changes in decision making about farm and livestock-related
matters, which was originally reported to be very low in baseline survey. In the three villages,
women ranked their mobility restriction as a major constraint regarding their access to basic
services such as education, skills and work.
Some valuable insights can be drawn from the focus group discussions that offer a deeper
understanding of and add meaning to the quantitative results. These include the increased
confidence of women and girls after their participation in the place-based value chain
development approach in V1, and their improved collaboration with their counterparts in
various family and farm matters. Again, women reinforced the importance of knowledge and
skills such as kitchen gardening, value addition and dressmaking which help them save and
earn income for themselves and their families. The specific commodity-focused interventions
in V2 attracted lower gender participation as well as having limited influence on gender
collaboration in family and farm decision making in small farming households.
Despite the exploratory nature of this study, both the quantitative and qualitative results offer
deeper understanding and insight into focused and participatory gender mainstreaming and
inclusion in AVCD. They also realized better results regarding gender empowerment at the
household level. There were found to be significant differences in gender collaboration between
V1, V2, and V3 with higher gender collaboration in V1 due to their participation in VCD
activities through PBD. Therefore, it was pertinent to ascertain if the place-based approach
improved gender collaboration and empowered women. Further, it was important to see if
adopting practical and needs-based strategies addressed the issue of gender empowerment
better than commodity-focused value chain development interventions. This was in line with
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the fact that untargeted and less focused AVCD bypasses poor and marginal groups and makes
a limited contribution to gender empowerment (FAO, 2011).
Engaging women and marginalized groups in diversified knowledge and skills development,
through place-based and participatory approaches, provided an important opportunity to bring
new ideas and strategies to empower women and enhance intra-household gender collaboration,
especially in rural areas. The next section presents the impact of gender participation and
inclusion on inter-household gender collaboration in the community. The section will also
provide comparison with the control village ‘before’ and ‘after’ survey regarding changes in
gender collaboration in various activities between households through quantitative data
analysis.
Quantitative Findings
Significant changes in gender collaboration at the
intra-household level were observed in village one
in almost all family and farm activities from the
spouse’s perspective; while men mostly
acknowledged changes in collaboration in farm
related decision making in village one.
There were few changes observed in village two in
family decision making, while both men and
women revealed a 10-20 percent change in gender
collaboration regarding farm related decision
making.
However, no/negligible changes were observed in
gender collaboration in village three, both in
family and farm matters.

Qualitative Findings

Gender
Collabora
tion in
family
and Farm
Decision
making

Women’s integration into VCD is well addressed
in PBD and improved women’s confidence and
addressed their mobility issues well through
establishing the CSC in the village (compared to
the commodity-focused approach).
PBD village women and men tend to be better
equipped, with diverse agricultural and livestock
value chain development information compared
to village two.
Skills development leads to increased income
and savings for the family especially for the
women in village one.

The regression analysis also showed strong
correlation of participation in ASLP2 in general and
in village on in particular has influenced the
gender collaboration in decision making. \

• Positive changes in gender relations in
village one compared to village two.

Mixing Data
Key approaches to Improve Gender Collaboration in Decision Making
Diversification of VCDs interventions especially for addressing women’s needs and issues such as mobility and
adopting a flexible strategy for gender inclusion that is also endorsed by the men.
Enabling/encouraging women in skills development that could lead to income savings or earnings
.Adopting holistic/multi-disciplinary VCD interventions

Figure 4.13: Merging the Qualitative and Quantitative results of gender collaboration in decision making
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Research Question 3 was: To what extent have PBD activities stimulated inter-household
collaboration and wellbeing (trust and social development) in the area compared to the
commodity-focused approach? The purpose of this research question was to investigate what
men and women from small farming households thought about inter-household collaboration
after participating in VCD activities with both place-based and commodity-focused approaches.
In addition, were there any changes observed in that period by men and women in village three,
the control case. The quantitative and qualitative data to answer this research question were
collected simultaneously through household surveys and focused group discussions from three
sites in rural Punjab. The next section presents the results from quantitative data.
4.4.1 Quantitative Results on Inter-Household Gender Collaboration
This study uses the inter-household collaboration scale to ascertain changes in collaboration at
the community level with two different value chain development approaches. This
measurement scale is a follow up of the baseline survey conducted by the SRP team in 201112 (Spriggs et al., 2017). Four types of collaborative activities were included in the
questionnaire. Firstly, buying community assets together such as agricultural machinery, tools
etc; secondly, buying agricultural inputs together such as seed, fertilizer, and pesticides; thirdly,
selling agricultural outputs collaboratively; and lastly collaboration in other community
activities such as organizing farmer days and working together on farms for harvesting, planting
and water distribution/irrigation. Both male and female respondents were asked to specify the
ease of their collaboration with other households in the village, resulting from their participation
in value chain development activities, on a continuum ranging from 1 to 5: 1= very difficult,
2=difficult, 3= neither easy nor difficult, 4=easy and 5=very easy. The quantitative data were
first analyzed using descriptive statistics by computing averages for each of the four
collaborative activities across the villages by gender. In addition, the means were also computed
for participating groups (participation in ASLP). Further, a Repeated Measure Analysis of
Variance (ANCOVA) was conducted to examine whether there are significant differences in
mean scores by gender obtained before and after the project. The results are also disaggregated
by the type of approach. Firstly, the results of inter-household collaboration with the placebased approach are presented.
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•

Inter-household Collaboration –Village 1: The Place-Based Approach

The comparative descriptive statistics about inter-household collaboration in V1, according to
pre and post-project surveys, are summarized in Table 4.10. The results are disaggregated by
gender to explore gender-based differences between men and women regarding their ease of
collaboration with other households in the village. It is evident that both men and women had
more or less similar responses to their ease of collaboration with other households regarding
purchases of community assets, agricultural inputs and organizing other community-level
activities—this is ranked as neutral, neither easy nor difficult. Further, results also indicated
that women are relatively more collaborative than men especially in organizing community
activities. This is consistent with the findings of Spriggs et al. (2017) and Chambers et al. (2018)
who argued that women in rural Pakistan tend to be more collaborative than men.
The post-project survey results reveal that both men and women reported an improvement in
four aspects of collaborative activities. Also, men rated relatively higher levels of collaboration
in all joint activities in the post-project survey compared to women. The next section explores
the changes in ease of gender collaboration in detail, using the repeated measure analysis of
variance to get a deeper insight into the significance of the results at the pilot place-based
site/V1.
Table 4.10: Inter-household Gender Collaboration in V1
Type of Collaborative activities
Before
Male
Female
Mean
SD
Mean
3.06
1.18
3.3
Buying community assets
Buying agri. inputs
3.12
1.17
3.3
Marketing agri. outputs
2.82
1.17
3.3
Other community activities
3.26
1.11
3.5
After
4.1
1.23
4
Buying community assets
Buying agri. inputs
4.1
1.23
4
Marketing agri. outputs
4.0
1.17
4
Other community activities
4.0
1.17
4.1
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.94
.94
.94
.81
1.22
1.22
1.22
1.13
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•

Inter-household Collaboration –Village 2: The Commodity-focused Approach

The descriptive analysis regarding inter-household collaboration in V2 was performed using
the data from both the pre and post-project quantitative surveys and is summarized in Table
4.11. The results are based on both male and female perspectives about their ease of
collaboration with another household, to examine the gender-based differences between men
and women. The ‘before’ project results show that the average score for both men and women
was the same, indicating collaboration was neither easy nor difficult, where the collaboration
with their community in village may be easy or may be difficult. It is interesting to note that
both men and women reported higher levels of collaboration in organizing other community
activities such as farmers day, harvesting collectively, and organizing a get- together such as an
‘Eid’ festival (a religious celebration after the fasting month). Women in V2 scored higher than
men regarding collaboration in other community activities according to before project data.
The post-project survey results regarding men’s ease of inter-household collaboration show a
slight change in how they interact with their community. A slight decrease in collaboration for
men was also noted in other community activities in the ‘after’ project survey results. In
contrast, women rather surprisingly reported a decrease in their ease of collaboration with
fellow households in the ‘after’ project survey in all four aspects of collaborative activities. The
next section considers these variations in detail.
Table 4.11: Inter-household Gender Collaboration in V2
Type of Collaborative activities
Before
Male
Female
Mean
SD
Mean
3.11
1.21
3.03
Buying community assets
Buying agri. inputs
3.11
1.12
3.06
Marketing agri. outputs
3.11
1.21
3.18
Other community activities
3.40
.98
3.71
After
3.23
1.03
2.89
Buying community assets
Buying agri. inputs
3.26
1.01
2.94
Marketing agri. outputs
3.11
1.05
3.0
Other community activities
3.28
.99
3.43
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•

Inter-household Collaboration – Village 3: The Control

The data from male and female respondents in V3 concerning their ease of collaboration in four
collaborative activities were also collected twice (pre and post-survey), to compare the patterns
of changes in gender collaboration with the other two villages. Table 4.12 presents the
descriptive results of inter-household collaboration in V3 according to men and women. In
contrast to the higher levels of literacy, relatively more land, higher income and more number
of animals at farm, V3 tends to be the least collaborative village. The mean scores for ‘ease of
collaboration’ according to men, were very low, indicating that all four aspects of collaboration
with another household in their village were difficult. It is important to note that there was a
marginal change in the male perspective over time in V3. On the other hand, women seemed
optimistic about their ease of collaboration with their community compared to men. However,
no changes were observed in the before and after results from the women’s point of view in any
of the four activities in V3.
Table 4.12: Inter-household Gender Collaboration in V3
Before
Type of Collaborative activities

Male

Female

Buying community assets
Buying agri. inputs
Marketing agri. outputs
Other community activities

Mean
1.3
1.4
1.2
1.3

SD
.65
.81
.51
.51

Buying community assets
Buying agri. inputs
Marketing agri. outputs
Other community activities

1.70
1.73
1.65
2.31

.94
1.02
.95
1.39

Mean
2.8
2.8
3.1
3.9

SD
1.4
1.4
1.6
1.5

2.8
2.8
2.8
3.1

1.38
1.38
1.38
1.21

After

•

Inter-household collaboration: Cross-Case Analysis (pre-post and male-female)

After discussing the individual cases, it was deemed appropriate to present an overall gender
comparison looking at the ease of collaboration in the research area. Table 4.12 sums up the
gender differences in the ease of collaboration according to the baseline and post-project
quantitative data results. These results are again segregated by gender as well as pre and postsurvey comparisons. The findings indicate that women tend to be more comfortable in
collaborating within their community compared to men in the before project results, especially
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in community activities such as collective harvesting. There is an improvement in the ease of
collaboration over time in all four collaborative activities.
In addition, the means were also computed for participating groups (participation in ASLP).
Further, a Repeated Measure Analysis of Variance (ANCOVA) was conducted to examine
whether there are significant differences in mean scores between the ‘before’ and ‘after’ project
by gender. The results are also disaggregated by the type of approach. Firstly, the results on
inter-household collaboration with the place-based approach are presented.
Table 4.13: Inter-household Collaboration: Gender Comparison (overall)
Type of Collaborative activities
Before
Male
Female
Mean
SD
Mean
3.1
1.33
3.3
Buying community assets
Buying agri. inputs
3.1
1.30
3.3
Marketing agri. outputs
2.8
1.30
3.3
Other community activities
3.3
1.35
3.5
After
4.1
1.42
4.0
Buying community assets
Buying agri. inputs
4.1
1.42
4.0
Marketing agri. outputs
4.0
1.45
4.0
Other community activities
4.0
1.39
4.1

SD
1.25
1.24
1.29
1.28
1.33
1.33
1.32
1.16

In addition to the descriptive statistics, a 2 x 2 mixed model Analysis of Variance (ANOVA)
was carried out to investigate the impact of the two different approaches, place-based and
commodity-focused, on improving inter-household collaboration of men and women in small
farming households. One hundred households from three different villages were asked to rate
their ease of collaboration with other households in their village using the 5-point rating scale
developed for the present study. The rating scale was administered before and after the
implementation of the value chain development project. The impact of the different value chain
development approaches on men and women’s ease of collaboration was also examined. The
Levene’s test was employed to test the assumption of normality and homogeneity of variance.
This showed a normal distribution for three out of four indicators of collaboration. Only one
indicator, collaboration on other community activities, violated the assumption of homogeneity
of variance. Consequently, Welch and Brown-Forsythe F-ratios were obtained and are
presented in Table 4.14. Further, the Games-Howell Post-hoc analysis was carried out because
it assumes a difference in inequality of variance and unequal sample size.
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Table 4.14: Results of the Levene's Test for Equality of Variance
Type of Collaborative activities
Before
F
P
30.87
.80
Buying community assets
Buying agri. inputs
27.80
.24
Marketing agri. outputs
31.66
.10
Other community activities
6.99
.00*

After
F
1.31
1.09
.19
.55

P
.38
.53
.71
.00*

*p < .05; Items violating the assumption of homogeneity of variances

The results of the mixed model ANOVA indicate that there are significant differences in all
collaborative indicators from both the male and female perspectives (Table 4.15). The results
also show that collaboration in all three economic activities: buying community assets,
purchasing agricultural inputs and selling agricultural outputs, significantly improved for both
genders. There were no significant changes in collaboration in social activities, such as
organizing community activities, in the village. A significant interaction between the type of
VCD approach and ease of male/female inter-household collaboration, was observed in all
collaboration indicators, showing a higher mean (4.1 for men and 3.9 for women) in the placebased approach (V1).
Table 4.15: Mixed Model ANOVA Results Comparing the Scores between Male and
Female respondents
Type of Collaborative
Male
Female
activities
DF
F
P
DF
F
P
1, 97
17.396
.000
1,88
1.546
.217
Buying community assets
Buying agri. inputs
1,97
14.616
.000
1,87
.654
.191
Marketing agri. outputs
1,97
18.482
.000
1,86
.368
.546
Other community activities
1,97
727.181
.000
1,86
1239.01 .000
Table 4.16 presents the mean scores for all the collaborative activities that showed significant
differences across three villages from the perspective of household heads. The post-hoc
comparisons indicate the significant differences for men across the three villages. It is evident
that the mean scores for men from V1 were significantly different, for all collaborative
activities, to the other two villages in line with the post-project data. In contrast, small changes
in mean scores for V2 were observed. It is interesting to note that the changes in ease of
collaboration in V2, the commodity approach village, were smaller than in V3, the control
village.
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Table 4.16: Cross-Case Analysis Comparing Changes in Collaboration Indicators
according to Head of Household
Type of Collaborative
Pre
Post
activities
V1
V2
V3
V1
V2
V3
3.06
3.11
1.3
4.1
3.23
1.70
Buying community assets
3.06
Buying agri. inputs
3.11
1.4
4.1
3.26
1.73
3.06
Marketing agri. outputs
3.11
1.2
4.0
3.11
1.65
3.06
Other community activities
3.40
1.3
4.0
3.28
2.31

Table 4.17 summarizes the mean scores of all collaborative activities that showed significant
changes across three villages from the perspective of male respondents. The post-hoc
comparisons indicate significant differences across the three villages for women. Like men,
women from V1 also ranked their ease of collaboration high compared to the commodityfocused and control villages. Thus, the average scores for women from V1 were significantly
different for all collaborative activities from the other two villages, as per the post-project data.
On the other hand, small negative differences in the mean scores for V2 were observed in the
pre and post-survey analysis. No significant differences were found in the mean scores for ease
of collaboration over time in V3, in three collaborative economic activities. However, there is
significant negative trend in ease of collaboration regarding community activities/social
activities in V3.
Table 4.17: Cross-Case Analysis Comparing Change in Collaboration Indicators
according to Spouses
Type of Collaborative
Pre
Post
activities
V1
V2
V3
V1
V2
V3
3.3
3.03
2.8
4
2.9
2.8
Buying community assets
Buying agri. inputs
3.3
3.06
2.8
4
2.9
2.8
Marketing agri. outputs
3.3
3.18
3.1
4
3.0
2.8
Other community activities
3.5
3.71
3.9
4.1
3.4
3.1
To summarize, the results of this study show two major findings regarding the ease of
collaboration between households. Firstly, women from all three villages tend to be more
collaborative compared to men on all collaboration indicators. Secondly, the type of approaches
mobilized men more than women in both V1 and V2 (especially in V2). It is also evident that
all collaborative indicators for men and women improved significantly in V1 over time,
compared to V2 and V3.
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4.4.2 Qualitative Results of Inter-Household Collaboration
This section delineates the qualitative findings on perceived inter-household/community
collaboration in three of the villages. The qualitative data on community collaboration,
improvement in trust and links with other households in the same or external villages were
explored. Focused group discussions were carried out with men and women separately in the
three villages after completing the quantitative data surveys from each village. One of the FGD
discussion points was how they thought about inter-household collaboration in their villages
over the past three years. The second discussion point was about changes that happened in their
villages over time and what, in their opinion, worked well for them. The results are compiled
by village below:
•

