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ABSTRACT 

Being able to access, control, and own productive assets such as land, labor, 

finance, and social capital enables people to create stable and productive lives. Yet 
relatively little is known about how agricultural development programs can most 

effectively deliver these outcomes of well-being, empowerment, and higher income 
in a way that acknowledges differential access to and control over assets by men 
and women. After reviewing the literature on gender and assets, this paper offers a 

conceptual framework for understanding the gendered pathways through which 
asset accumulation occurs, including attention to not only men’s and women’s 

assets but also those they share in joint control and ownership. Unlike previous 
frameworks, this model depicts the gendered dimensions of each component of the 
pathway in recognition of the evidence that men and women not only control, own, 

or dispose of assets in different ways, but also access, control, and own different 
kinds of assets. The framework generates gender-specific hypotheses that can be 

tested empirically: i) Different types of assets enable different livelihoods, with a 
greater stock and diversity of assets being associated with more diverse livelihoods 
and better well-being outcomes; ii) Men and women use different types of assets to 

cope with different types of shocks; iii) Interventions that increase men’s and 
women’s stock of a particular asset improve the bargaining power of the 

individual(s) who control that asset; and iv) Interventions and policies that reduce 
the gender gap in assets are better able to achieve development outcomes related 

to food security, health, and nutrition and other aspects of well-being related to 
agency and empowerment. The implications of these gender differences for 
designing agricultural development interventions to increase asset growth and 

returns to assets as well as for value chain development are discussed. Based on 
this analysis, additional gaps in knowledge and possible investigations to address 

them are identified.  

Keywords: assets, agricultural development, conceptual frameworks, food 
security, gender, intrahousehold, livelihoods, welfare 
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Gender, Assets, and Agricultural Development Programs 

A Conceptual Framework 

Ruth Meinzen-Dick,1 Nancy Johnson, Agnes Quisumbing, Jemimah Njuki, Julia 
Behrman, Deborah Rubin, Amber Peterman, and Elizabeth Waithanji 

1.  INTRODUCTION 

Access to, control over, and ownership of assets are critical components of well-
being (Sherraden 1991; Carter and Barrett 2006). Productive assets can generate 

products or services that can be consumed or sold to generate income. Assets are 
also stores of wealth that can increase (or decrease) in value. Assets can act as 
collateral and facilitate access to credit and financial services as well as increase 

social status. Flexibility of assets to serve multiple functions provides both security 
through emergencies and opportunities in periods of growth (Deere and Doss 

2006). In their study of “voices of the poor,” Narayan et al. (2000: 5) found that 
“the poor rarely speak of income, but focus instead on managing assets—physical, 
human, social and environmental—as a way to cope with their vulnerability.” Access 

to, control over, and ownership of assets including land and livestock, homes and 
equipment, and other resources enable people to create stable and productive lives. 

Increasing the nexus of control over assets also potentially enables more 
permanent pathways out of poverty compared to measures that aim to increase 
incomes or consumption alone. 

Similar to typical measures of income and consumption, not only are assets 
unequally distributed between rich and poor, they are also unequally distributed 

between men and women, nationally as well as within communities and households 
(Deere and Doss 2006; Deere and Diaz 2011; Swaminathan, Suchitra, and Lahoti 
2011). A growing empirical literature from both developed and developing countries 

shows that distribution of these assets within the household is critical to household 
and individual well-being, as measured by outcomes such as food security, 

nutrition, and education (Deere and Doss 2006; Quisumbing 2003). Thus, an 
understanding of the gendered nature of asset distribution and how this influences 

individual and household livelihoods is essential to designing effective development 
policies and interventions. 

Agricultural development programs are increasingly expected to deliver 

income, nutrition, food security, and empowerment outcomes as well as agricultural 
growth, yet relatively little is known about how they affect or are affected by 

differential access to and control over assets by men and women. Sabates-
Wheeler’s (2006) review of the relationship between ownership and control over 
tangible assets such as land, livestock, and machinery and the patterns of 

agricultural growth concluded that the combination of asset inequality and market 
failure has a negative impact on growth, and that inequalities tend to reproduce 

inequalities. This suggests that without specific attention to addressing asset 

                                                      
1 Corresponding author: r.meinzen-dick@cgiar.org 
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inequalities, interventions that promote agricultural growth are likely to reinforce 
inequalities, which could ultimately undermine their poverty and equity objectives. 

This paper explores the potential linkages between gender, assets, and 
agricultural development projects and aims at gaining a better understanding of 

how agricultural development interventions are likely to (positively or negatively) 
impact the gendered distribution of assets. The next section briefly summarizes the 
literature on gender and assets. Section 3 presents a conceptual framework for 

identifying the linkages between the gendered distribution of assets and various 
livelihood strategies, shocks, and well-being. Section 4 looks at the implications of 

the framework for agricultural development interventions to identify issues 
concerning gender and assets that are relevant to the intervention, how these 
issues might be addressed, and what kind of information would be needed to be 

able to fully assess the impact of the project on the gender-asset gap. The final 
section summarizes the preceding discussion, identifies gaps in knowledge, and 

proposes next steps. 