Inter-Household Collaboration in Village 1: The place-based Approach

This section presents the FGD results regarding inter-household collaboration in V1. The FGDs
were carried out with men and women separately and each FGD consisted of between five and
ten respondents. About thirteen women participated in the FGD in V1. The women discussed
their experience of collaboration in detail looking at collaboration and changes in this over time.
It is interesting to note that although the required number for FGDs was five to eight
respondents, about thirteen women participated in the FGDs in V1. The majority were young,
between 15 to 30 years. Most female respondents from V1 reported a positive change in
collaboration between households in their village, for instance Resp-12 indicated:
I am married in this village since eight years but I did not know more than
five neighbors and after connecting through project, I developed very good
family relationship half of the village households. Also, got connected with
other village girls/women and made friend of them.
Similarly, another young participant, respondent-10, commented that ‘our interaction has
increased and mutual trust on each other is improved a lot leading to unity in the village.’
Respondent-7 also endorsed that ‘the interaction between households is increased and made
people work together collaboratively than before.’ A good example of women’s increased
collaboration in villages was purchasing training materials together. The girls enrolled in
sewing training pooled their money and requirements and one or two families brought all the
material in from the nearby city.
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Women from older age groups also indicated an increase in trust and collaboration between
households over the three years. Res-13 was eloquent when she claimed:
This is first time when small farming households are united besides election.
This time we found some tangible change in our village which is useful for
poor women and girls equally. A trust is built in village with enhanced
collaboration and first time small holder farmers are also part of this project.
According to five other female FGD members, by participating in different activities organized
by the SRP in their village they have created a very encouraging environment for girls. For
example, Respondent-8 commented that ‘People got the awareness that girls also have the right
to live their own life and start a faith on us now.’ Similarly, Resp-5 explained that:
… we can see this change by looking at the increasing number of girls and
women in training offered at CSC in our village. The level of trust of parents
is increased and also the interaction with other households in village.
In addition to increased trust and collaboration within the village, most of the FGD respondents
also reported their improved level of interaction with other villages’ households because of
opportunities for women and girls to get skills training in V1. For instance, Resp-8, indicated
that ‘the centre in our village has increased the interaction with surrounding villages.’ Another
young woman, Resp-7, highlighted that ‘now we have friends from other villages and
communicated with them while they were in training with us and also after trainings connected
on phone.’ Thus, from the women’s discussions, interaction, trust and collaboration appear to
have increased in V1 after their participation in VCD activities through the place-based
development approach.
Likewise, the male FGD participants from V1 also viewed their interactions and collaboration
as improved after their involvement in VCD interventions. The major change observed by the
male FGD participants was related to their increased interaction with fellow farmers. Men
highlighted the influence of the CSC as a key organizing factor among them as it provided them
with opportunities to sit together at a neutral place, learn, and share their learning and
experiences. For example, Resp-2 commented that:
… providing small holder farmers [with] a neutral place in our village
increased interaction with fellow farmers, especially with the people who
previously were reluctant to go to progressive farmer meetings and other
events organized because of their personal choices but now everyone in
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village is comfortable to come to this place, thus we have increased
interaction that resulted in improved collaboration.
Resp-3 made similar comments about collaboration in the village saying that:
After getting training in pruning of citrus orchard, I have started pruning my
orchard myself as well as providing assistance to fellow farmers for proper
pruning of trees, working together. In this way we share knowledge/skill and
our collaboration is increased.
In addition to this, another young man, Resp-4, mentioned that ‘we have celebrated Pakistan
day this year collectively at CSC. This event was organized both for men and women, and all
participating household collectively hosted the event.’ Resp-1 also pointed out that their trust,
unity and collaboration has improved over these three years. Like women, men also pointed out
that inter-village interaction and collaboration has also improved. One of the participants, Resp3, commented that ‘We are connected with other neighboring villages and developed good
relationships with them.’
In brief, both male and female focus group members from V1 reported improvements in their
level of interaction, trust and collaboration within the village as well as with neighboring
villages in their vicinity.
•

Inter-Household Collaboration in Village 2: The Commodity-focused Approach

The results of FGDs regarding inter-household collaboration from V2 are presented in this
section. As in V1, the focus group discussions were conducted with men and women separately
and each FGD consisted of five to six respondents. Six women participated in the FGD in V 2.
The majority of women belonged to the 30-50 years age group, with little or no education except
for one young woman who possessed a higher secondary school level of education. Here again
women in V2 were asked to share their point of view about inter-household collaboration after
participating in VCD activities over the last three years. There was a mixed response by female
respondents about inter-household collaboration in their village. According to one of the FGD
members, Resp-2, ‘participation in lectures and meetings organized by the commodity team in
their village, their knowledge about livestock health care especially has improved.

For

example, we got awareness about the weaning time of calf, before we used to stop feeding calf
after few weeks to get more milk for sale.'
In contrast, Resp-1 noted:
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We thought we would get improved breeding bull or technique to improve
our cattle breed. But there was nothing for small and poor farmers. We are
doing our business same way as we were doing before.
The women also indicated a lack of trust in their local leadership and expressed concerns about
their level of fairness with respect to including poor households in the flood damage claims
from the 2013-14 flood in their village. V2 is located close to the Jhelum river and is prone to
flooding. It experienced flooding during the project period as well. Most of the women
commented that the focal person/village leader was unfair and biased, and that they were not
able to access most of the government aid for flood-affected households in their village. Most
of the registered households were not comfortable with the person or the meeting place. Also,
the focal person of V2 found employment in a construction company in Islamabad. Therefore,
he spent most of his time in the city, only visiting the village monthly to meet with his family.
Thus, due to weak and unapproachable leadership, the inter-household collaboration in V2
decreased over time.
In addition, four of the group members were critical of the meetings and the lecture/information
sessions held for them. Some of the key issues that emerged involved not addressing their
concerns and needs. For example, an educated young woman complained that there are no
income generation/employment opportunities for women in village nor do they have any skills
such as dressmaking or value addition that help them to earn some income in village. Secondly,
the community meetings with the commodity team representative were the major type of
activity, something in which most women were not interested. One woman, Resp-5, commented
that ‘although the team representative had good information about livestock health care and
management but eventually attracted a small number of women. We lost interest and trust.’ The
female focal person in V2 also endorsed that ‘it is tough to gather women for meeting now and
take me long while to convince them to come for a meeting when commodity team used to
come.’ In conclusion, the FGD findings reinforce the quantitative results about declining interhousehold collaboration in V2 over time.

The primary reasons include an unattractive

information transfer method, low community participation, lack of trustworthy local leadership
and commodity-led interventions instead of needs-based interventions.
The results of the male FGD discussions from V2 were mixed and mostly criticized the
leadership of their village as well as the type of activities that were not practical for them. In
response to the question about the extent of increase in interaction within the village and with
160

Chapter 4

other villages, two of the members indicated positive changes after participation in the VCD
interventions. One of the respondents commented that:
I had a silage making training in which some other villages men also
participated, and we connected with them to get further advice about dairy
farming, as one of the neighboring village farmers has built a modern shed
for animals on the recommendation of the VCD team. I am still connected
with them and get help regarding my dairy animals (Resp-4, V2).
Two of the FGD respondents criticized VCD interventions for not being needs-based and only
being limited to a few registered households. No-one else benefited apart from those few
households they claimed. Also, ‘the VCD interventions are not applicable and practical for
small and poor farmers and mostly benefit relatively big dairy farmers’ (Resp-5). Another
young man, Resp-2, added:
The small scale /subsistence dairy farming is not much profitable and most
of the young generation is less interested in livestock and agricultural
farming. To get them back into farming we need specific interventions such
as providing loans to young and poor to improve their dairy farming. Though
this project had good information resources but not sufficient to address our
problems and needs and thus no significant changes in our lives occurred.
The FGDs revealed that V2 has more than three groups based on caste and political associations,
thus poor households remained out of reach for most of the development interventions including
flood damage claims. It is also important to note that most of the men and women lacked
confidence in the local leadership and criticized them. In all, both male and female FGD
participants from V2 showed little trust and collaboration, implying that the VCD interventions
had little or no impact in improving inter-household collaboration, particularly for women.
•

Inter-Household Collaboration in Village 3: The Control

This section presents the FGD results for male and female respondents from V3. The FGDs in
V3 were also conducted for men and women separately and each FGD comprised of five to
seven participants. The female FGDs comprised a mixed age group of women, between 20-50
years. Most of the women were literate except one older woman. One young woman possessed
a university degree in sociology, while another had a Bachelor of Education. The women’s
response to discussion questions about collaboration among the community was mixed. One of
the women responded that the major caste of this village is “Jaat” and most of us are relatives
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as well, so we do take care of each other at good or bad times’ (Resp-1, V3). Similarly, the
women also indicated that the most common type of collaboration is at bad times, especially
during deaths and funerals, in which most of the households participate.
The people in village cooperate in celebrations such as marriages and Eids
as well as at times of sorrow such as deaths and funerals. There are little
collaboration and consensus in all other matters including agricultural
matters. Everyone does in his or her own way (Resp-3, V3).
No major collaborative activities around agriculture and livestock management were reported
in Female FGDs. Women discussed that the major reason for this was the limited involvement
of women in agriculture and livestock management. A young participant commented that ‘Most
of the young women in the village are educated and rarely contribute to the orchard, crops and
livestock care and management. Therefore, these activities are mostly managed by men of
household and we have almost no involvement in agriculture matters.’ The major change
reported over the three years was that the girl’s high school was upgraded to a higher secondary
level (up to grade-12), which was considered a positive step to enable poor household girls to
access better education within the village.
The results of the male FGDs for V3 were similar to those from the females. Most of the male
FGD respondents were aged between 35-60 years of age. All respondents were actively
involved in agricultural and livestock management activities. Only one male respondent was
working for a private construction company in addition to farm work. The responses of men
regarding collaboration were also mixed. An older man commented that ‘we collaborate in
elections or on funerals only. In election there were two parties and our party won the election.
Our village is also divided into two political parties. Although most of household belong to
“Jaat birardari,” the same caste group, but still divided according to political associations’ (Res2 male FGD).
Men also highlighted problems they are facing in agricultural production and marketing, such
as pests and diseases in the citrus orchards. Yet there is no collaboration in terms of collective
purchasing or marketing of agricultural inputs and outputs, and every household does things
their own way. The men discussed their agricultural issues and problems, and the lack of
interest of the younger generation in agriculture. An elderly man said:
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Nothing is changed over time in our village except the change of attitude of
younger generation towards agriculture. Young and educated people have
low interest in agriculture and mostly leave village for jobs in other cities.
The level of collaboration is also deteriorating over time as people mostly
move to cities and has less interaction as we used to have before (Resp-1,
V3).
Agriculture in general, and citrus production in particular, are facing many challenges in terms
of attack from pests and diseases. Respondents were asked: ‘have you approached any
agricultural institution regarding your citrus production issue?’ Many of the participants were
aware of the problem in their village and about five to six farmers had eradicated their citrus
orchards but there was no collective discussion on the issue and they had not contacted any
agricultural department. This indicates a limited level of collaboration on agricultural matters.
In sum, the focused group discussions with men and women in V3 confirmed the quantitative
results showing a lower level of collaboration, especially in agricultural matters.
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Table 4.18: Summary of Qualitative Results on Inter-Household Collaboration
Major Themes

Women
Village 1

Village 2

Village 3

Increased interaction

Women’s interaction with
other households in village
increased

No changes in interaction
with other households
observed

No changes.

Developed a trusted
environment

Women and girls have
developed a sense of trust
and reliance on each other;
they can discuss and share
their problems and solve
them together.

Women lost their trust and
interest over time.

Most of the things remained
same for women in the
village.

Networking and Social
rations improved with
other villages

The CSC provided a platform
for the women and girls from
other villages to learn skills.
So, the women and girls from
V1 established a network with
them and made strong social
ties with them.

No contact with other villages
except if they have relatives in
other villages.

No contact with other villages
except if they have relatives in
other villages.

Unity and sense of
collectiveness

More unity and a sense of
collaboration and collective
action in initiating community
activities.

A skeptical environment was
created as there was no clear
understanding of the
activities.

Unity occurs only in good and
bad times, such as marriages
and deaths.

Challenges

Marketing of women’s
products.

No skills, less income earning
opportunities, mobility, lack
of good leadership.

No skills, no income-earning
opportunities, no job
opportunities for educated
women, and mobility issues.

Men
Increased interaction
between households

The small holder farmers’
interaction with each other
has increased a lot

Some changes in interhousehold interaction among
small holder farmers

Remained the same.

Improved interaction
and collaboration with
other villages

Positive changes in
collaboration and interaction
with other villages due to the
CSC.

Limited interaction with
neighboring villages.

Nothing changed over time.

Positive changes in
collective action in
agricultural matters

Positive changes in interhousehold collaboration
about agricultural matters
and helping each other to find
out ways to improve
agricultural production.

No significant changes were
observed.

No significant changes were
observed.
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4.4.3 Summary of Results about Inter-Household Gender collaboration and key
Implications
This section aimed to examine and track changes to inter-household gender collaboration and
collective action. Two types of collaborative activities were explored for small farming
household men and women. Firstly, the collaboration of the village households in buying
agricultural inputs such as fertilizers, seeds and pesticides together, as well marketing their
agricultural outputs collectively. Secondly, collaboration of small farming households in
community matters such as buying community assets together or organizing a festival or event
in the village. The quantitative results revealed that the ease of collaboration between the
households was significantly improved in V1 compared to V2 and V3. Women from all three
villages tend to be more collaborative compared to men on all collaboration indicators.
The qualitative data results obtained from the FGDs from all three villages helped to understand
variations in the level and ease of households’ collaboration in all villages. The provision of a
safe environment and a diversity of activities in V1 helped women and girls to interact with
those from other households and villages. The key results obtained from the quantitative as well
as the qualitative data are summarized in figure 4.7. The analysis revealed that there were
significant differences in the mean scores across the three cases.
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Qualitative Findings

Quantitative Findings
Both men and women reported significant
improvements in inter-household
collaboration in V1
There were few changes in inter-household
collaboration in V2, especially from the
women’s perspective.
The level of collective action was found to be
low in V3.

Increased trust and interest of men and women
in V1
Inter
Household
Gender
Collab-oration

The repeated measures ANOVA showed a
strong correlation between participation in
ASLP2 and improvement in collaboration in V1

Higher level of interaction and increased
collaboration in V1
Lack of trust in local leadership emerged as the
key concern of men and women in V2
The CSC provided a neutral place for other
villages to come into V1 leading to inter-village
collaboration and networking
Positive changes in gender relations in V1
compared to V2 and V3

Mixing Data
Key approaches to Improve Inter-household Gender Collaboration
Investing time to identify and develop better local leadership in the community
Addressing their needs to increase the interest and trust of the community
Providing a safe environment especially for women and girls to collaborate

Figure 4.14: Merging Qualitative and Quantitative Results of Inter-Household Gender Collaboration

The results showed that inclusion through participatory, place-based approaches facilitated
inter-household gender collaboration in V1 compared to V2. Both men and women rated ease
of collaboration and trust higher in village one. On the other hand, women in village two were
not satisfied with their village leadership and lost interest and trust in the commodity-related
activities. Thus, the ease of collaboration with other households was decreased in village two
compared to village one. No changes were observed in inter-household collaboration by men
and women in village three, the control village. Finally, the results revealed significant
differences in the pre and post-project analysis of inter household gender collaboration in three
of the cases. The FGDs with men and women in each village validated the quantitative results
and offered a better understanding and details of the differences between the two value chain
development approaches.
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4.5

Chapter Summary

This chapter presented findings on gender inclusion, empowerment and collaboration in three
villages in rural Punjab, Pakistan. Each of the three research questions examined in this thesis
were investigated using both quantitative and qualitative data, and the findings were presented
accordingly. The next chapter discusses the major findings emerging from the study.
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Chapter Five Discussion
5.0

Introduction

This chapter critically analyzes the data in relation to relevant literature and explores the deeper
meaning of gender-disaggregated responses. The discussion in this chapter is organized into
three main sections based on the study hypotheses supporting the three research questions which
were investigated. The three-key hypotheses and their related findings are:

Hypothesis 1: It is assumed that there are no meaningful differences between “placebased” and “commodity-focused” approaches among the different selected
characteristics (H0). Alternatively, it is assumed that the extent of the participation of
women and men of small farming households differs after association with the placebased approach and commodity-focused approach (H1).
Key finding: Gender inclusion was more successful after the collaborative and
participatory place-based approach.
Hypothesis 2: The null hypothesis (H0) is that the inclusion/participation of women and
men from small farming households through a place-based approach has no impact on
intra-household gender collaboration in family and farm matters. Alternatively, the
inclusion/participation of women and men from small farming households through a
place-based approach, contributes significantly to intra-household gender collaboration
in family and farm matters (H1). The methodology used for testing this hypothesis was
Logistic regression analysis.
Key finding: Active participation in value chain development activities, as well as skills
development, leads to greater empowerment of women in household decision making.
Hypothesis 3: The null hypothesis (H0) is that the inclusion/participation of women and
men from small farming households through a place-based approach has no impact on
interhousehold gender collaboration/collective action at the community level.
Alternatively, the inclusion/participation of women and men from small farming
households through the place-based approach contributed significantly to interhousehold gender collaboration and collective action at the community level (H1).
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Key finding: Community connectedness and collaboration improved through the strong
interaction of community and project teams in the holistic PBD approach.
The next section presents the outcomes of the study on gender inclusion and participation in
AVCD in the context of local and international agricultural settings.
5.1

Gender Inclusion and Participation

This section discusses the findings related to the first research question: To what extent have
PBD and commodity-focused approaches facilitated members of small farming households
(women and men) to gain the benefit from AVCD activities? (Addresses objective 1). This
research question relates to the first hypothesis of the study that assumes that there are different
levels of participation and inclusion from both VCD approaches. The quantitative findings
indicate that gender inclusion and participation evolved significantly through participatory,
collaborative and diversified value chain development activities in the place-based approach.
To understand the effect of participation on gender empowerment and collaboration, it is
important to recognize the nature of the VCD activities that were found to be encouraging. It
was found that the level of gender participation was significantly higher in V1, indicating a
strong positive relationship between place-based VCD and gender participation. However, the
level of women’s involvement in VCD through the commodity-focused approach was not
encouraging and decreased over time, showing the women’s low interest in VCD interventions
(See Figure 5.1 p. 119). The findings show that gender inclusion was evident in diversified
VCD activities in V1, in which participants were actively engaged. These included: [1]
farmer/community meetings with commodity experts [2] income saving training workshops
and [3] skills development for income generation (see Table 5.3 pp. 119). The importance of
diversified and needs-based value chain activities and the nature of community participation
confirm the findings of other studies on gender inclusion and mainstreaming in agriculture
(Laven & Verhart, 2011; Farnworth & Colverson, 2015). That is, participants in this study were
involved in VCD interventions through a focused participatory and holistic place-based
approach compared to the traditional commodity-focused extension approach.
The process by which gender participation occurred within the two villages was different; yet
all originated from the same foundation, AVCD for poverty reduction. Their participation
required them to acquire and adopt the latest agriculture value chain knowledge and skills to
enhance agricultural and livestock productivity. Therefore, all of the activities in which the
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participants took part, in both villages, were aimed at delivering knowledge and skills related
to selected agricultural value chains (Spriggs & Chambers, 2010). In the rural context of
Pakistan, addressing the needs of the community through diversified VCD as well as non-farm
activities was found to be the driving factor which encouraged and maintained the interest of
individuals from small farming households. This builds on Chambers et al.’s (2018) view of
acknowledging the cultural constraints on women and engaging marginalized groups in
identifying their own socioeconomic needs in the cultural context, which, as found in this study,
enhances women’s participation and involvement compared to a commodity-only approach.
An examination of the relationship between place-based and commodity-focused VCD
intervention and gender participation in the context of the two villages indicates mixed results,
especially for women (see Table 5.5 p. 121). In V1, the place-based approach, both women and
men were involved in diversified VCD activities, whereas farmer meetings were the dominant
activity for VCD information sharing in V2, the commodity-focused approach. It is interesting
to note that the level of women’s awareness and involvement across two villages was observed
as low at the time of the baseline data collection in V1. On the other hand, a significant number
of participants in V2, both male and female, were aware of and registered as a participating
household in the commodity-focused value chain development interventions. The points of
difference between the traditional agricultural extension or commodity-focused approach and
place-based or participatory community engagement approaches, is discussed in section 6.2.
In the subsections that follow, the discussion will focus on the nature of the VCD interventions
for gender inclusion and participation within each of the approaches. As appropriate, references
to the current literature on gender inclusion and mainstreaming in AVCD are included. The
purpose of this discussion is to position the findings of this study within the existing body of
knowledge about gender inclusion and mainstreaming in agriculture.
There were significant differences in the type and nature of the VCD activities undertaken in
both villages. In V1, both men and women were engaged in diversified VCD activities including
community/farmer meetings, short-term training sessions, and longer duration skills
development training. Reinforcing the Russell’s Asset Based Community Development
framework (2016), the place-based approach adopted a holistic agricultural development in V1,
enabling men and women to identify their gifts/strengths, prioritize their needs and take action
collectively to complete their goals based on their capacity. Implementing the five guiding
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principles: transparency, inclusion, consensus, respect and recognition, helped to build people’s
trust and interest in participating and contributing to their community to make it a better place
for women, youth and children. This manifested in the establishment of a Community Service
Centre (CSC) which has become a hub for all VCD and community activities. These results
support the findings of the World Bank (2011): that community-driven development projects
that actively involve communities in planning, decision making and investment of resources,
are better contributors to gender equality and women’s empowerment in the developing world
than top-down development projects. In V1, women accessed skills development training,
especially non-farming skills, through diversified value chain interventions at the CSC within
their village. The results suggest that one way to improve the likelihood of gender collaboration
in decision making in rural households is to make a conscious effort to improve women’s access
to quality, trusted, knowledge and information sources such as agricultural departments. This
remains a difficult challenge due to women’s limited mobility in the rural context of Pakistan.
Hence, an alternative place-based approach helps to address women’s needs based on their
capacities and priorities.
The findings of this study indicate that engaging small farming households through a variety of
participatory approaches, such as visual ethnography, helped to identify and determine the
gender gaps, and prioritize their needs and concerns leading to positive change (Chambers et
al., 2018). The impetus for change came from within, not from outside the community (Russell,
2016). Gender inclusion in V1 involved engaging the wider community including men, women,
youth (boys and girls) within the villages as well as with neighbouring villages. It was the firsttime people from the village, especially women and girls, were given an opportunity to engage
and collaborate in reality. SRP and other ASLP2 commodity teams were working with them,
not for them. This time, in comparison to the traditional agricultural development approach, the
process involved a number of community meetings and engaged the wider farming community,
especially women and girls. Using Visual Ethnography Needs Assessment (VCNA) and Focus
Group Discussions, the project teams and community worked together to identify what type of
VCD interventions they wanted and how such interventions would help the poor and
marginalized community especially women and girls. In V1, men, women, landless workers,
youth and labourers were separately engaged in these qualitative techniques over a number of
visits to address their priorities and capacities. Thus, an iterative and comprehensive plan was
developed. The findings of this study also support Quick & Feldman's (2011) research
examining participation and inclusion in Grand Rapids, Michigan. They found that focused
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inclusion was a more significant driver for producing satisfaction and gaining the approval of
the community, than participation alone. Hence, inclusion builds community and brings people
together.
The second key element of community engagement and inclusion is building trust within the
community as well as with the project teams and other stakeholders. The study’s findings
indicate that following a participatory process built a mutual relationship which is lacking in
the traditional project approach, which is more pre-planned to achieve specific objectives in a
short time (Heck, 2003). The participatory inclusion and flexibility in the project design helped
the community, as well as the project teams, to work closely to achieve the desired outcome
improving the practices of small holder farmers by adopting recommended CoPs. The
frequency and intensity of interaction between the community and multidisciplinary project
teams, in addition to the diversity of VCD activities, built trust in V1 compared to V2. The
intensity of interaction was found to increase the levels of trust, reciprocity, obligations,
expectations and shared values, which in turn increased the level of gender participation in
VCD. This is consistent with the study by Gómez-Limón, Vera-Toscano & Garrido-Fernández
(2014), who researched agricultural social capital. They determined that trust is an attribute of
a relationship and it can encourage joint effort, whereas a lack of mutual trust is certain to
negatively affect development. While their study did not provide evidence about the
mechanisms used to build trust to create and maintain a positive development in an agricultural
community, they demonstrated that participatory process of VCD do affect trust building in
farming communities. For example, engaging the community in various ways, respecting their
views, valuing the content and process, and openness are the major elements that contribute to
building trust in community (Heck, 2003). This study confirms that interest and trust continue
to grow between people the longer their interaction, whether in community meetings or training
and community gatherings (Quick & Feldman, 2011).The following extracts from a FGD in V1
illustrate how “trust” is viewed as a critical factor in women’s participation and inclusion in
VCD interventions in the rural context of Pakistan.
It is a unique experience that built confidence in us and trust in the
institutions. As women, especially young girls are not allowed to go out of
the village for learning skills, employment, and even other houses, so we
need a neutral place which provided safety and security and built a lot of
trust and collaboration in the village” (Resp- 2, V1).
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Similarly, the presence of a trustworthy actor or leader, one who is trusted by the other actors
and the community, is more likely to gain their support for achieving goals to an extent that
would not be possible in a situation where trust did not exist (Padmanabhan, 2006). The findings
of this study confirm this, as evidenced by the involvement of Mr. and Mrs. Wariach in V1,
who have devoted land, money and time for establishing a neutral community meeting place:
‘a community service centre.’ Hence, involving trustworthy, non-poor actors to engage the
wider community of small holder households became possible. A neutral community meeting
place, in this case the community services centre in V1, functioned as a site where community
interaction is developed and maintained within small farming households. The open and
inclusive process provided on-going learning opportunities for men, women and youth to
redefine and own the ‘what’ and ‘how’ of the issues and problems they want to address (Heck,
2003).
In addition, the continuous process of the expansion of community through inclusion is another
key defining feature. According to Heck (2003), valuing the process and outcome and
welcoming new members who balance the old members represent ways of focusing attention
on the expansive nature of inclusion. Furthermore, the cohesion of an inclusive community
depends on its not being a static collection of persons or practices (Heck, 2003). The findings
of this study also confirm the hypothesis of Heck (2003), that sustainable communities keep on
growing and expanding. Creating opportunities for wider community inclusion into diversified
short and long term interaction increased the community cohesion in the PBD approach.
On the other hand, in the commodity-focused approach, the number of registered households
decreased slightly as a few households withdrew their membership. The key practices in
inclusive processes can be identified, but this study indicates that it is a pattern of practices and
how they are enacted, rather than discrete methods or techniques, that make a process inclusive.
Therefore, attention to the process and practices that enable participants to become a community
of participants is vital, in that it allows planners and project teams to reap the benefits of gender
inclusion.
On the other hand, focusing on a single issue or commodity with a single meeting approach,
such as that used by the traditional commodity-focused approach, does not allow participants
to engage. Engagement was not evident in V2, where the level of women’s involvement showed
some negative changes over time. Community meetings with the commodity representative
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have not been the effective or participatory means of learning and involvement envisaged by
the project team and thereby, remained individualist, uncoordinated, and unstructured. Male
respondents from V2 reported their engagement in village farmer meetings with an expert on a
specific commodity, but such meetings were not explicitly meant for enhancing their
participation and skills in VCD. Farmer meetings served more as information sharing, implying
that the farmer/community meetings were not an effective means of engaging and uniting the
community, on the contrary, they divided the interests of the community. Again, as found in
other studies, there was no coordinating body to bridge the gap between farmers and AVCD
teams to enable the farming community to access VCD resources in such a rural context (Heck,
2003; Putnam, 1998). This strongly suggests that while community/farmer meetings for
agricultural knowledge and skills delivery existed in the study area, it appears that they have
not been embraced by the small farming community as a viable learning avenue, especially for
women.
The perception of a lack of trust in V2, indicates that they were gaining limited benefit from
the VCD interventions, which is described in the following FGD extract:
We have lost trust on our focal person, who was not cooperative and did not
include poor households at the time of flood during 2013-14 and also
distributed the money and things to his close family members and all others
remain unattended. There was nothing for a poor and marginal house to
participate (Resp-5, V2).
The ‘before’ and ‘after’ analysis in both villages show that the place-based community
engagement approach adopted in V1, assisted and supported gender inclusion and participation
in V1 compared to the commodity-focused approach.

The findings illustrate that the

‘community-based, culturally appropriate, contextualized and bounded’ VCD interventions
attract more women and men from small farming households compared to commodity-focused
traditional AVCD approaches (Spriggs & Chambers, 2010 ).
The level of women’s participation slightly decreased over time under the commodity-focused
approach. In the focused group discussions, women attributed their low level of participation
across most of the VCD interventions to farmer-expert meetings for commodity-only
information, which seemed to be less useful and not relevant to small farms (for example some
of the commodity-related recommendations). For women in V2, the VCD interventions
appeared to be characterised by a lack of diversity in information sharing as well as not
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addressing the needs of the community. The intervention did not look at what they wanted to
improve, rather it aimed at improving a specific commodity. Therefore, most of the
respondents, especially the women in V2, reported a failure to follow the VCD
recommendations and improved practices because the practices did not serve the contextual and
cultural needs and priorities of small holder farmers (Sirolli, 1999). The low commitment to
VCD interventions in V2 may have been due to a top-down, commodity-focused approach,
which does not allow them to engage but rather imposes knowledge without actually
recognising the assets, capacities, needs and priorities of the small farming community, women
in particular (Russell, 2016).
Arnstein (1969) provided a detailed illustration of levels of participation that reinforce active
involvement that empowers people. She argued that there is a critical difference between going
through the empty ritual of participation and having the real power needed to affect the outcome
of the process. The study’s findings are consistent with Arnstein’s (1969) work about
participation which indicates that there is a critical difference between participation and active
involvement in poor and marginalized groups. Arnstein’s (1969) ‘token participation’ or
‘participation without power,’ common in most of the agricultural development initiatives in
developing countries such as Pakistan, is useless and frustrating for poor and marginal groups
as they get minimum or no benefit from participating in the process. Attending project and
farmer-expert meetings are not the only measure with which to involve marginal and poor
people, and their attendance may not translate into real power to make choices or bring change
(Johnson, Lilja, & Ashby, 2003; Quisumbing et al., 2014; Solaiman & Maw, 2013).
Another factor that strengthened gender inclusion and participation in V1 was their experience
of being heard and valued (Spriggs & Chambers, 2010). The concept of being heard resulted
from women and men from small farming households being listened to as active members of
the community. The concept of being valuable and gaining respect was found to create trust
and togetherness among smallholder farmers. For example, women and girls wanted to learn
about income saving and income generation activities such as sewing, but there was no place
they could go. Applying the ABCD framework, where community capacities were mapped in
V1, it was identified that a well-trained instructor was available in the village who was willing
to transfer her skills to other women and girls. It was found that respecting and valuing available
skills and knowledge is vital to building stronger community collaboration. Such collaboration
is needed to achieve sustainable community engagement which is highly relevant in the context
of this study.
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The study results indicated that some of the male respondents in V1 had been involved in farmer
field schools before, but there was no mechanism to engage them in discussions and practical
on-farm demonstrations. Meanwhile, no female participation was noted in any of the VCD
activities in the ‘before’ project survey which shows the limited access of women to agricultural
knowledge and information sources (Chambers et al., 2018). There was a tremendous increase
in the participation and involvement of women in the post-project survey in V1. The small
holder farmers, especially women, in the study area lack access to varied and relevant value
chain development activities that could add value to their family income, as well as non-farm
skills and activities to complement the family farm income. Moreover, women have lower
literacy levels and restricted mobility, and are confined to their homes for domestic and family
care activities. These findings support those of Cornwall (2008)

who had argued that

‘participatory’ processes could lead to the marginalization of particular groups unless explicit
efforts were made to include them. Therefore, unrecognized or gender/poor blind projects and
programs aiming to make development gender inclusive could lead to worsening the situation.
It is, therefore, argued that a place-based approach adopted for gender inclusion and
participation in AVCD, recognizing a community’s strength and assets as a core attribute of
participation, yields better results compared to a commodity-focused and top-down
development approach. The process by which the participation and inclusion of women and
men from small farming households occurred in the rural context of Pakistan through PBD, is
illustrated in Figure 6.1. This diagram represents the connection between the elements
discussed so far in this section and summarises the interaction between them.
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Figure 5.1: The process of gender inclusion, collaboration, and empowerment under PBD