2. ASSETS, INEQUALITIES AND THE GENDER-ASSET GAP 

Households and individuals hold and invest in different types of assets, including 

tangible assets such as land, livestock, and machinery, as well as intangible assets 
such as education and social relationships. These different forms of asset holdings 

have been categorized as 

 natural resource capital: land, water, trees, genetic resources, soil 

fertility; 

 physical capital: agricultural and business equipment, houses, consumer 
durables, vehicles and transportation, water supply and sanitation 

facilities, and communications infrastructure;  

 human capital: education, skills, knowledge, health, nutrition; these are 

embodied in the labor of individuals; 

 financial capital: savings, credit, and inflows (state transfers and 
remittances); 

 social capital: membership in organizations and groups, social and 
professional networks; and 

 political capital: citizenship, enfranchisement, and effective participation 
in governance.2  

As Bebbington (1999) argues, people’s livelihoods are based on a range of 

assets, income sources, and products, as well as interactions with labor markets. 
Assets are, however, not just a means through which people earn a living; they 

also give meaning to people’s lives (Bebbington 1999). They are not only resources 
that people use in building their livelihoods; assets give individuals the capability to 
be and to act. Bebbington’s framework of Capitals and Capabilities treats assets as 

“vehicles for instrumental action (making a living), hermeneutic action (making 

                                                      
2 Many discussions of asset portfolios (for example, Bebbington 1999; DfID 2001) only refer to the 

first five types of assets. For more on the inclusion of political capital see Bauman 2005. 
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living meaningful) and emancipatory action (challenging the structures under which 
one makes a living)” (Bebbington 1999: 2022). 

There is now substantial evidence to contradict the still-common assumption 
made in economics (and many development projects) that households are groups 

of individuals who have the same preferences and fully pool their resources. This 
unitary model has been rejected in both developed and developing countries, with 
important implications for policy (Strauss and Thomas 1995; Haddad et al. 1997; 

Behrman 1997). An alternative, the collective model, allows for differences of 
opinion regarding economic and other decisions among household members. Under 

the collective model, when there is a disagreement, its resolution may depend on 
the bargaining power of individuals within the household (Manser and Brown 1980; 
McElroy and Horney 1981). One of the determinants of the bargaining power of 

individuals is the ownership and the nexus of control over assets. As previously 
mentioned, research shows that within households, assets are not always pooled, 

but rather can be held individually by men, women, and children (Haddad et al. 
1997). Who within a household has access to which resources and for what 
purposes is conditioned both by the broader sociocultural context as well as by 

intrahousehold allocation rules. Different types of assets may also have different 
implications for bargaining power or well-being within the household. In societies as 

diverse as Ethiopia and Indonesia, assets that women bring to marriage are 
associated with what they can take upon divorce and their bargaining power within 

the household (Fafchamps and Quisumbing 2002; Thomas, Frankenberg, and 
Contreras 2002); in India, ownership of a house is associated with lower incidence 
of domestic violence against women (Panda and Agarwal 2005). 

Figure 1 provides a conceptual illustration of the “gender gap” in asset 
allocation. The graph illustratively plots the extent of men’s and women’s control 

over assets in each of these types of “capital” (ignoring, for the moment, the fact 
that each of these types of assets are multidimensional in themselves, and 
consequently collapsing any one dimension into a single index would be extremely 

problematic). A third line could be used to map joint assets. 
The graphical depiction suggests, and empirical evidence supports, that men 

and women own different types of assets. For example, in the rural Philippines, 
women may have higher average education levels, while men on average own 
greater areas of land (Quisumbing, Estudillo, and Otsuka 2004). According to 

Antonopoulos and Floro (2005), Thai women were more likely to own jewelry while 
men were more likely to own transport vehicles. Examining patterns of livestock 

ownership by men and women, Kristjanson et al. (2010) found that women were 
more likely to own small livestock such as poultry and goats while men were more 
likely to own large livestock such as cattle and buffaloes. 
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Figure 1: Illustration of hypothetical gender asset gap 

 

Source: Authors. 

 
While women may have greater ownership of certain types of assets as 

compared to men, a growing body of empirical evidence shows that women 
typically have fewer overall assets than men. For example, in a statewide 

representative sample in Karnataka, India, Swaminathan, Suchitra, and Lahoti 
(2011) found that for all major asset categories except jewelry, women were less 
likely to own assets. Furthermore, women’s share of the total value of assets was 

lower than their share among asset owners, indicating that even when women own 
assets, they are often of lower quality and value than men’s assets. Similarly, 

Antonopoulos and Floro (2005) found that in Thailand men’s assets were on 
average worth more than those of women. Likewise, Quisumbing and Maluccio 