Some weaknesses of the traditional/commodity-focused interventions were identified. For
example, it was evident from the quantitative results of the study that the commodity-focused
development approach in rural Pakistan mainly addresses the immediate crop or commodityrelated challenges of farmers to meet their day-to-day routines or highlight procedures by
advising on the recommended Codes of Practices (CoPs). When farmers encounter any
challenges that need immediate attention, they generally consulted colleagues and undertook
visitations to other value chain actors such as private dealers in the area. Similarly, when
extension agents visit the village, they guide mostly male farmers on how they can rightly
operate the value chain processes. Hence, the focus of the application of traditional value chain
development was not aimed at involving the community over the long-term, but rather for shortterm and immediate value chain problem-solving. As expressed by one male respondent in V2,
meetings were not regularly organized and while individuals did attend some of the meetings,
they were not so useful for small holder farmers.
The findings of this study, about the relationship between the place-based approach and gender
inclusion and participation in rural Pakistan, support the conclusion of Bolwig et al. (2008) that
for effective integration into AVCD, it is important to develop or adopt approaches that
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combine ‘the best of both worlds’: linking the local context with the broader development
agenda. Similarly, the findings also lend support to the FAO's (2010) acknowledgment of the
weakness of the existing agricultural extension and value chain development policies and
projects: participatory development projects and interventions bypass women and marginal
groups if the VCD interventions are not rightly focused and targeted to include them.
The ex-ante results revealed that most of the women in V1 had no involvement in any of the
VCD interventions but a tremendous improvement was observed in their ex-post results,
suggesting that creating conditions and an enabling environment for equal access to
opportunities is the key feature for gender inclusion in VCD (United Nations, 2008). In other
words, mainstreaming women into VCD interventions needs focused and place-based
interventions which may need extra encouragement from the project teams and more
cooperation from their male counterparts to participate and contribute to agricultural VCD
interventions. Women in FGDs in V1, expressed their concern that previously there were few
opportunities and activities for them to participate in the AVCD interventions of the project.
The findings above reveal the differentiated impact of place-based and commodity-focused
approaches on gender inclusion and participation in agricultural VCD, as indicated in previous
research. Luqman et al., (2018) claim that despite women’s active role in agriculture, and their
access to agricultural knowledge and resources is limited in the existing agricultural extension
system. Improving their educational level, creating opportunities for skill development through
establishing training centres at the union council level, and hiring female agricultural extension
officers are some of the suggestions for improvement which are supported by the findings of
this study.
It is well documented in the literature that contextual factors such as restricted mobility,
constrain women and girls from getting a formal education and participating in formal
development programs, especially in rural areas of Pakistan (Shahbaz, 2008; Ahmad et al.,
2016). While the department of agricultural extension, along with many other national and
international collaborators, run various agricultural and rural development programs
participation in farmer meetings remain the least engaging aspect of traditional VCDs. (Shahbaz
& Alli, 2011). This suggests that contextual factors may also be responsible for their lack of
interest. It appears that the low educational attainments of women in rural areas impede their
participation in a structured way. Interventions and policies that reduce the gender gap in assets
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are better able to achieve development outcomes related to food security, health, nutrition, and
other aspects of wellbeing related to agency and empowerment (Meinzen-Dick et al., 2011).
Therefore, addressing the contextual factors through focused, participatory and place-based
approaches improve women’s inclusion.
The findings of this study suggest that women’s participation in V1 was influenced by both
focused efforts and a holistic approach to value chain development especially addressing their
non-farm income-generating skill needs and priorities. The findings support the Meinzen-Dick
et al. (2011) argument that interventions and policies that increase overall access of men and
women to particular assets and skills help to bridge gender gaps and are better able to achieve
development outcomes. Meinzen-Dick further argued that most of the agricultural programs in
developing countries assume men are the farmers and ‘head of household,’ therefore
interventions mostly focus on them. This is likely to increase the gender gap, and further
explains the discrepancy between the place-based and commodity-focused approaches in the
two villages in the present study. In essence, projects and policies need to redirect this bias by
being more gender inclusive in their approaches, thereby bringing greater benefit to women.
Furthermore, the findings of this study confirm the established body of research criticizing
traditional agricultural development approaches in Pakistan for ignoring the importance of
gender and the small farming community (Hassan, Ali & Naeem, 2014; Chambers et al., 2018;
Shahbaz & Ata, 2014). Besides the recent reforms regarding gender inclusion and
empowerment in the country, there are limited initiatives that address the participation and
needs of rural women to allow them to benefit from formal value chain development initiatives
(Punjab Commission on Status of women, 2017). Previous research has also identified that
small holder farmers, especially women, are less likely to benefit from traditional agricultural
extension services in developing countries (Farnworth & Colverson, 2014; FAO, 2010). It is
asserted that they are left unsupported in the present extension system (both public and private)
in Pakistan, which tends to address the needs of large landholder and progressive farmers
(mainly male), due to their ease of access and tendency to be early adopters of agricultural
innovation (Shahbaz & Ata, 2014; Davidson, Ahmad & Ali, 2001). Women continue to be out
of the reach of most traditional value chain interventions and this gender bias remains a problem
in rural Pakistan (World Bank, 2011; Spriggs &Chambers, 2010; Bartholomaeus, 2013).
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In sum, gender inclusion and active participation have important implications for AVCD in the
rural context of Pakistan. This discussion suggests that to achieve gender equity and
participation in agricultural projects and programs, it is essential to create a planned project
trajectory that ensures explicit commitment, from early project planning phase through to the
development of recommendations, processes of implementation and monitoring of the impact
and outcomes (Farnworth et al., 2015).

It is evident that in all aspects of community

participation, the place-based approach had a central role in helping create and maintain trust,
and addressed, identified and prioritized community needs. This is made possible by adopting
the key principles of participatory action research, empowering people to be heard and valued.
5.2

Gender Empowerment /inter-household collaboration

The first key hypothesis of the study: that gender inclusion and mainstreaming occurred through
conscious efforts and by adopting contextualized, place-based approach can be understood
through a focus on the major findings about the extent of inclusion and participation achieved
in two different VCD approaches. In discussing this hypothesis, the focus is on the major
findings about the extent of inclusion and participation achieved in the two different VCD
approaches. This leads to the second hypothesis of the study, that with improved gender
inclusion in VCD interventions, gender collaboration at the household level is also improved
in small farming households. This section discusses the findings relating to gender collaboration
in family and farm decision making.
Ibrahim & Alkire’s (2008) ‘Women’s Empowerment in Agricultural Index’ framework
provided a comprehensive, research-based gender lens through which to understand the
experience of inclusion and empowerment of individuals in small farming households that
emerged during this small-scale study. The key gender empowerment indicators in the agrarian
context of Pakistan include: women’s control of ordinary household expenditure; women’s role
in education and the medical expenses of the household, and decisions on major household
expenditures such as dowries. In addition to household decisions, in the rural household,
women’s role in agricultural and livestock-related decisions is also important to consider.
Higher levels of women’s involvement in family and farm decision making in rural households
translates into improved levels of agency, relationships and structure. Agency is a key aspect
in the quest for improving gender collaboration outcomes in rural households because it
provides a person, male or female, freedom to achieve goals or values that are considered vital
for him/her. It also enables a person to overcome barriers, question and challenge situations of
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oppression and deprivation individually or collectively, to have influence and be heard in family
and society (Hanmer & Klugman, 2016).
Findings from this study indicate that men were the most frequently engaged in household and
farm decisions in all research sites, while women had limited participation in decisions related
to family matters. The pre-project data reveal no significant gender collaboration in family and
farm-related decision making, rather showing the dominant role of men. This is supported by
the findings of Spriggs et al. (2017) who found that men in rural Pakistan have more authority
in family and farm-related decision making compared to women. Research has shown that
involving women in family and farm decision making assists households to adopt better
practices to improve their farm and family well-being (Khan et al., 2016; Samee et al., 2015).
The limited involvement of women in household decision making leads to limited choices and
freedom to decide what they want to do, thus negatively affecting agency. In that respect,
Female respondents in this study evidently had less of a role in household decision making, but
it could be argued that those decisions would shape and guide their agency in the family which
would ultimately help improve women’s overall relationships within their household and
community.
The other aspect of gender empowerment is the ability to build and improve relations within
the household, community and society which could particularly benefit and empower women.
Empowering women or men to develop an ability to create, participate and benefit from
institutions and networks would enable them to negotiate their needs and rights (Rozel & Earl,
2015). Previous research in this regard shows that improvements in women’s agency have led
to improved relationships at the household as well as community level (Spriggs et al., 2017).
The results of this study show that women had limited opportunities to build relationships with
other households due to cultural barriers. As indicated earlier, one young girl (Female 3, V1)
said that going to other households was not considered ‘a good’ thing. Thus they hardly ever
meet. Consequently, they get limited opportunities to build relationships that might benefit
them in their future life or career.
The three different situations that are compared in this study provide evidence of differential
impacts on women’s collaboration in household decision making. Two key factors were
identified that contributed to improving gender collaboration at the household level: first, the
women’s access to knowledge/information; and second, the women’s access to skills
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development. Based on active participation in VCDs, it appears that collaboration and positive
changes between women and men are an effective way to promote gender empowerment in the
small farming household. This links to a key finding of this study, that gender collaboration in
family and farm decision making improved in V1 through active participation, value chain and
non-farm interventions. As discussed in Chapter Five (page 121), it was found that being
embedded in the place-based experience improved women’s self-confidence. For participants,
this included access to diversified opportunities for participation in VCD interventions, as well
as community events and meetings, taking part in community services centre maintenance
activities, and celebrations of their achievements, as noted below:
The voices of women especially young women and girls were not heard
before, and now we are heard by our parents, brothers, and elders, they listen
to us now (Resp-7, V1).
This shows how the active participation of women builds confidence, leading to higher gender
collaboration at the household level, and confirms how access to information and knowledge
stimulates a positive collaboration between men and women in a household. This collaboration
helps to empower women. The findings are consistent with Pamphilon & Mikhailovich's (2017)
study that capacity building, gender inclusion, and adopting a place-based approach to engage
smallholder households enabled them to collaborate in family and farm activities and decision
making. Although the latter used a family team approach involving both men and women in
activities together (which for cultural reasons is different in this study), it is the active
participation and focused inclusion of men and women that contributes to collaboration in
decision making. Gender-inclusive development intervention has the highest potential to
empower women and men to consider their relative roles in family and farming practices. This
foundation supports them to make collaborative decisions that could lead to greater equity in
the family. In Pamphilon & Mikhailovich's (2017) study they emphasize that a place-based and
asset-based community engagement learning approach for smallholder households promotes
greater women’s empowerment in poor families.
Through active participation and inclusion, women and men’s access to knowledge and
information also improved. The social and interpersonal interaction with community and the
public and private agricultural extension agencies produced confidence, which builds trust and
social relationships that bond households and communities together (Fukuyama, 1996). Qadeer
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(2006), argues that Pakistan has become a society of low trust which poses a challenge to
engaging men and women from smallholder farming communities.
In this study, the participants were engaged in VCD interventions with two different
approaches, and in doing so they gained commodity-related knowledge and information. The
participant's participation in VCDs with a place-based approach also brings confidence to
women. As a female participant (Female 8, V1) explained, their viewpoint, especially in
agricultural matters, was not regarded as valuable because men believed that they did not know
anything about agriculture. She went on to say that when they participated in different
information sessions regarding agriculture, nursery raising, vegetable gardening and so on, they
developed the confidence to have discussions with the men based on the information and
knowledge gained. This implies that access to quality, trusted knowledge and information
sources helps develop confidence in and towards female participants, building positive gender
collaboration in decision making. It is also important to note that the degree of participation
inherent in a place-based VCD approach is paramount to empowering women in a rural context.
Women who ‘were engaged in diversified VCD interventions’ (place-based approaches), and
those who had more interactions with multiple project teams and communities, collaborated
more with their menfolk, suggesting that higher levels of gender engagement in VCD activities
impacts on the level of gender collaboration in smallholder households.
The participants in V1 were highly appreciative of the place-based VCD interventions carried
out in their village, as stated by one male participant:
Our wives and daughters had no opportunities to participate in any
agriculture or non-agriculture activities previously, but the community
services centre provided them a place/forum to get knowledge, information
and skills (Resp-3, V1).
This extract and related findings suggest that place-based approaches bring a greater depth of
community participation and engagement compared to commodity-focused approaches for
value chain development. This finding helps to explain Luqman et al.'s (2018) argument
regarding the lack of small holder farmers’ (especially women’s) admiration towards traditional
extension approaches and practices, which are seen to benefit large holder, male farmers. In
this study, it was observed that women and men’s access to reliable information and knowledge
in participatory approaches acts to reinforce gender collaboration at the household level to a
greater degree than a traditional approach.
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The impact of gender inclusion in VCD interventions on gender collaboration in V2 helps to
understand the differentiated role of place-based and commodity-focused approaches played to
empower women and poor. This links to a key finding of this study that gender collaboration
in family and farm decision making remained almost the same, especially in household matters,
in V2, where women and men were exposed to a specific commodity knowledge, information
and skills via expert-farmer meetings and short-term training sessions. It is important to note
that the community/expert-farmer meetings were the prominent activity in which women
participated, leading to the low interest of women in later stages of the project. This is illustrated
in the following statement:
Women used to come in meeting when the commodity team representatives
visit us initially but some women never came back after few meetings as we
got nothing out of it and consider a waste of time. Though the lectures of
project representatives were informative but we need some practical things
to do as this lecture did not cater our needs for income generation (Resp-5,
V2).
This reveals that although commodity-related information is beneficial for smallholder
households, this is not what they want to improve. The top-down and pre-planned information
sharing through community meetings, in which farmers tend to listen despite participation, is a
less engaging strategy especially for women who have multiple household and farm
responsibilities. Despite the low level of interest shown by women in VCD interventions in V2,
the improved access to commodity-related information and knowledge resulted in better
collaboration of women with their household heads. This show that access to information and
knowledge improves women’s confidence, leading to more involvement in decision making
which in turn stimulates positive gender collaboration in rural households. This collaboration
helps to empower women.
However, no significant changes in decision making about family matters was observed in V2.
Though women and men’s access to commodity-related knowledge and information improved,
it did not improve the social and interpersonal interaction with community and public and
private agricultural extension agencies that builds mutual trust and bound communities together
(Fukuyama, 1996). According to Spriggs et al. (2017), trust is eroding in rural communities in
Pakistan for many socio-political reasons.
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In this study, the participants in V2 also lost their trust, especially in their local leadership,
which translated to low interest in the VCD interventions as well. The participant's involvement
in VCDs via traditional lecture methods provided women with fewer opportunities to engage.
As a female participant (Resp-2, V2) expressed, their collaboration with men in the household
regarding farm related decisions improved because of their participation in the commodityrelated lectures. This led them to try to adopt some of the practices as well, such as improving
the cleanliness of the animal sheds and prolonging the weaning of calves. This implies that
though access to quality, trusted knowledge and information sources contributed to higher
awareness and positive changes in attitude regarding a specific commodity. But, it is important
to note that the degree of participation found in the commodity-focused approach was not
translated to women’s empowerment in a rural context. Women who ‘were engaged in
diversified VCD interventions’ (place-based approaches) had more collaboration with men in
the family compared to women in V2, who ‘were engaged in commodity-specific VCD
interventions’ (the commodity-focused approach), suggesting that if the level of participation
is less in VCD activities, then it may impact on the level of gender collaboration in smallholder
households.
The top-down and hierarchical approaches to AVCD put little emphasis on participatory
planning and implementation to improve the relevant value chain. The findings indicate that
majority of female respondents in V2 reported that their needs and concerns were not addressed
as they were rarely involved in identifying their capacities and requirements. Also, women have
full-time homemaking responsibilities and they are rarely involved in traditional agricultural
extension meetings which neglect women’s potential contribution to AVCD. These findings
are in line with those of the FAO, IFAD & World Bank (2009), that traditional agricultural
extension approaches do not attract the small farming households to participate in key aspects
of value chain development that could bring about improvements in individual and community
level collaboration. This suggests that the traditional, top-down commodity-focused approach
to AVCD is not aligned with the aspirations of poor, small landholders, especially women and
this can then lead to their disengagement in formal AVCD activities. These findings suggest
that a place-based approach brings a greater depth of community participation and engagement
compared to commodity-focused approach for value chain development. The higher level of
participation develops confidence and promotes gender collaboration at the household level.
The less engaging the VCD approach, the less gender collaboration is found in households. This
further supports the arguments of Luqman et al. (2018), that small holder farmers, especially
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women, are disenchanted with traditional extension approaches. In this study, it was observed
that women and men’s access to reliable information and knowledge in a participatory
approach, acts to reinforce gender collaboration at the household level compared to a traditional
approach (Yaron et al., 2009).
Interestingly, it emerged from the results that there were no changes in gender collaboration in
decision making over time in V3, the control village (See Figure 5.10 page 138). What really
distinguishes gender collaboration at the household level is access to knowledge and
information by participating in VCD interventions through place-based. Although women in
V3 had a relatively higher level of education compared to V1 and V2, their participation in
family and farm-related decision making in the household was lower. The extract below
explains this phenomenon clearly:
Women are responsible for cooking and family care while men take care of
money matters. The final authority in family decision rests with men/head of
household. As we do not know much about agriculture, so we do not participate
in agriculture-related decisions and this men’s domain mostly (Resp-1, V3).
Ninety-five percent of the female participants indicated no changes in their collaboration with
family males in decision making over the three years. This discussion draws on Nuzhat et al.’s
(2016) recent research on intra-household gender parity and empowerment gaps in rural
Pakistan. They found that in a majority of rural households, men are more empowered than
women with an empowerment gap of 46 percent. Many factors influence women’s participation
in household decision-making. Khan et al. (2016) and Weinberger (2001) argue that the higher
the level of female education, the higher the degree of gender collaboration in decision making
in rural households. However, the findings of this study do not support this claim because
despite their relatively higher level of education in V3, women’s collaboration in family and
farm decisions was lowest and remained almost the same over time. The findings of this study
in line with Wolf's (1985) early research study that indicated that higher education levels is
women are not a significant factor in influencing intra-household gender power relationships.
Similarly, the findings are consistent with Spriggs et al.’s recent research study results that
indicate men traditionally have greater autonomy in household decision making especially
regarding money in rural Pakistan.
In contrast, women’s collaboration in decision making was not found to improve over time in
V2 and V3, which indicates the importance of women’s access to knowledge. This finding
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supports Markelova, Meinzen-Dick & Dohrn's (2009) argument that despite recognition of
women’s role and contribution to the rural economy, this does not translate into greater access
to knowledge sources. A strong relationship is between intra-household gender collaboration
and inclusion and participation in the VCD interventions, resulting in better access to
knowledge and information about social relationships compared to control village participants.
Thus, women’s active participation and access to diversified information sources,
multidisciplinary projects teams, and community are reported by participants to result in
improved confidence and intra-household relationships. It also leads to them having a better
say in family and farm-related household decision making leading to long-term gender
empowerment.
The study findings suggest that access to quality information and knowledge sources, as well
as skills that could improve women’s income, enable women to influence the household
decision making process in rural areas. The following sections will focus on the third hypothesis
of this study; that gender empowerment knits the community together and promotes interhousehold collaboration.
5.3