(2003) found that husbands brought greater wealth to marriage than wives in 
Bangladesh, Indonesia, Ethiopia, and South Africa. Men accounted for a larger 
proportion of property owners and owned more land in Brazil, Nicaragua, Mexico, 

and Paraguay (Deere and Leon 2003), while men owned more assets than women 
in Ghana, Kenya, Northern Nigeria, Mexico, and urban Guatemala (see the survey 

of the literature documenting gender-asset gaps in Deere and Doss 2006). In 
formal education, many countries still have a large gender-schooling gap. In 
countries such as Ghana, Uganda, Cambodia, India, Guinea, Bolivia, and Iraq, men 

still have on average at least one more year of schooling than women, while others 
such as Rwanda, Kenya, Palestine, and China show average gaps in the range of 

0.6 to 0.8 years of schooling (Hausmann, Tyson, and Zahidi 2010). 
Increasing women’s access to assets and narrowing the gender-asset gap 

would directly improve women’s wellbeing by reducing their vulnerability and 
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enhancing their health, self-esteem, and sense of control. It could also lead to 
improved outcomes for a range of development indicators not only for women but 

also for their families and communities. Increasing women’s control over assets, 
including land, physical, and financial assets, has positive effects on a number of 

important development outcomes for the household, including food security, child 
nutrition, and education, as well as for women’s own well-being and empowerment 
(Kabeer 2010; Quisumbing 2003; Smith 2003; World Bank 2001).3  For example, 

the greater a woman’s asset holdings at marriage, the larger the share the 
household spends on children’s education (Quisumbing and Maluccio 2003). In 

Bangladesh, a higher share of women’s assets is associated with better health 
outcomes for girls (Hallman 2000). A study by Smith and Haddad (2000) using 
cross-country nationally representative data found that increases in women’s 

education (investment in human capital) have made the greatest contribution to 
reducing the rate of child malnutrition, responsible for 43 percent of the total 

reduction. In addition, research on gender differences in human capital since the 
1990s has repeatedly shown that gender inequality in education reduces national 
per capita income growth (Dollar and Gatti 1999; Abu-Ghaida and Klasen 2004). 

Recent research on gender disparities in education, employment, economic 
opportunities, and political participation are consistent with these findings 

(Hausmann, Tyson, and Zahidi 2010; Klasen and Lamanna 2008); gender 
inequalities are associated with lower growth, and with higher levels of hunger (von 

Grebmer et al. 2009). The United Nations estimates that every year of schooling 
has potential to increase a girl’s individual earning power by 10 to 20 percent, while 
the return on secondary education is even higher, at 15 to 25 percent (United 

Nations Foundation n.d.). 
These and other studies make a convincing case that closing the gap 

between men’s and women’s ownership of assets is not only important for women’s 
empowerment and well-being but is also a necessary step towards achieving global 
development goals. As explained by Doss, Grown, and Deere (2008: 3): 

 
The gender asset gap arguably provides a much firmer basis for understanding 

gender economic inequality and women’s empowerment than just a focus on income 

or wages and may be a more powerful indicator of progress than others toward 

Millennium Development Goal 3 (Promoting gender equality and empowering 

women). Besides being a measure of opportunities (that is, through the ability to 

generate income or additional wealth) or outcomes (net wealth), ownership of assets 

is critically important to women’s bargaining power and hence their economic 

empowerment. 

The goal of gender-responsive development is not to ensure that men and 

women have equal control over all assets, but that both have control over 
important assets that they can use to improve livelihoods, well-being, and 

bargaining power within their households and communities. In order to reduce the 
gender gap, it is important to consider what it means to have control over an asset 
as well as how men and women accumulate assets. 

                                                      
3 Note: In this document, the terms assets and capital are used almost interchangeably, 

depending on the particular literature. 
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Assets differ in the extent to which they are tied to an individual or are 
shared within the household, community, or society. For example, human capital is 

tied to an individual, as are individual savings accounts and some other assets, 
such as personal trust networks or jewelry. Other assets, notably land, may be held 

by an individual, a couple, an extended family, or even a whole community, in the 
case of common property, as well as by a trust, a corporation, or the state. Some 
assets like roads are shared with the broader public. It may also be the case that 

even for individually held assets, others in the household or community may exert 
claims over the asset, as when a family pressures a woman to pawn or sell her 

jewelry to pay off jointly held debts.  
A simple examination of “ownership,” where an individual either owns an 

asset or does not, is often misleading, especially for asset types like natural capital. 

We thus focus on different types of rights and “bundles of rights” that individuals or 
groups may have over assets. While there are many types of rights, they are 

commonly grouped as “use or access” rights, for example, the right to live in a 
house, fish in a lake, or milk a cow, and “control or decisionmaking” rights, such as 
the right to decide what crops to plant, whether to fence a yard or sell a piece of 

jewelry and use the money for a daughter’s education (Schlager and Ostrom 1992; 
Meinzen-Dick, Pradhan and Gregorio 2004). The degree of security that people 

have over their rights is also important to consider (Place, Roth, and Hazell 1994). 
Rights may be claimed based on statutory, customary, or religious law, as well as 

other normative frameworks. To understand the interaction of these different 
frameworks, it is important to adopt a legal pluralistic perspective (Meinzen-Dick 
and Pradhan 2002).  

Men and women may also acquire assets differently. In Sub-Saharan Africa, 
men often acquire use and certain management rights over land through 

inheritance or allocation by their clan or lineage, whereas marriage is the most 
common way for women to gain access to land (Lastarria-Cornhiel 1997). In this 
case, women’s rights to land may be either use rights or permanent rights. In Latin 

America women become landowners mainly through inheritance while men are 
much more likely to acquire land through purchases in land markets (Doss et al. 

2008). There are also varying levels of knowledge on the gendered patterns of 
asset ownership with relatively more knowledge surrounding physical and tangible 
assets and education compared to other nontangible assets. Therefore, not only 

have gendered asset inequalities and their impacts been documented, but there is 
also evidence pointing to nuanced gendered differences in the exclusivity of asset 

ownership, bundles of rights, and acquisition. 

3. OVERVIEW OF THE GAAP CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

In spite of the recognized importance of assets, few development interventions 

explicitly consider either how assets precondition men’s and women’s participation 
in their programs or what impacts projects have on men’s and women’s assets. This 

omission points to critical gaps in basic research about the extent and 
consequences of the gender gap in assets, how different types of assets are 
accumulated by men and women during the different phases of their lives, and 

which mechanisms best strengthen women’s access to productive assets in what 
contexts. Although many programs aim to increase women’s asset ownership, very 
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few have documented successful and sustained ability to reduce the asset gap 
between men and women. In some cases, while women may accumulate assets, 

men may acquire them at a faster rate, or even take over the control of women’s 
assets, thereby worsening the gender asset gap. 

3.1 Existing conceptual frameworks 

The conceptual framework presented here (Figure 2) draws from several other 
efforts to articulate the critical relationships between assets and poverty, notably 

the Sustainable Livelihoods (SL) framework (Carney et al. 1999; DfID 2001; 
Scoones 2009), the Capitals and Capabilities Framework (Bebbington 1999), as well 

as other work on poverty traps (Carter and Barrett 2006; Barrett and Swallow 
2006), and pathways from poverty (IFPRI 2003). However, none of these 
approaches is explicitly gendered, and applying a “gender lens” to each reveals 

enough shortcomings to warrant a new framework that examines assets and 
livelihoods from a gendered perspective. 

The SL framework, which is widely used by many researchers and 
development organizations, has helped to promote attention to the linkages among 
various types of assets, and how they contribute to diverse livelihoods activities and 

poverty reduction. A key feature of the SL framework is that it recognizes people 
themselves, whether poor or not, as actors with assets and capabilities who act in 

pursuit of their own livelihood goals. Although the original statement of the SL 
framework is not gendered, this framework is particularly important for highlighting 

women’s agency, so that they are not seen as passive beneficiaries or victims of 
circumstances. The framework also draws attention to the importance of a 
vulnerability context, which might be different for men and women. While the SL 

framework does not, in itself, immediately generate testable hypotheses, it 
provides a starting point for more specific theoretical modeling in order to derive 

researchable questions and testable hypotheses (Adato and Meinzen-Dick 2007). In 
addition, gendering the framework is especially useful for examining the role of 
different types of “capitals” (assets) in men’s and women’s livelihood strategies, 

and how these strategies play out in household and community livelihoods.  
Bebbington’s (1999) Capitals and Capabilities framework assumes people 

build their livelihoods around access to different resources (depending on which are 
most relevant for the livelihoods they wish to pursue), the different opportunities 
that exist to turn these resources into sources of livelihood enhancement, 

availability of the means to enhance the way in which the resources contribute to 
their livelihoods, and finally the use of various networks to gain access to these 

resources. Bebbington argues that when or where rural people have not been able 
to improve their livelihoods, the principal reasons seem to derive from a failure or 
inability to defend their existing assets, failure to identify and secure opportunities 

to turn assets into livelihoods, failure to protect existing ways of turning assets into 
livelihoods (for example, by losing a place in a market), or failure to convert one 

asset into a form that may contribute to livelihoods more directly.4  One can 

                                                      
4 For example, if factor markets are imperfect, a farmer may not be able to sell a (small) plot of 

land to buy a tractor that makes it easier to work the rest of the land. Women’s assets may be so 
bound together with household assets that she would not be able to liquidate a portion of these to 
finance a small business. (We thank a reviewer for this suggestion.) 
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conjecture that given the limitations in access and control of assets by women they 
would be less likely to turn these assets into livelihood opportunities, especially if 

they do not own or manage them. 
While the SL frameworks and Bebbington emphasize how assets enable 

positive outcomes, the literature on poverty traps (Carter and Barrett 2006; Barrett 
and Swallow 2006) shows how a lack of assets perpetuates chronic poverty. It 
posits a range of strategies or activities that map a stock of assets into flows of 

welfare, but the choices of strategies are shaped by preferences and options that 
are constrained by the assets one controls and the entry barriers for high-return 

strategies. Although their analyses are not explicitly gendered, Carter and Barrett 
(2006) suggest that poverty traps can exist at multiple levels—macro, meso, and 
micro—with linkages between the levels. While not dealing with intrahousehold 

issues, their examination of multiple scales of assets and action could also be 
extended to the individual within the household.5   