Inter-Household Gender Collaboration

The previous two sections discussed the people’s views of their participation in VCD
interventions and gender empowerment in family and farm decision-making practices. This
section discusses the key findings about gender collaboration at the community level and
changes in inter-household gender collaboration after the two VCD approaches. Overall, the
results from this study revealed that the ease of collaboration between household/community
was significantly improved in V1 compared to V2 and V3. Women from all three villages tend
to be more collaborative compared to men on all collaboration indicators. This suggests that
though there are variations in women and men’s level of collaboration in V1, the key factors
that influenced inter household gender collaboration in the study district were similar. These
included frequent interactions at the neutral CSC building which served as a place-based forum
and learning hub for the local community, the trust developed through collective planning and
networking with institutions and other households in the village.
The place-based approach in V1 emerged as the prominent factor in inter-household gender
collaboration with the highest mean scores. According to Bailey (2012), the place-based
approach offers partnership, control, and local flexibility to improve community engagement.
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This flexibility includes whether the community, both men and women, believe that investing
effort in collaborative activities and learning new skills have made a difference in the past, or
will affect future agricultural and household welfare. Similarly, local flexibility refers to
recognizing and respecting local values, motivation to direction, intensity, and persistence of
development effort towards VCD in the rural context (Spriggs & Chambers, 2010). Research
has shown that highly engaged communities actively strive for possible collaboration to
improve their adoption of agricultural innovations and maximize their profits (Devaux et al.,
2009; Markelova & Meinzen-Dick, 2009).
Findings from this study suggest that both male and female respondents agreed that their active
participation in diverse VCD interventions improved both their inter-household collaboration
and their motivation to collaborate on their agricultural value chains along with connecting for
social and community level events. Some female respondents believed that their experience in
learning skills would result in improvement in their inter household collaboration, and others
felt that establishing a neutral platform or place for small holder farmers had resulted in
improvement in their inter household collaboration as well as collaboration with other villages’
households who were connected via the CSC in their village. Similarly, they felt ‘included,’
‘empowered,’ ‘collaborative,’ ‘had a sense of trust and ownership,’ and were interested in
adopting improved practices for value chain development as well as transferring what they
learned to others. These findings are aligned with the studies that have found empowering
women and the poor through a place-based approach is a key factor that facilitates collective
action in a rural context (Spriggs et al., 2018; Vinson, 2009; Wear, 2007; Wiseman, 2006).
Other place-based and participatory development studies have shown that participatory and
holistic development is more powerful than the top-down, traditional development approaches
to AVCD (Bynner, 2015; Pamphilon & Mikhailovich, 2016).
The fact that women and men from V1 rated the intensity of their interaction with other
households and villages highly, indicates that this inter household gender could also be
attributed to participatory PBD interventions which they are predominantly engaged in. It has
already been pointed out that the women in this study engaged mostly through the participatory
and place-based approach compared to the commodity-focused approach. This means that in
most instances the women in the study would not benefit from the traditional top-down VCD
approaches but would rather engage through a place-based conscious effort. In this way, they
are able to collaborate and perform collective activities to solve their problems, or live in a more
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connected way (Pandolfelli & Meinzen-dick, 2007). It could, therefore, be argued that the
relevancy of their inclusion and empowerment drives their attitude to inter-household
collaboration, and they would also have in their minds the potential outcome of their
collaboration which would include improvements in agriculture as well as other household
outcomes. Such individuals would be highly motivated to collaborate with other people and
would have a strong conviction that such collaboration could result in improvements to the
individual and agricultural challenges they face in a rural context. For instance, marketing their
agricultural produce together reduces their transportation costs as well as individual fatigue.
Another inter-household collaboration factor that was highly rated by both male and female
participants in the study was gaining trust through joint planning and networking with partner
institutions—multidisciplinary teams. According to Padmanabhan (2006), trust is a key element
of collective action in rural communities. Interpersonal trust bonds people together and enables
the minimization of their differences. Research has shown that when people have developed
confidence in their abilities, they are more likely to collaborate with each other (Degrande et
al., 2014). Findings from this study indicated that due to the higher level of trust in V1, women
in the village gained confidence to step out of their homes and get connected with other women
at the CSC, which improved their interpersonal abilities. They had a strong belief that they were
capable, useful, and contributing members of their family and community. This finding
supports the conclusion of Padmanabhan (2006), who found that trust is one of the key factors
in collective action especially for women after investigating the key factors of collective action
in rural communities that could have an impact on successful plant genetic resource
management in India.
Based on the results of this study, it could be argued that focused inclusion through place-based
VCD interventions, as well as skills development, built a mutual trust between community and
development institutions. It is also reasonable to say that women indicated confidence and trust
as key factors to enabling inter-household collaboration in V1. On the other hand, lack of trust
in local leadership as well as in the project team in V2, led to a deterioration in interest on the
part of small holder farmers, especially women, and their collaboration with other households
in village did not improve over time. This implies that interpersonal trust is an important
ingredient of effective community engagement and gender inclusion in AVCD (Padmanabhan,
2006). Thus, individuals or communities who develop high levels of interpersonal trust will be
more likely to engage and collaborate with each other (Degrande et al., 2014).
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Moreover, the women in this study also indicated they had long-term interaction with other
women from their villages as well as neighbouring villages, and this was another key factor that
facilitated their inter-household collaboration in V1. According to Padmanabhan (2006), longterm relationships build trust and repeated interactions help grow it stronger. Factors that affect
long-term interaction include recognition, respect and valuing local capacities and needs
(Spriggs & Chambers, 2010). Men in V1 also reported that the longer duration training offered
them an opportunity to develop strong ties with other participants and improved their
interpersonal relationships and collaboration with other households. Thus, both men and
women indicated that they built positive relationships with their peers, and they shared ideas,
skills, and knowledge amongst themselves which facilitated their inter-household collaboration.
This result suggests that both men and women in this study had developed cordial relationships
with their peers through their prolonged interaction during the longer duration training sessions
at CSC in V1, interactions which were reported as lower in V2 across both genders.
The role of positive interaction in achieving the common goal of influencing and supporting
interpersonal collaboration has been widely supported in a number of studies (Labonte, 1999;
Onyx & Bullen, 2000). Lahiri-Dutt & Samanta (2006) indicated that collaboration occurs
through ‘repeated interactions’ and needs an investment of time and effort to build it through
purposeful human activities. As a result, after participating in training programmes, which are
purposeful interactions, men and women support collective activities by providing recognition,
encouragement and trust, as well as discussing new goals to achieve the desired outcome—
improving their agricultural value chains and livelihood.
Another key factor that facilitated the inter-household collaboration of men and women in V1
compared to V2 was the implementation method and design of the VCD approach. The
implementation method is defined as the mechanism to transfer the recommended codes of
practice for an agricultural value chain to a farming community by providing them with the
ability to learn and adapt according to their requirements (Niazi et al., 2005; Taj et al., 2009).
Both men and women in this study believed that the participatory implementation strategies
adopted by the PBD approach made it easy to participate and collaborate with other households,
this is in comparison to a top-down commodity-focused approach that aimed to transfer
improved knowledge and information about a specific commodity to small holder farmers,
irrespective of whether they were interested or not. Lahiri-Dutt & Samanta (2006) observed
that rural communities were more likely to work together when they perceived that the
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development programme was designed and delivered in such a way that maximized their skills
and networking. This perspective was supported by the respondents in this study as they
commented that their active involvement in the planning and implementation of participatory
and meaningful value chain development interventions lead them to develop good interpersonal
relations with various team representatives and the community.
The implementation design was regarded as an important factor by the participants and thus the
commodity-focused VCD implementation design was perceived to be less involving and
beneficial, especially for women in the study. These results could mean that from the
perspective of the small holder farmers, especially women, the VCD approach they reported on
was not seen as particularly relevant and desirable, rather it was imposed on them. Similarly,
though the commodity-related knowledge, information and skills were useful, they had little
practical applicability in the context of small farmer households. These confirm the findings of
past studies that investigated the weaknesses of existing agricultural extension and rural
development approaches in Pakistan (Luqman et al., 2018; Shahbaz & Ata, 2014). Some of the
female respondents in this study reported that some of value chain improvement
recommendations were skewed towards the large farmers. For instance, the recommendation to
build a modern shed with free access to feed and water is capital intensive, and difficult to adopt
for the smallholders. Consequently, this leads to a low level of interest and participation and
has a limited impact on inter-household collaboration.
Similarly, findings from this study reveal that there was no involvement of participants in the
planning process of the commodity value chain interventions. They were involved as ‘registered
households’ and there was no consultation on the type of VCD interventions. As echoed by a
female FGD participant: ‘There was no consideration of our interests and needs but only invited
to attend meetings and lectures.’ As a result of this top-down approach, though the smallholders
in this study rated participation and inclusion as key factors that facilitated inter-household
collaboration, meaningful inter-household collaboration is unlikely to occur if the VCD
interventions do not address their interests and priorities, and their preparedness to participate
in learning events. Arguably, if men and women were consulted in the planning of VCD
activities that benefit them, they would easily develop goals that they would hope to achieve in
this process. Similarly, they would be aware of the outcomes from participation in the VCD
interventions and training sessions and they could easily assess the gaps in community
collaboration and expect to fill these gaps through active participation.
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The active participation, frequent and repeated interaction with VCD teams, and community
were the top-ranked activities enhancing participants’ inter-household collaboration in a rural
context. The study found significant differences between the two VCD approaches in improving
inter-household gender collaboration. Past studies have found that inter-household
collaboration and collective action differ significantly across communities, VCD approaches,
and demographic characteristics (such as gender, age, educational level, and caste) in rural
communities (Green, 2012; Padmanabhan, 2006; Doss, 2014; Dahal & Adhikari, 2008; Devaux
et al., 2009; Spriggs et al., 2017). This study reinforces the findings of these studies by adding
that the level of inter-household gender collaboration differs significantly across communities
and genders, but is likely to improve through active, focused and sustainable interaction and
community engagement in purposeful activities. Overall, the study found that participants,
especially women involved in place-based VCD interventions, differed significantly from those
in less engaging, commodity-focused VCD approaches on almost all collaboration indicators.
Furthermore, insights drawn from the study suggest that while the theoretical framework
guiding the study to a large extent was relevant, it was not fully applicable to Pakistan’s rural
context (see Figure 2.2). Its relevance stems from the cultural and contextual dimensions
incorporated into the framework. The framework guiding the study theorized that the assetbased participatory and place-based approaches could be shaped and influenced by the sociocultural and institutional contextual realities in Pakistan (Hanmer & Klugman, 2016). The
theoretical framework posited that women engage in formal AVCD programmes through nonformal and participatory place-based learning approaches and informal learning methods. Thus,
the results from the study showed that informal learning methods predominate.
The findings of the study suggested that men in all of the study sites had more opportunities to
interact and network with other people than women, both from within and outside the village.
However, increased interaction with other people within the village widened the horizon for
women: they were more motivated to collaborate with other households in the village and were
more likely to have positive inter-household collaboration outcomes than men in the study,
especially in V1. These results could be explained by differences in the frequency of interaction
for participants in the VCD interventions. In the rural context of Pakistan, women remain the
passive member in farming operations whilst men are full-time farmers. Women are usually
responsible for family care and household chores so they have limited access to education and
skills and are mostly confined to the household premises. In contrast, men are full-time farmers
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and breadwinners for the family and are mostly concerned with their income earning
responsibilities within or outside the village. Men have more opportunities to network and
interact with other people and would have the necessary resources at their disposal. These
resources include time and the facilities to carry out their farming and non-farm income earning
roles. However, providing women with the opportunity to interact and participate in meaningful
activities is likely to improve inter-household collaboration. This could explain why women
reported that they were more motivated, and they perceived more positive inter-household
outcomes than men.
5.4

Chapter Summary

In summary, chapter six discussed the key findings of this study with reference to relevant
literature. The first part of the chapter examined the two VCD approaches for gender inclusion.
This section discussed the findings which relate to the research question: ‘to what extent have
PBD and commodity-focused approaches facilitated gender inclusion from small farming
HHDs?’