The conceptual framework of the “Pathways from Poverty” research program 
at the International Food Policy Research Institute highlights the importance of 
three components: (1) settings, (2) assets and (3) activities (IFPRI 2003). In this 

framework, men, women, and children within households hold an endowment of 
assets that they allocate to diverse activities. How household members allocate 

these assets to various activities depends on the settings in which these households 
live, which includes rules regarding the allocation of rights, resources, and 

responsibilities between men and women, which are themselves a function of 
culture and context.6  These resource allocations result in a range of outcomes, 
which include both monetary and nonmonetary measures of well-being. Income and 

consumption are obviously related to each other, but because part of incomes can 
be saved rather than consumed, such decisions to save can lead to changes in 

households’ and individuals’ stocks of assets. Aside from economic measures such 
as income, consumption, and assets, outcomes of household (and intrahousehold) 
allocation decisions may also result in gains in other aspects of well-being such as 

reduced vulnerability, empowerment and improvements in health, self-esteem, and 
sense of control.  

While each of these frameworks is useful, none (except the Pathways from 
Poverty framework) has been explicitly gendered. The frameworks may be applied 
to a household as a whole or to individuals, but do not capture the complexity of 

both individual and shared assets, decisionmaking, and outcomes of men and 
women of different ages, within households. The unitary model of the household 

does not adequately capture gender dynamics; however, treating all assets, 
enterprises, and consumption at the individual level (as in the Pathways from 
Poverty framework) is also inadequate, as it ignores the instances of sharing that 

occur within households. Both joint production and consumption are important. 

                                                      
5 Quisumbing (2009), extending the Carter and Barrett (2009) framework to take into account 

joint and individual asset accumulation, finds, for example, that men and women in rural Bangladesh 
have different asset accumulation trajectories and that their respective asset holdings respond 
differently to different types of shocks. 

6 Although cultures and contexts do change in response to a variety of factors, such as new 
market opportunities, increased migration, and higher educational levels of the population, these 
changes usually occur over a longer time than that of the typical project. 
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3.2 The Gender, Assets, and Agricultural Programs framework 

The Gender, Assets, and Agricultural Programs (GAAP) framework (see Figure 2) 

shows the links between assets and well-being while making clear that gender 
relations influence the constraints and opportunities that occur in each pathway. In 

the framework, each component is gendered. The shading of each component is a 
reminder that we need to consider separation and jointness in each box. Women 
and men often have separate assets, activities, and consumption and savings or 

investment strategies, but households can also have joint assets, activities, and 
consumption strategies, among others. 

Figure 2: Schematic representation of a gendered livelihood conceptual 
framework 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                               

 
Source: Authors. 

The first element of the conceptual framework is the context, which may 
include a broad range of ecological, social, economic, and political factors. Even if 
individuals are living in the same household, men and women typically experience 

this context differently based on their roles and responsibilities and other social, 
economic and cultural factors. In some cases, the gendered nature of the context is 

explicit. For example, cultural norms may define roles and responsibilities for men 
and women, and in some cases men and women are treated differently by laws or 
legal provisions. In other cases, it is necessary to look deeper to fully realize 

differences. For example, while the biophysical context applies to the entire 
household, its impacts, depending on other contextual factors and assets, may be 

different for men or women. Low rainfall may be less of a constraint to men if their 
fields have irrigation and women’s do not (or conversely), or if women have 
primary responsibility for collecting water for the household and must devote more 

time to this activity. Availability of wild plants may be more important for women 
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than for men. Conversely, fauna availability may be more important to men who 
typically hunt. Geographical location, such as proximity to roads and market 

centers, might appear to have homogenous effects on all members of a household, 
but in fact men and women may differ in terms of their ability to travel or to 

engage in certain types of markets. Security conditions may also differentially affect 
men and women, particularly with respect to women’s safety in traveling, working 
fields, and engaging in gathering activities for firewood or water. In other societies, 

men may be responsible for providing other crops, including staple grains, 
important to household welfare. In sum, the links between culture, context, and 

gender roles cannot be taken for granted. The specific linkages need to be 
investigated in each situation. 

Beyond the visible or concrete contextual factors, it is essential to consider 

the institutional context in the gender-asset framework. In addition to cultural and 
legal institutions already mentioned, the “institutions of exchange” are especially 

important, as they condition the ways through which livelihood strategies are 
translated into incomes. Markets are the most obvious institutions of exchange, but 
social reciprocity norms (such as mutual help groups for labor or norms of sharing 

food) also play a critical role. As previously mentioned, access to markets is often 
gendered, for example, women are restricted from participating in markets in much 

of South Asia, however equal participation by men and women is more common in 
Latin America and women are active as traders, as well as clients, in much of West 

Africa.7  These institutions include not only markets for agricultural production, but 
also labor markets, in which women’s participation tends to be more limited than 
men’s. 

Many contextual variables are treated as exogenous by projects. While it is 
often true that project interventions cannot readily change cultural norms or 

environmental conditions, it is important that context not be considered as static: 
weather patterns, access to markets, and certainly institutions (even those 
considered “traditional”) do change over time, and should be regularly reassessed. 