It was argued that gender inclusion occurred through a focused and participatory

place-based approach within the rural context of Pakistan. It emerged from the discussion that
to achieve gender equity and participation in agricultural projects and programs, it is essential
to create a planned mechanism that ensures explicit commitment from the early project planning
stage, through to the development of recommendations and the process of implementation and
monitoring the impact and outcomes (Farnworth et al., 2015). It is evident that in all aspects of
community participation, the place-based approach had a central role in helping create and
maintain trust, and address, identify, and prioritize community needs. This is made possible by
adopting the key principle of participatory action research which is to empower people to be
heard and valued.
The second part of this chapter discussed the second research question: Does the inclusion of
women in place-based and commodity-focused approaches in AVCDs increase women’s
involvement in family and farm decision making? The results suggest that one way to improve
the likelihood of gender collaboration in decisions making in rural households is to make
conscious efforts to improve women’s access to quality and trusted knowledge and information
sources as well as skills.
The last section examined the finding related to the third research question: To what extent have
PBD activities in the area stimulated inter-household collaboration and wellbeing in the farming
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community (trust and social development) as compared to a commodity-focused approach? It
is argued that active participation in meaningful activities through a place-based VCD approach
will address the challenge of low trust in the rural communities of Pakistan (Spriggs et al.,
2018). The findings of the study revealed that women tend to be more collaborative and positive
about their interaction and networking with other people within and outside of the village than men,
in all the study sites. Therefore, it was concluded that providing women with opportunities through
focused inclusion could lead to higher inter-household collaboration.

It seems clear that some form of change needs to occur within the traditional top-down VCD
approaches to expand women’s participation beyond their household and family care activities.
Chapter Seven provides some conclusions and implications to be considered as a consequence
of the study findings.
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Chapter Six:
6.0

Conclusion

Introduction

The key objective of this final chapter is to summarise the research focus, key research findings,
and related implications and recommendations for development policy and practice in the rural
agrarian context of Pakistan. Concluding remarks and recommendations for future research
follow.
6.1

Summary of Key Findings

6.1.1 Gender Inclusion evolved through collaborative, participatory and
diversified Place-based Value Chain Development Activities
The findings summarised in this section respond to research question 1: To what extent have
PBD and commodity-focused approaches facilitated members of small farming households
(women and men) to gain benefit from AVCD activities? Based on the results and discussions
about the research, the following key findings have been made.
First, the active participation of men and women from small farming households in AVCD
activities, both through the place-based and commodity-focused approaches, remains the key
aspect of this study. Both approaches have realized an entirely different scenario for gender
inclusion and involvement in VCD activities according to pre and post survey results. While
male farmers in V1 had been provided with information in farmer field schools before, there
was no mechanism to engage them in discussions and practical demonstrations on the farm.
However, many respondents in V1, especially women, were not involved in any of the VCD
activities in the ‘before’ project survey, but a tremendous increase in participation and
involvement was reported in the post-project survey. The men and women in V1 were engaged
by the ASLP2 multi-disciplinary team in diverse, needs-based agricultural value chain
activities, as well as off-farm skill development activities such as value-addition, poultry and
livestock care and management, citrus pruning, orchard management, dressmaking, computer
skills and kitchen gardening—a holistic place-based approach.
On the other hand, the case was opposite in V2, where the level of women’s involvement
showed some negative changes over time and community meetings with commodity
representatives did not utilise interactive or participatory means of learning and involvement.
Therefore, their village remained individualistic, uncoordinated, and unstructured. The male
respondents from V2 reported their engagement in farmer meetings with an expert in a specific
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commodity in their village, but such meetings were not explicitly meant for enhancing their
participation and skills in VCD and served more as information sharing. This implies that the
village meetings are not an effective means with which to engage and unite the community; on
the contrary, they appear to divide the interests of community. There was no coordinating body
to bridge the gap between the farmers and the AVCD teams, to enable the farming community
to access VCD resources in such a rural context. These results strongly suggest that while
community/farmer meetings for agricultural knowledge and skills delivery existed in the study
area, it appears that they have not been embraced by the small farming community as a viable
learning avenue, especially for women.
Second, the commodity-focused approach mainly focused on a specific value chain in rural
Pakistan to help farmers solve the immediate problems they are facing. The extension agents
asked about their day-to-day routines, procedures and advised them on the recommended Code
of Practices (CoPs) for improving the specific value chain. When farmers encountered any
challenges that needed immediate attention they generally consulted colleagues and undertook
visitations to other value chain actors such as private dealers in the area. Similarly, when
extension agents visited the village, they guided mostly male farmers on how to appropriately
operate the value chain processes. Hence, the focus of the commodity-focused value chain
development approach was not on engaging the community for the long-term, but on shortterm and immediate value chain problem-solving (Heck, 2003). Meanwhile, the participatory
place-based approach helped community as well as project teams to work closely to achieve
the desired outcome, improving the practices of small holder farmers by adopting the
recommended CoPs. The frequency and intensity of interaction between the community and
multidisciplinary project teams, in addition to the diversity of VCD activities built trust in V1
compared to V2.
The small holder farmers, especially women, in the study area lack access to varied and relevant
value chain development activities that could add value to their family income as well as nonfarm skills and activities to complement family farm income. Moreover, women have lower
literacy levels and restricted mobility and are secluded in their homes for domestic and family
care activities. Small farmer women lack access to facilities to improve their skills, particularly
non-farm skills with which to supplement their family income.
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6.1.2 Active Participation and skills development lead to greater empowerment
of women in household decision making
As noted in the reviewed literature, contextual factors constrain women and girls from gaining
sufficient formal education and participating in formal development programs. While the
Department of Agricultural Extension, in collaboration with other national and international
organisations, conducts various agricultural and rural development programs, participation in
farmer meetings in the commodity-focused approach remained the least engaging source of
information (particularly for women), which suggests that other factors may also responsible
for their lack of interest. It appears that the low educational attainments of women in rural areas
impede their participation in a structured way.
Men have better access to learning and employment opportunities than women, in all research
areas, suggesting that besides the improvement in overall literacy and participation of women
in the economy rural women have not received much attention in Pakistan. The study suggested
that men had more access to education, land, income and other productive household resources
than women. It is interesting to note that less than five percent of the women owned land in the
study areas. Similarly, less than one percent of female participants were involved in any kind
of income earning/employment. Further, because women had full-time homemaking
responsibilities, they were rarely involved in traditional agricultural extension meetings. This
may limit their potential to eventually emerge as future farmers in small farming households.
The traditional commodity-focused agricultural extension and value chain development
approaches in rural Pakistan are still more inclined to attract male farmers, suggesting that the
concept of place-based and participatory development is yet to be fully adopted. The AVCD
practices put little emphasis on engaging women through creating the place-based conditions
necessary to promote women’s involvement in value chain development activities. Women’s
contribution to agriculture and livestock production is overlooked in the study area. Thus,
women remain invisible and unrecognized which leads to their marginalization when gaining
benefits from the AVCD activities.
Top-down and hierarchical approaches to AVCD are dominant in the commodity-focused
village, and there is little evidence of ‘participatory planning and implementation’ for
improving the relevant value chain. The study results revealed that the majority of female
respondents in V2 reported that their needs and concerns were not addressed as they were rarely
involved in identifying their capacities and needs. Thus, the commodity-focused approach
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discouraged the small farming household women from participating in key aspects of value
chain development that could bring about improvements in their individual and community
level collaboration.
The traditional commodity-focused and place-based approaches for AVCD in rural Pakistan
have a differentiated impact on men and women in smallholder agriculture. In place-based
approaches, women have more opportunities to participate in improving their learning and
skills, are motivated to use their knowledge and skills, and are more likely to be involved in
family and farm decision making leading to positive personal outcomes. This finding suggests
that the traditional, top-down commodity-focused approach to AVCD is not aligned with the
aspirations of poor and small landholders. In the case of women, that can lead to their
disengagement in formal AVCD activities. For example, two out of ten women in V2 believed
that they had lost their interest in VCD activities over time, compared to men.
6.1.3 Community connectedness and collaboration improved through the strong
interaction of community and project teams
The findings in Punjab suggest that it is not the type of skills that lead participants to gain trust
and a voice in their family and community, rather it is the focused inclusion and interaction
with each other in a safe and neutral place. This implies that focused inclusion and participation
in VCD is a means for accessing knowledge and skills, regardless of the income they generate.
The findings also show that participants from V1 continued to work in their community after
acquiring skills related both to agricultural value chain or non-farm activities. Such skills
provide relatively low income, but these findings reinforce that ingrained and diversified
interventions to equip rural women with skills and information, as well as the ongoing
dedication of participants working in the farming community, built sustainable connections
within the households and community. This supports the view of Chambers et al. (2018), that
gender inclusion was related to the VCD results in enhancing gender collaboration and
community connectedness.
It was theorized that engagement in the different forms of value chain and skills development
activities would influence the level of collaboration of women and girls at the household and
community level by:
•

carrying out effective value chain development activities as well as generating income,

•

building trust and cohesiveness in the community through defining their capacities,
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•

managing the action plan, and

•

promoting a positive and safe participation and learning environment for women and
girls (Chambers, et al., 2018).

These were demonstrated in the current study, but it was also discovered that through their
learning experiences women and girls in the place-based approach engaged predominantly in
skill development activities which were mostly in compliance with their expectations. This
meant that they were serving as effective AVCD activities as conceived in the international
literature. Thus, while the theoretical framework was relevant to the study, the key lesson drawn
from this is that context impacts on the theory and practice of gender inclusion and
collaboration, both at an individual and at a community level. It is therefore very important to
study place-based approaches with reference to the rural context (Chambers, et al., 2018).
6.3

Limitations of the study

Despite the potential contribution of this study to knowledge and development policy and
practice, the study has the following limitations:
1. The first limitation of this study stems from the fact that it relied solely on the selfreported perceptions of men and women from small farming households regarding their
inclusion and participation in VCD. Men and women in the study self-reported the
frequency of the VCD activities they engaged in and their level of satisfaction that their
needs and concerns about value chain production were being addressed. Since this is
self-reported data, it is possible that both male and female respondents in V1 would
have given themselves ratings higher than their actual participation in VCD activities.
While participants of V2 may have reported lower than their actual participation rates.
Thus, a further step to explore would be researching perspectives on gender inclusion and
collaboration from other stakeholders and determining what are the challenges to
engagement with smallholder men and women in addition to working in multidisciplinary
teams. Such perspectives would also add more value and nuance to the findings of the study.
The views of other stakeholders would have served as an ethnographic triangulation with
the views expressed by smallholders. However, it is also recognized by Davidson et al.
(2001) that despite the fact that there is huge gap between policy and practice in the
agricultural extension delivery system, it is likely that the farmers are the most important
and valid source of the measurement, and their perceptions will drive the motivation and
performance of AVCD in Pakistan.
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2. Secondly, the relatively defined sample might not be large enough to warrant a broader
generalization of the result of this study to other districts in Pakistan. As already indicated,
this study collected data from three districts out of 36 across five provinces of Pakistan.
However, the selected districts are mostly rural and thus, its findings could apply to districts
with similar characteristics.

3. The third limitation of this study emanates from the data collection instruments that were
used? The gender empowerment framework has a more comprehensive list of indicators to
measure women’s empowerment than used in this study and hence it is possible to question
the applicability of the choices made to the agricultural context of Pakistan. As Alkire et al.
(2013b) argue, agency and empowerment domains vary from region to region and it cannot
be assumed that indicators that apply in ‘developed’ countries necessarily apply elsewhere.
Similarly, there may be many more indicators to measure the level of community
collaboration than the ones used in this study, but in this study specific indicators were
chosen over others. However, it is important to clarify that these are not the complete set

of empowerment and collaboration indicators by any means and they were modified for
use in the particular context of AVCD as well as to standardize with the baseline data
collected in 2015 by the SRP. Nonetheless, both instruments were validated before use
in the study.
4. Notwithstanding the precautions listed above, the limitations linked to the study may
not seriously affect the findings. This is because a mixed methods approach was used
to collect data from multiple sources, including surveys and focused group discussions.
Both sources of data collection complemented and provided corroboration for one
another by providing explanations for and confirmation of the responses in each section.
Thus, this study created room for testing existing theories of gender inclusion and
empowerment coupled with the generation of new insights and perspectives from small
farming household men and women using mixed methods. Consequently, the gender
empowerment framework used as a basis for analyzing intra-household gender
collaboration seemed to capture the relevant and appropriate information consonant
with the rural context of Pakistan for value chain development. It seemed to engage
men and women from poor and smallholder households productively and profoundly in
the interviews and seemed to produce valid scenarios of the state of value chain
development in Pakistan.
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6.4

Recommendations for Policy and Practice

Based on the conclusions drawn from the study, the following recommendations are made to
guide agricultural and rural development policy and practice relevant to engage small holder
farmers and especially women in VCD. The aim is to improve their knowledge and skills for
improving their collaboration at the household, community and regional levels.
First, it was concluded that gender participation in activities in PBD and commodity-focused
approaches present entirely different scenarios and outcomes for empowerment and
collaboration. It is, therefore, recommended that the existing agricultural extension and
development institutions, organizations, projects and programs be further supported and
strengthened to adopt an asset-based or place-based community engagement approach which
would make VCDs more vibrant and productive. This could be done by integrating the services
of agricultural scientists and social scientists. Currently, each district of Punjab, Pakistan has in
place a district agricultural extension directorate with officers and staff who are responsible for
agricultural extension and technology transfer. However, most of the technical staff, including
agricultural officers and field assistants, are agricultural graduates from various scienceoriented disciplines and have little knowledge or skill in community engagement strategies or
methods. It is suggested that the roles of agricultural officers be re-examined to ensure that they
are equipped with the skills and attitudes to support the adoption of holistic community
development approaches in order to enhance and encouraged gender inclusion in VCDs. Thus,
if we have multidisciplinary teams, the burden to technical/agricultural scientists would reduce
tremendously.
A social scientist could be assigned to coordinate the VCD activities by identifying community
capacities and undertake planning that is connected to the unique challenges at the individual
and community level based on these capacities. In this case, the place-based development
approach could be explored as a viable stimulating networking opportunity among them. The
place-based development approach is based on the assumption that developing locally-devised
strategies can tap the unused economic potential (local and regional) for achieving sustainable
development. It can also improve gender welfare and empowerment by involving and linking
local institutions and mechanisms to identify potential community assets that help to build
sustainable community development strategies (Tomaney, 2010).
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Second, it emerged that traditional/commodity-focused interventions for a specific commodity
development in rural Pakistan is mainly focused on solving immediate agricultural challenges.
It is recommended that small farmers, especially women, acquire agricultural as well as nonagricultural skill learning opportunities to enable them to become active members of the
household and community with critical insight, strategic vision and the ability to engage and
energize collaboration at household and community levels. It is further suggested that future
AVCD activities for small farming households in rural Pakistan could broaden both male and
female inclusion and collaboration, promoting multidisciplinary and holistic agricultural and
rural development.
Third, the small holder farmers, especially women, in the study area lack access to varied and
relevant value chain development activities and non-farm skills that could add value to their
family income. The study, therefore, recommends that women should be provided with
diversified value addition and learning opportunities in non-farm skills to enable them to keep
abreast with the latest prospects that can impact on their role in family and community
cooperation in decision making. The AVCD projects and programs could integrate the assetbased community engagement approach allowing flexible, area specific and interest-based
activities in projects and programs, especially for women. Also, the existing approach to
agricultural technology transfers and value chain development needs to be reviewed
periodically to keep abreast with modern trends and the changing needs of small holder farmers
especially women in Pakistan.
Fourth, it was concluded that certain contextual factors such as mobility restriction in rural areas
and the purdah constrain women and girls’ participation in formal education as well as in
agricultural and rural development programs. It appears that the Department of Agricultural
Extension and national and international collaborators run various agricultural and rural
development programs, but these remain the least engaging practice for small farming
households especially women, which suggests that other factors may also be responsible for
their lack of interest. The low educational attainments of women in rural areas impede their
participation in structured, pre-defined and top-down implementation strategies in agricultural
VCD projects in rural Pakistan and deprive women and small holder farmers of their benefits.
It is recommended project leaders investigate what is in the best interests of women and small
holder farmers and what any community involvement is expected to accomplish (NIH, 2011).
For example, is the goal a broad one—such as engaging the small farming community in
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assessing its AVCD status, identifying concerns, and developing and implementing action
plans. Or is it more narrow, such as engaging the community around specific value chain
development objectives? This is recognition of the fact that the ‘type and level of community
participation’ is required to be as high as that of the collaborators in the implementation of their
action plans (Pandolfelli & Meinzen-Dick, 2007).
Fifth, men had better access to more learning and employment opportunities compared to
women in all research areas. It is therefore recommended that all AVCD policies, projects and
programs need to embed gender and pro-poor perspectives in the implementation as well as the
planning and execution process of projects. Also, there is a need to design relevant femalefriendly activities leading to income or employment generation. The agricultural department
could recruit qualified female social sciences staff besides the technical staff to identify the
community’s interest, capacities and the priorities of women and small holder farmers. Further,
similar district and union council level staff also need community development orientation
courses and the skills to engage poor and marginal groups in rural areas. Research has shown
that successful and sustainable community development occurs from the inside not the outside
(Sirolli, 1999).
Sixth, one of the conclusions reached in this research is that traditional commodity-focused
agricultural VCD approaches in rural Pakistan are still more inclined to focus on male farmers.
Clearly, many of the activities in V2 carried out by the commodity-focused approach followed
traditional agricultural extension methods, that did not engage women and small holder farmers.
According to Shahbaz & Ata (2014), public and private extension services in Pakistan are
neither pro-poor nor gender inclusive. The traditional approach focuses on the ‘contact farmers’
or ‘registered farmers’ who are mostly the large holder, male farmers thus neglecting the
majority of small holder farmers and women. Existing AVCD approaches predominantly
address ‘crops’ and ‘value chain’ functions. For this reason, it is recommended that place-based
participatory approaches are adopted in order to have a broader inclusion of farming
communities especially women. This is because, in practice, women from small farming
households can only have an impact on value chain development if they have sufficient,
effective, knowledge and skills and the autonomy to support family and farm-related decision
making, as well as being heard in their families and communities.
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Seventh, given that the top-down and hierarchical approach to AVCD is dominant under the
traditional commodity-focused value chain development approach, it is suggested that all
AVCD interventions create enabling environments for women and small holder farmers to
support shared learning and action in rural Pakistan. This could be done if project implementers
create a strong multidisciplinary collaborative team of professionals where community
engagement is strongly embedded and connected to changing the focus from technical value
chain development to holistic development, benefitting poor and marginalized communities
(Pamphilon & Mikhailovich, 2016). Unlike a specific ‘commodity team’ and ‘agricultural
scientist’ carrying the burden alone, well organized, multidisciplinary and collaborative teams
in rural areas discuss and identify the issues of the farming community. In this way, their
capacities and needs are prioritized for AVCD.