Access to and control over assets; as described in the previous section, are 
key determinants of individual agency. The shading in this and all other 

components of the diagram reflects that within a household there are assets that 
are held by women, some that are held by men, and others that are owned and/or 
utilized jointly. The distribution of assets in a particular household will influence 

how the household and its members use their assets to further their livelihoods and 
improve well-being.  

The livelihood strategies represent decisions that individuals and households 
make about how to invest their assets in productive and reproductive activities in 
order to generate expected returns. The livelihood strategies available in a 

particular area will depend on many of the contextual factors (agroecology and 
market access, for example) and may be heavily influenced by gender roles. 

Whether men and women will be able to pursue the available strategies will further 
depend on what assets those livelihood strategies require, and on how “household 
assets” are allocated across different household members to enable them to engage 

in specific livelihood strategies. In some cases men and women pursue different 

                                                      
7 For an analysis of gender relations and control over capital in Indian and West African marketing, 

see Harris-White (1998). 
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livelihood strategies; in other cases, these may be joint, as with “family farms” or 
family businesses. In addition to the arrow from assets to livelihood strategies, the 

diagram shows a reverse arrow from livelihoods strategies to assets, to capture 
how some assets like social capital (or even natural capital like soil fertility) can be 

built in the process of carrying out livelihood strategies rather than as a discrete 
investment decision at the end.  

The actual returns to different activities may also be affected by shocks 

(negative or positive). Weather, disease, violent conflicts, theft, and even sudden 
policy changes represent potential shocks. Shocks can also affect a wide area at a 

given time (so-called covariate shocks, such as weather shocks or widespread food 
price increases), or could be specific to the household (death or illness of an income 
earner) or an individual (divorce or abandonment). The majority of shocks we list 

here have a negative effect, but there are also positive shocks, as well as shocks 
which have both positive and negative effects for different people in a given 

household. For example, a drought that reduces crop yields on a broad scale and 
leads to higher prices can benefit the people who have irrigation and can still 
produce, or people who produce a particularly drought-resistant crop, via higher 

selling prices. Shocks may also have effects that go beyond their (economic) 
impacts on production or consumption, if such unforeseen events also affect social 

status, self-esteem, and leadership. Being divorced by one’s husband or being 
diagnosed with HIV/AIDS could lead to loss of social status in many contexts, for 

example. 
How are shocks gendered? First, men and women experience shocks 

differently depending on their different roles and responsibilities. Men who own 

livestock are more directly affected by cattle rustling or by drought that reduces the 
availability of good forage; women who keep poultry will be more affected by 

diseases such as avian influenza. Human diseases are likely to have a 
disproportionately large effect on women, as women are often affected not only by 
their own illnesses and typically have lower access to healthcare, but also 

responsible for taking care of other sick family members.  
The second way that the impact of shocks is gendered is through differential 

ability to withstand shocks. Do men and women have equal access to irrigation or 
water harvesting methods to address the effects of droughts, or have insurance to 
deal with extreme weather or pests? Thirdly, assets can play an important role in 

withstanding or responding to shocks, and men’s and women’s assets are often 
used differently to respond to shocks. For example, in Bangladesh, Quisumbing, 

Kumar, and Behrman (2011) found that women’s assets are disposed of to respond 
to family illnesses, whereas men’s assets are used for marriage expenses and 
dowry. This has important implications for gendered asset accumulation if the 

incidence and magnitude of both shocks and asset disposition vary over time. 
In addition to general shocks, there are also shocks that specifically affect 

women and lead to loss of their assets and a threat to their livelihood strategies. 
For example, divorce or death of a husband can lead to women losing their assets 
especially in cases where marriage is governed under customary laws that do not 

protect women’s rights to property (Peterman 2010). 
The livelihoods strategies and shocks result in a household’s full income, 

which is defined as the total value of products and services produced by the 
household members, some of which are consumed directly and others sold for cash 
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or traded for other goods or services. The concept of full income also includes 
leisure time of household members. Because it is more likely for women’s time to 

be devoted to nonmarket or reproductive activities—including growing food 
consumed at home, caring for children, and caring for the ill—measures of income 

that do not take into account the value of time will tend to underestimate women’s 
contribution. 

Household members differ in their contributions to household income, and 

they also differ in their control over how that income is used. Under the unitary 
model of the household this distinction is not an issue, but where household 

members have different preferences, household expenditures will differ depending 
on how control over income is distributed within the household. A large body of 
evidence shows that, in many parts of the world, men and women spend money 

differently: women are more likely to spend the income they control on food, health 
care, and education of their children (Haddad, Hoddinott and Alderman 1997; 

Lundberg et al. 1997). Evidence from Malawi and Uganda showed that women were 
more likely to spend more of their income on food compared to men while men 
were likely to spend more of their income on assets than women. On average, 

women spent 23 percent of their income on food and 14 percent on assets while 
men only spent 8 percent of their income on food and 25 percent on assets (Njuki 

et al. 2011). Asset ownership, in particular, is among the factors that may influence 
women’s control over income and bargaining power in household negotiations (Doss 