According to Sirolli (1999) purposeful

collaboration reinforces the focus of development interventions, builds coherence in otherwise
fragmented systems and underpins the idea that working together toward a common purpose is a
valuable enterprise because of its contribution to building trust, collective responsibility, and a
communitywide focus on inclusion and collaboration.

Eight, the study results showed that traditional top-down and place-based approaches for
AVCD in rural Pakistan have a differentiated impact on gender collaboration at the household
and community levels. It is recommended that organizers of training programmes ensure that
the training has appropriate content, is relevant, and provides practice congruent to the actual
job situation of women in a rural context. This can be stimulated when a needs analysis is
conducted prior to training programmes to identify gender skill and knowledge gaps as well as
community needs so that value chain development interventions are targeted to meeting the
specific needs of small farming communities especially women. Laven & Verhart (2011)
maintain that conducting a thorough and objective needs analysis helps the organization invest
in VCDs in a strategic way that maximises the value of the initiative to the organization. Also,
small holder farmers especially women should be included in the planning, design, and
production of relevant VCD programmes to bolster their preparedness—addressing community
readiness before VCD interventions can increase the effectiveness of community engagement
by as much as 70 percent (Coles & Mitchell, 2010).
Finally, the integral role of participatory and enabling factors in facilitating VCDs was
supported in this study, thus agricultural and rural development authorities and training
organizers in Pakistan need to put in place interventions to sustain the motivation of women
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and men from small farming households to enhance gender inclusion, empowerment and
collaboration in rural communities through VCDs. Agricultural and rural development
authorities need to ensure both that intrinsic motivation is sustained and that extrinsic incentives
are provided to maintain highly engaged and motivated communities in rural Pakistan.
6.5

Prospects for Future Research

Based on the results of the study, a number of areas for future research are suggested. First,
there has been a longstanding debate between private and public agricultural and rural
development policies, programs and projects in Pakistan concerning the inclusion of women
and small holder farmers. The argument centres around the fact that while there are a significant
number of women in agriculture in Pakistan. Most them belong to small landholding
households, their participation and involvement in most of the formal, top-down, value chain
development projects remain invisible and they get the least benefit from these interventions,
leading to their marginalization and poverty. This insight is drawn from this study of placebased and commodity-focused value chain development activities for AVCD in two villages of
rural Punjab which are possibly biased farmers self-reporting about the VCD interventions in
both approaches. Further studies could carry out a comprehensive stakeholder analysis by
including various project implementation teams’ views about community inclusion and the
challenges inherent in following collaborative, multidisciplinary and holistic approaches. It is
anticipated that such comparative studies could help offer possible explanations for the existing
VCD gaps in the traditional, commodity-focused approaches.
Second, the study found that the commodity-focused approach in V2 had instituted the
‘registered farmer’ form of connecting with the community which provided the least
opportunities for wider community participation. In reality, these registered farmers created a
rift between the ‘registered’ and ‘non-registered’ households, leading to lower community
collaboration in V2. Luqman et al. (2018) claims that this type of top-down and narrow-focused
agricultural and rural development intervention in Pakistan may create an unfriendly
environment for individuals from small farming households to participate in, which in turn may
lead to exclusion from VCD interventions. Yet in these rural contexts, women and men from
small farming households were less optimistic that this type of VCD intervention would help
to enhance their skills, production and income for their households. It is suggested that further
research may explore the effect of these interventions in detail to measure gender inclusion,
empowerment and collaboration in rural Pakistan.
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Third, findings from this study are valuable in the sense that they reveal the nature of VCD
approaches for gender inclusion, empowerment and collaboration which could promote debate
on the nature of AVCD practices in rural Pakistan. Nonetheless, generalizations from the
findings of the study are limited as only one province out of five (all representing different
socio-cultural contexts), was selected out of convenience. To stimulate a national debate and
policy reformulation in connection to the issues explored in the study, it is suggested that future
research replicate the study in other provinces by drawing on a larger sample so that
generalizations about value chain development in Pakistan can be made.
Fourth, since the study found that women were least interested in the commodity-only
development interventions in the commodity-focused approach, it would worthwhile if pilot
studies could be organized with local universities and agricultural and rural development
departments to measure the impact of these interventions across the system.
Finally, this study found that females from small farming households had limited choices for
capacity building, especially in non-farm skills. It would be worthwhile if future studies
explored the differences between opportunities across gender. This would help reveal the
opportunities and the challenges that women, who are the minority, face in accessing
knowledge and acquiring skills for their individual development.
6.6

Concluding Remarks

This thesis addressed three key interrelated issues relevant to small farming communities in
rural Pakistan. The first issue concerned the paucity of empirically-based insights into how
women and men from small farming households, which are lifeblood of agriculture in Pakistan,
get involved in formal VCD interventions effectively when serving in their household and
community roles. The second issue is related to the concern that the quality of participation and
involvement in agricultural VCDs in Pakistan was generally poor, especially for women. There
was a lack of accountability in the nature of the community engagement adopted by the
traditional commodity-focused approaches. The third issue related to seeking the best approach
to facilitate gender inclusion, empowerment and collaboration in such contexts.
The study makes a number of important contributions to the knowledge and practice of AVCDs
in Pakistan as well as in the international literature. One of the key contributions of the study
relates to the different impacts of the two different approaches to VCD—place-based and
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commodity-focused— employed by researcher in this study which have been largely ignored
by past research investigating effective approaches to gender inclusion and empowerment in
Pakistan. Agricultural development literature in Pakistan indicates that women are the least
benefited by formal VCD interventions, while research identifying effective approaches for
gender and poor group inclusion, empowerment and collaboration is scanty. Thus, specific
commodity-focused and traditional VCDs previously served as the only means through which
AVCDs were carried out. These were undertaken without explicating the various pro-poor and
gender inclusive community engagement approaches and methodologies through which
smallholders, women and marginal groups could also take advantage of agricultural VCD
interventions.
Similarly, the few past research studies on gender mainstreaming in agriculture in Pakistan
(Afzal et al., 2009; World Bank, 2009; Hassan et al., 2014, Luqman et al., 2018), specifically
focused on the weaknesses and limitations of existing agricultural extension programmes in
Pakistan. Yet, contemporary agricultural extension and value chain development within
organisations are no longer confined to linear and top down approaches but have been expanded to
create a more participatory, inclusive and holistic environment where communities can learn on
demand and constantly seek information to address problems or to just satisfy curiosity (Sirolli,
1999; Pamphilon & Mikhailovich, 2016; Green, 2012). By recognising that formal, top-down or
expert-farmer agricultural VCD programmes and interventions are not the only means through
which small holder farmers especially women can develop their agricultural VCD skills, this study
has extended our understanding of the different ways that women and men from small farming
households could benefit from VCD interventions based on their interests. This will build the
community’s trust. Further, it lead to their empowerment and collaboration in the rural context of
Pakistan.
Quite recently, a number of studies in Pakistan are advocating the need for initiating and integrating
gender inclusivity into agricultural extension programs to equip women in farming as well as nonfarming knowledge and skills, thus empowering rural women along with men (Luqman et al., 2018;
Luqman et al., 2013). It is believed that women and marginal groups benefit from various
development interventions, but most of agricultural development activities initiated in many
developing countries, including Pakistan, are derived from a foreign environment and lack the
necessary project modifications to address the contextual realities of underdeveloped countries.
Therefore, by highlighting the current learning environment for women and small holder farmers
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through the place-based approach, it shows the best existing participatory and inclusive approaches
that can be implemented into a future AVCD intervention.
Another unique feature of this study is that it has illuminated the voices of women and small holder
farmers in rural Pakistan in connection to their agricultural as well as non-agricultural development
priorities. This enhances small holder farmers and especially rural women’s participation and
improves gender collaboration at the household as well as community level. To the best of my
knowledge, there has been no study investigating these issues in Pakistan by exploring the views of
women from small farming households together with the men. Over the years, attention from
policymakers and researchers in Pakistan has always been on male farmers without much
recognition given to the female contribution to agriculture and livestock production in small farming
households. Interestingly, the study showed that across the three village men had more opportunities
and avenues for development than women. In addition, men were significantly more engaged in all
dimensions of agricultural as well as family decision making compared to women. These
revelations have the potential to shape any future agricultural and rural development intervention
in Pakistan, since women in Pakistan eventually will emerge as farmers in the future.
In sum, the major scenario that emerges about AVCD in Pakistan is that it tends to focus strongly
on commodity-focused interventions to improve agricultural production. It also promotes the
adoption of the latest production code of practices which is mostly top-down approach, thus failing
to promote participation and synergy in small farming communities, especially women, in formal
VCD interventions and programs. Women in such contexts experience a lack of knowledge and
skills training programmes to enable them to meet the challenges they face in their role as farmers,
thus making them rely on their own efforts to find immediate solutions for the challenges they face.
This pragmatic focus in VCDs to date, means that women at all levels remain primarily concerned
with daily rather than long-term challenges, thus potentially depriving them and other small holder
farmers of creative development and policy improvements.
Hence, women in traditional commodity-focused approaches, such as those in V2, were unable to
exercise effective participation and high-quality VCD practices that could result in improvements
in value chain developments since they were not adequately engaged. Nonetheless, many countries
around the globe now appreciate that women are an integral part of small farming especially in
developing countries and have different needs from those of men, thus initiatives are being
developed and implemented to enable women to access specialized training to empower them
economically and socially by building stronger community collaboration (Mukhopadhyay, 2005).
Research has shown that since women are a pivotal group, conscious efforts for their inclusion and
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participation yield a high rate of return in terms of gender empowerment and collaboration (World
Bank, 2009). Such participatory, inclusive and holistic developmental initiatives will equip them
with knowledge and competencies that will enable them to focus on what matters most in value
chain developments. These initiatives will support inclusion, identification of community capacities
and aptitudes, the preparation of collaborative action plans, measurements of performance, strategic
allocation of resources for learning, and partnering with community institutions to support the
development of the whole community (Abonyi, 2016).
Thus, to make VCD programs and interventions gender inclusive and pro-poor in rural Pakistan,
Pakistan would need to learn from international best practices in connection with initiating
sustainable community engagement approaches and methodologies. This will strengthen gender
inclusion in small farming households to promote empowerment and collaboration at the household
and community level. Such participatory and holistic VCD interventions need to consider the
existing VCD approaches to ensure that the inclusion of smallholders leads to desired development
outcomes and value chain improvements. This is in recognition that community development
efforts are unlikely to result in positive changes in gender inclusion, empowerment and
collaboration, unless they are based on community’s interests and capacities and their relevant
competencies and skills (Russell, 2016; Sheck et al., 2013; World Bank, 2009).
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Apendix-2
Household Survey Questionnaire
Introduction

This survey will include the households that were first surveyed in the baseline survey of 2011 and post project

Questionnaire for Household Survey

survey in 2014-15. This survey will also include both household head and spouse therefore, I will interview both
head of household and spouse. The purpose of research will be explained in local language by the researcher

I am Sajida Taj and I am a PhD student of University of Canberra in Australia from 2014 to 2018. My research is
about understanding the gender dimensions of place-based community engagement in rural Pakistan. This research
aims to understand the process of community engagement and gender based participation of small farming
households in the citrus value chain development and will help to will help to develop an empirical model for
future pro poor value chain development interventions in Pakistan. Now I am at a stage of data collection for my
research. I am thankful for your participation and time today.
The information collected for this research will only be used for research purposes. The data will be regarded as
private and confidential and no other person/organization will have access of this data. Furthermore, the identity
of any individual will be kept anonymous in publications.

Before we start I want to seek your permission for recording, taking photos and writing notes on my
questionnaire.
Yes
No
Then provide the respondents a brief introduction of the research, names and contact details of the
supervisors
Time___________Date______________Location____________
Socio-economic Profile of Household
1.

2.

Location
1.1 Household No.: ____________

1.2

District:___________

1.3 Village:___________________

1.4

Caste:_____________

Participant and Household

2.1 Name of Participant:________________________________
2.2 Status in HHD: 1= Head of household  2= Spouse 
2.3 Marital Status: 1= Married  2= Single  3= Widow 
2.4 Spouse Name (if married) or father name (if single/widowed):______________________
2.5 Gender: 1= Male  2=Female 
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2.6 Family Type: 1= Nuclear  2=Joint  3= Extended 
2.7 Number of Family members:
At
school/college/uni
versity

At Work
On Farm

At Home

Off
Farm

Male > 15 years
Male < 15 years
Female>15 years
Female < 15 years

3.
Land holding status of the family (Number of Acres)
Gender
Total
Owned
Rented out Shared in
Rented
in

Shared Out

Rental Cost /
% share
Rs/season

Male
Female

Cropping Pattern (What do you grow on your land?)
Rabi (Winter) Crops

Area (acres)

Kharif (Summer )Crop

Citrus Orchard

Citrus Orchard

Wheat

Maize

Maize

Rice

Mustard

Cotton

Sugar Cane

Sugar cane

Rabi Vegetables

Kharif Vegetables

Rabi Fodder

Kharif Fodder

Other________

Other______

3.1

Area (acres)

What of the following types of farm output were produced for sale in your household in

past 12 months?
UNPROCESSED FARM PRODUCE
FARM OUTPUTS

Quantity
For home
consumption/use

Milk per day
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Units*
For sale

Sale information
Price/unit

Sold to**

Mangoes (per season)
Citrus (per season)
Male calves (per year) - for meat
Rabi Fodder (per season)
Kharif Fodder (per season)
Anyother
* number, kilograms, litres, crates, trees, acres, kanals, maunds)
Sold to**:1=direct to consumer/other farmer 2 = village dealer (e.g. village dhodi, village beopari) 3=producers’
marketing organization 4=contractor 5=wholesaler/commission agent (Ahrti) 6=retailer/hotel 7=processor/pack house
8=exporter
3.2 Processed Farm Products
TYPE

SPECIFY
PRODUCT
(e.g. pickles,
juice, cheese,
ghee)

Quantity
For home
use

Units*

Sale Information
Price/unit

For sale

Sold
to**

dairy products
mango products
citrus products
handicrafts
* number, kilograms, litres, crates, jars
** Sold to: 1=direct to consumer (e.g. roadside stall/ local market) 2=Cooperative/producer marketing association
3=Commercial buyer (village) 4= Commercial buyer (other)

3.3 Dairy/Livestock (Currently Owned or managed by you/your HHD)
TYPE

Quantity
Owned

Total
Managed
for Others

Adult Females
Currently
Milking

Adult males
Currently (bulls, bucks,
rams)
Dry

Cattle
Buffalo
Goats
Sheep
3.4 DAIRY CATTLE/BUFFALO TRANSACTIONS in the past 12 months
Number
Number
Bought
Ave.
Ave.
from*
Price/hd
Price/hd
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Sold to *

Cattle
Buffalo
1= Another farmer 2= Village beopari 3= Livestock Mandi 4= Butcher/slaughter house 5= retailor/mini /super store
6= other

4. Inclusion of Small Farming HHDs, women and Youth in Citrus VCD
4.1

Have you or any of your family member has participated in ASLP2 project activities?

(1= Yes 

4.2

2=No )

If yes what type of activities did you or your family member participated
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________
__

4.3

Did you feel included in the project? (1= Yes 

4.4

If yes in what way you were included:
1.

Participate in community meetings

2.

Participate in Citrus Farmer Field School sessions

3.

Received skills training (Specify---------------)

4.

Participated in youth camp

5.

Any other (Specify---------------------)

2=No )

4.5

Was the process of inclusion of small farming HHDs especially women and youth beneficial for you (1=

Yes 

2=No )

4.6

If yes how it has benefited you household?
___________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________

4.7

If No how can we improve your inclusion?
___________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________

Improvements along livelihood Capitals
5.

Human Capital:

5.1

Have you or your family member participated in one or more skill trainings (1= Yes 

5.2

If yes what type of training did you or your family member received?

Name of training

Duration
From

To

Purpose of
getting training
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Effectiveness of
training*

2=No )

Utilization of
training**

*1=Not effective 2= to some extent 3= effective 4= Very effective
**1=No use 2= use at HHD/Orchard level 3= using for income generation
5.3

How has the participation in skills development training benefited you /your family member?
1.

Improved citrus orchard health/production

2.

Improved irrigation techniques at my farm now

3.

Started proper pruning of citrus orchard

4.

Started citrus value addition for HHD use

5.

Started citrus value addition for sale at local level

6.

Started saving money by growing kitchen garden

7.

Income improvement through HHD poultry

8.

Health of my dairy animals improved by adopting

9.

Started income generation work after training

10. Any other(specify)___________________________________
6. Social Capital:
6.1 Do you have your Family/community network in the village? (1= Yes  2=No )
6.2 If yes what type of family/community network do you have in the village?
Relatives
Biradari
Friends
Religious attachments
Any Other Specify(____________)
6.3 To what extent has your linkage/relationship with any formal or informal agricultural organizations
improved after the ASLP2?
Source
Informal Relationship

(1= No change 2=
Little 3= to some
extent 4 = a lot )

Milk collector
Citrus Contractors
Input dealer within the village
Livestock activist/local practitioner
Other Agri. products contractors
Formal Organization relationship
Fruit & vegetable FFS
Livestock and dairy department
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Changed in what ways?

Citrus research Institute
Agri. Extension worker
ASLP2 Project team
ASLP2 Citrus team
University of Agriculture Faisalabad
NGO(Specify________________)
Agri. Bank
Other commercial Banks
(Specify__________)
Any other institution/individual

6.4 To what extent has your inter village households contact/ relationship improved as a result of ASLP 2
project activities? 1= No improvement 2= Some improvement 3= Moderate improvement 4 = Great
improvement
6.5 If No improvement why and how can it be improved?
___________________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________________
6.6 To what extent has your contact and relationship improved with neighbouring villages as a result of ASLP
2 project activities? 1= No improvement 2= Some improvement 3= Moderate improvement 4 = Great
improvement
6.7

If No improvement why and how can it be improved?

___________________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________________
6.8
After the establishment of community service centre (CSC), how easy is it to collaborate with other
households in village for following types of collaborative activities? (1=very difficult 2=difficult 3=easy 4=very
easy)
Purchasing farm inputs together (e.g. fertiliser, chemicals, seedlings)
Purchase of community assets (e.g. packing shed, storage shed, community bull etc)
Marketing of farm outputs together (e.g. fruit, milk, vegetables)
Other community activities (e.g. women’s groups, festival etc)
6.9 To what extent the project contributed/benefited you/your family member in terms of enhancing your
contact effectively with the following departments
Departments

How useful this contact was?
(1= Not useful 2=Somewhat useful 3=
useful 4=very useful)

Agriculture extension
Dairy extension
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Citrus Research Institute, Sargodha
ASLP Social Project team (NARC)
ASLP Citrus project team
Fruit and Vegetable project team
ASLP dairy project team
ZTBL
Any other institution/department (specify__________________)

7.

Improvements in Financial Capital

7.1

Has the ASLP2 project activities contributed to improve your household income?
(1= Yes 2=No )

7.2

If you yes how much of your family income improved as a result of knowledge/skill provided by the
project activities? 1= None  2= Little (<10 %)  3= To some extent (10-20%)  4= A lot (> 20%) 

7.3

What activities of project have made greater contribution to improving your family /HHD income?
Activities

Rank the top 3 contributors to
improved income

Citrus Production ( better quality & more quantity) (after adoption of
recommended COPs)
Improvement in dairy production (Milk+ milk products)
Citrus Value addition (sale of products after getting skills)
Savings after adopting kitchen gardening, poultry etc
Non-farm skill (e.g. sewing, computer training etc)
Any other (Specify____________________)
7.4 Has your/your family’s access to any of the financial institutions improved as a result of ASLP2 activities (e.g.
commercial banks, NGOs etc) (1= Yes  2=No )
7.5 If yes how have you benefited with this contact/relationship?
1. Received credit for agri. inputs
2. Received credit for dairy inputs
3. Received credit for personal use (marriage, birth etc.)
4. Any other financial support as a result of this contact (Specify__________)
8.
8.1
8.2

Improvements in Physical Capital:
Has the participation is ASLP2 project activities resulted in improving your family assets (1= Yes  2=No
)
If yes in what forms:
1. Purchased new orchard management tools (e.g pruining, weeding, etc) farm equipment
2. Purchase farm machinery (tractor, drill etc)
3. Purchased new livestock (Please specify________________________)
4. Renovation of house (Paint, structure etc.)
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5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
8.3

Installed irrigation equipment at citrus orchard
Purchased vehicle (bike, car, etc)
Planted improved citrus plants (No______________)
Purchased dowry for marriage of daughter or sister
Any other (Specify_________________________)
Has the ASLP2 Project contributed in enhancing community infrastructure? (1= Yes 2=No )

If yes in what terms?
___________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________
10. Improvement in Natural Capital:
a.
What is the biggest citrus related challenge for your household? (Rank top 3 in order of importance)
1. Inputs (availability, quality and cost)
2. Production (planting, tree management, weeding, irrigation, harvesting)
3. post-harvest management of crop (e.g. handling, storage, transportation)
4. processing activity (e.g. making juice)
5. marketing crop and crop products (includes price and market information)
b.
Has your access to better quality citrus plants improved after the participation in ASLP2 project?
(1= Yes  2=No )
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.

If yes, have you replanted good quality/new variety of citrus plants at your farm? (1= Yes  2=No )
If no Why?
___________________________________________________________________________________
With enhanced collaboration/cooperation at village level, has the access of your household for
irrigation water improved (e.g. rescheduling with fellow farmer/borrowing water)? (1= Yes  2=No )
Have you learned improved orchard irrigation techniques through ASLP2 project?(1= Yes  2=No )
If yes, have you adopted the improved irrigation techniques? (1= Yes 2=No )

h.

How much has the improved irrigation benefited your farm?( 1= None  2= Little (<10 %)  3= To
some extent (10-20%)  4= A lot (> 20%) )

i.

What is the change in the practice of citrus orchard management now ?
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________

11. Improvement in access to ICT
Mobile
11.1

Do you own/have access to a mobile phone? [1=Yes, 2=No]

11.2

Rate your skill level [1=beginner, 2=competent, 3=expert]

11.3

How many of your children (under 18 years) have a mobile phone?

11.4

Rate the uses of your mobile phone (1=not important, 2=somewhat important, 3=very important)

i.

Farm production information

ii.

Farm marketing information

iii.

Learning English language
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iv.

Other education

v.

News

vi.

Sports

vii.

Weather

viii.

Religion

ix.

Keeping in touch with family and friends

x.

Keeping in touch with business contacts

xi.

Improving household income (how?)

11.5 How often have you used the following in the past month ? (1=not at all, 2=four times or less, 3=more
than four times)

11.6
11.7

11.8

i.

FarmPhone

ii.

FarmSMS

To what extent the participation of women in ASLP2 activities change the women’s use of mobile (1=
None  2= Little  3= To some extent  4= A lot 
If yes How ?

If No Why?
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________

11.9 Can we contact you by mobile phone for a future survey [1=Yes, 2=No]

Mobile #:_______________

11.10 Has your use of the mobile phone changed as a result of the Social Research Project? [1=Yes, 2=No]
11.11 If yes, how and why? ____________________________________________________

12

Computer

12.1

Do you have access to a computer (at home or in community) [1=Yes, 2=No]

12.2

Do you have a home computer? [1=Yes, 2=No]

12.3

Rate your skill at using computer [1=beginner, 2=competent, 3=expert]

12.4

How many of your children (< 18 years) have access to computer:
Males ______ Female_________
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12.5

What do you mostly use computer for?

_________________________________________________________________
12.6

Do you use computer for internet/emails? [1=Yes, 2=No]

12.7

Do you use computer to watch videos?

12.8

? [1=Yes, 2=No]

To what extent the participation of women in ASLP2 activities change the women’s/youth use of
computer? (1= None  2= Little  3= To some extent  4= A lot 

12.9

If yes How ?
___________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________

12.10

If No Why?
___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________

12.11

Has your use of the computer changed as a result of the Social Research Project? [1=Yes, 2=No]

12.12

If yes, how and why? ______________________________________________________

13.

Attitude/behaviour Change:

13.1

What do you do in your orchard differently after participation/involvement the ASLP2 Project?

___________________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________________
13.2

What do you do differently in your routine work differently after the ASLP2 project?

___________________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________________
13.3

What do you think have changed in these 3 years’ time at your personal level?

___________________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________________
13.4

What do you think have changed in these 3 years’ time at your household level?

___________________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________________
13.8

Has the participation of women in Value Chain Development (VCD) activities of ASLP2 changed the

involvement of women in decision making at HHD level in these family and community matters? (1= No
involvement  2= a little involvement  3= more involvement )
a.

Everyday household purchases (e.g. food)?

b.

Large household purchases (e.g. TV)?

c.

Purchase and sale of livestock?

d.

Purchase and sale of farm inputs/outputs?

e.

Dowry expenses?

f.

Education expenses?

g.

Medical expenses?
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13,9

If not changed or remained same why?
___________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________

13.10

Has the participation VCD activities changed the division of work in the household?

(1= Yes  2=No )
Number of hours you and your wife/husband spent YESTERDAY working on…?
Household chores
(e.g. cooking,
washing clothes)

Income-earning work in
household (e.g. sewing,
embroidery, handicraft,
vegetable growing, poultry,
dairy value adding)

Farm chores (e.g.
Other income-earning
caring for livestock, work off the farm
weeding, harvesting)

You
Your
wife/husband

13.11 Has participation in the ASLP2 activities lead to women’s involvement in farm and orchard management
activities and decision making?
Orchard Management

Male

Input Purchase (fertilizer, Spray)
New Planting in Orchard
Selection of Plants (nursery)
Tree management (pruning, weeding, spraying, fertilizing)
Irrigation (methods like flood , furrow)
Harvesting (selection of labour)
Selection of contractor (if selling through contractor)
Post-harvest activities (handling, storage, transport)
Processing/value addition
Marketing (if self-marketing)
Agriculture (other crops ____________ and vegetables)
Input Purchase (fertilizer, Spray)
Land preparation
Seed selection
Planting
Crop management (weeding, spraying, fertilizing)
Irrigation (methods like flood , furrow)
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Female

Both

Harvesting (selection of labour)
Selection of contractor (if selling through contractor)
Post-harvest activities (handling, storage, transport)
Processing/value addition
Marketing (if self-marketing)
Livestock
Input Purchase (feed, AI service)
Fodder cutting and chopping
Feeding and watering
Milking
Cleaning
Making dung pats
Tending to birth of young animals
Rearing young animals
Selling and buying animals
Value addition at HHD level
Marketing milk and dairy products
Sale and purchase of small ruminants (goat, sheep)
Sale and purchase of poultry
Household Activities (Chore and income generation)
Cooking
Cleaning
Care of children and elderly at home
Preparing children for school
Take children to school
Washing (dishes & clothes)
Collecting fire wood
Collecting water
Throwing HHD waste
Income generation work at HHD (sewing, embroidery etc)
Any other (specify)
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14

Community Service Centre (V1 only)

14.1
How useful/important is the community service centre established in your village by the Social
Research Project?
[1=not at all 2=somewhat useful 3=very useful ]
14.2

Who is managing the CSC after ASLP2 project? 1= Community 2= The focal person 3= any other ____)

14.3
How the operational expenses of CSC (electricty, internet etc) are met after ASLP2 project? (1= By
community contributions 2= By the focal person 3= By CSC income 4=any other __________________)
14.4
Have you/your family member participated any of the community activities after ending of ASLP2
project (past three months)? [1=Yes, 2=No]
14.5

If yes, what type of activities have you/your family member particpetd?

_________________________________________________________________
14.6

How can it be best used in the future?

_________________________________________________________________

?

14.7
To what extent has the Social Research Project addressed your needs and priorities? [1=Not at all,
2=Partially, 3=Fully]
14.8

What gaps or shortcomings should be addressed in future project activities?

_________________________________________________________________
14.9
What activities at CSC contributed most to bring change in individual behaviours of people of your
village?
___________________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________________
14.10 What change has occurred regarding the attitude towards women/girls enterprise/business
development?
___________________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________________
14.11

In your opinion to what extent CSC has benefitted/useful for women and youth of village? (1= Not

useful 2=Somewhat useful 3= useful 4=very useful)

15. Total Annual Household Income (i.e. average monthly income x 12)
[Insert appropriate number from below in the box]

1 = less than Rs. 60,000 (or Rs. 5,000/month)

6 = Rs. 300,001 to 360,000 (or Rs. 30.000/m.)

2 = Rs. 60,001 to 120,000 (or Rs. 10,000/m.)

7 = Rs. 360,001 to 480,000 (or Rs. 40,000/m.)

3 = Rs. 120,001 to 18 0,000 (or Rs. 15,000/m.)

8 = Rs. 480,001 to 600,000 (or Rs. 50,000/m.)

4 = Rs. 180,001 to 240,000 (or Rs. 20,000/m.)

9 = More than Rs. 600,000

5 = Rs. 240,001 to 300,000 (or Rs. 25,000/m.)

10 = Don’t know
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15.1 Last month, was there any household income left over for your individual personal use after
paying for the essentials? If NO write 0, otherwise indicate amount in Rs.

Rs.

15.2
Any other comments or suggestions you would like to make about the Social Research Project ?
(write on back if necessary)
_________________________________________________________________
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