1999; Thomas, Contreras and Frankenberg 2002; Quisumbing and Maluccio 2003).  
Neither the unitary model of a household pooling all income and allocating for 

the needs of all, nor the bargaining model of individuals bargaining based on their 

individual interests, is likely to fit most situations. Rather, when considering 
consumption (of goods, services, and leisure) and savings and investment, it is 

useful to consider which decisions are made individually, and which collectively. 
Who bears responsibility for the children? Because full income also includes the 
value of time, it is important to consider the distribution of leisure within the 

household—or conversely, whose time is most occupied in productive and 
reproductive activities. When both market and household work are taken into 

account, time allocation studies show that women work significantly more hours 
than men (Juster and Stafford 1991; also see World Bank 2001: 66). 

In simplified terms, savings are the balance of income that is not consumed. 

How savings are invested will affect asset accumulation (or loss) for the future. If 
kept in a bank account, savings would increase financial capital; if used to purchase 

equipment or build a house, savings builds physical capital; if used to buy land, 
plant a tree, or install irrigation (water control) then savings increase natural 
capital.  

Although much economic theory dichotomizes between consumption and 
savings, in fact the dividing line is not so clear. Certain types of consumption can 

also increase intangible assets of human and social capital. Consumption of healthy 
food, clean water, adequate shelter, and a clean environment improves nutrition 
and health outcomes for adults and children, which is an important aspect of 

human capital. Ceremonial expenses, hospitality, the ability to wear decent 
clothing, and even some types of conspicuous consumption of prestige goods, as 

well as spending time with others (either informally or in group meetings) can all 
contribute to social capital (see, for example, Cancian 1972).  



 

 

13 

Again, the relevant question is, “how are investment patterns gendered?” For 
example, how are women’s, men’s, and joint income used for different types of 

investment by different family members? What affects their respective decisions on 
investment? What are the common and differential opportunities for men and 

women to invest? These include both formal opportunities as well as the practical 
obstacles. For example, even if a country legally allows women to own land, if most 
land is held under a customary tenure regime where decisions are dominated by 

men, then women will be effectively excluded from this avenue of asset 
accumulation. Policies that give husbands and wives joint tenure over land acquired 

during marriage and implement practical steps to ensure application of the policy, 
can result in an increase in joint asset ownership. In the case that women (or men) 
are precluded from investing in one type of asset, are there other types of assets 

that they can accumulate, and how valuable are they for creating good livelihood 
options, or for strengthening bargaining power? Does building assets through 

women’s groups help to shield them from capture by men? Do women’s 
investments in social capital constitute an asset in themselves? 

Measures of or changes in savings and assets are not always positive. In the 

case of a severe shock (such as a major drought, or family illness), a household 
may need to dip into its savings or liquidate particular assets in order to maintain a 

certain level of consumption. As described above, men’s and women’s assets may 
be used differently to buffer shocks. Children (often girls) may be kept out of 

school, reducing human capital accumulation. In cases of negative savings (debt) 
and investment it is important to ask whose savings or assets are being liquidated 
to keep the individual or household consumption levels and whether there will be 

other mechanisms for those who lose to replace their assets. For example, women’s 
jewelry is often used to meet family emergencies. Where banks or pawn shops are 

available to provide loans against the jewelry, there is a greater chance that the 
women can reclaim their asset, compared to having to sell the asset outright.  

The purpose of our framework is to show how gender and assets influence 

well-being of households and individuals. Many outcomes related to well-being that 
are of interest to policymakers and development donors are linked to the results of 

consumption (education, food security, nutrition, health), though with clear links to 
investment and asset accumulation since achieving these well-being outcomes 
requires the ability to maintain and build up assets over time. Other aspects of 

well-being, such as self-esteem, one’s status within the household and society, 
agency, and empowerment, are less easy to measure, but are also important, and 

are increasingly being considered as development goals in themselves. One would 
like to see, for example, agricultural development projects not only expanding 
individuals’ incomes and consumption choices, but also empowering them—

expanding their ability to make strategic life choices, particularly in contexts where 
this ability had been denied to them (Kabeer 2001).8  Being empowered has also 

been shown to positively affect the health and nutrition of children and their 
mothers (for example, Smith et al. 2003 and studies reviewed therein), so these 
goals are interrelated. This gendered conceptual framework helps to identify these 

                                                      
8 There is a growing literature on the measurement of empowerment (see Kabeer 1999; Alsop and 

Heinsohn 2005); the most recent studies attempt to develop multidimensional indices because 
empowerment is a multidimensional concept. See, for example, Ibrahim and Alkire (2007). 
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development outcomes and to propose hypotheses that can be tested, not only to 
measure the impacts of agricultural development programs but also to better 

understand individual and household decision making.  
Assets have a positive impact on well-being, but affect it via different 

pathways. Assets may: (1) directly impact well-being through the increased status 
and empowerment that asset ownership conveys; (2) enable different household 
members to pursue various livelihood strategies; (3) provide a buffer against 

shocks; and (4) strengthen household members’ positions in the broader 
community as well as within the household in terms of bargaining over how income 

is spent or invested. 
This framework leads us to three gender-specific hypotheses that can be 

tested empirically: 

 Different types of assets enable different livelihoods, with a greater stock 
and diversity of assets being associated with more diverse livelihoods and 

better well-being outcomes. 

 Men and women use different types of assets to cope with different types 
of shocks. 

 Interventions that increase men’s and women’s stock of a particular asset 
improve the bargaining power of the individual(s) who control that asset. 

To improve livelihood strategies, access to an asset like land may be 
sufficient, but to buffer against shocks and affect decisionmaking, control over 

assets will be important. The multiple roles that assets play have implications for 
which livelihood strategies individuals pursue (generation of income versus control 
of income) and for which assets they invest in (high returns in livelihood strategies 

versus ease of disposition versus negotiation power). 
The shading in the framework is a reminder that all of the key components 

may be different for men and women, or may be shared by members of a 
household (or even community). This prompts us to consider how the differences in 
context, assets, livelihood strategies, risks, and other components for men and 

women may affect outcomes for individuals and households (with particularly 
important implications for children and the intergenerational transmission of 

poverty). The degree or balance of shading represents the extent of the gender gap 
in assets and in bargaining power. We therefore propose a fourth hypothesis: 

 Interventions and policies that reduce the gender gap in assets are better 

able to achieve development outcomes related to food security, health, 
nutrition, and other aspects of well-being related to agency and 

empowerment. 

Ultimately, the framework demonstrates why focusing on cash income (as 
many development interventions do) may not lead to a direct or even necessarily a 

positive effect on key development outcomes like food security, health, nutrition, 
equality, and empowerment. Gender considerations relating to access to and 

control over assets play a major role in determining how income does or does not 
translate into welfare. 

Although the framework is primarily at the (intra)household level, it can also 

be used to consider collective assets. For example, common property such as 
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forests, rangelands, or water systems, can be considered as a type of asset, and we 
can examine the extent to which it is controlled by men, women, or jointly, and 

what implications that has for livelihood strategies or empowerment (such as 
through leadership opportunities in the group managing the common property). 

Furthermore, there can be interactions among individual, household, and collective 
assets and action. For example, if a development intervention uses women’s groups 
as a mechanism to build women’s individual or collective assets, the assets of the 

individual women and dynamics within the household may affect who can 
participate, and participation can, in turn, build not only the specific asset (such as 

livestock, collective garden, or a joint fishpond), but also social capital, which may 
have repercussions for women’s empowerment. Thus, it is important to consider 
both an individual’s assets and shares of group assets. 

4. GENDER, ASSETS AND AGRICULTURAL DEVELOPMENT INTERVENTIONS 

The framework describes the importance of gender and assets in livelihoods and 

welfare, and thus could be used to inform the design and implementation of a range 
of policy and programmatic interventions. In this section, we use the framework to 
assess the implications of gender and assets for agricultural development 

interventions. However, the overall framework could also be used to examine 
nonagricultural development projects such as microfinance or employment as well. 

Despite the lack of knowledge about what works to reduce the asset gap, we 
now have substantial experience demonstrating “what works” in gender targeting of 

agricultural development interventions. This includes knowledge surrounding 
improving women’s participation, increasing the chances that women will benefit 
from the project activities, and working with men to change attitudes and behaviors 

that limit women’s opportunities in economic, social, and political spheres 
(Quisumbing and Pandolfelli 2010; Kristjanson et al. 2010). While these methods 

are well known, they are still not widely used in development projects. Lack of 
knowledge and/or capacity—from field implementers through to project managers 
and donors—has led to a situation where what is common practice is often far from 

what is known to be “good practice.” Kabeer (2010: 108) lays out a continuum 
from “gender-blind” projects that do not take account of gender issues and may 

thereby reinforce gender-based constraints, to “gender-aware” projects that use 
information to avoid reinforcing constraints, to “gender-transformative” 
interventions. The latter would go beyond simple participation to ensure that 

women capture meaningful benefits and are empowered by the intervention 
process. Only by conducting rigorous analyses of alternative interventions that 

include well designed and implemented strategies for reaching women can we begin 
to identify which pathways provide the greatest opportunities to build women’s 
assets and offer guidance about policies that help reduce the gender asset gap. 

The current framework can assist in the design of development programs by 
better conceptualizing how the gendered asset distribution affects the uptake and 

eventual outcomes of programs, and how the accumulation of assets by men and 
women is affected by interventions. By specifying the linkages between assets, 
livelihood strategies, risks, and outcomes, it can also help to design better impact 

assessments that show which strategies are most effective in different contexts.  
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Agricultural development interventions tend to influence assets in three 
major ways. First, some interventions increase the stock of agricultural assets such 

as land, livestock, water, or machinery, enabling farmers to increase production or 
build up the stock of intangible assets (human capital, social capital, or political 

capital, which can also be crucial in enhancing empowerment and women’s 
decisionmaking roles) that may be complements to traditional agricultural assets. 
Second, interventions can increase the returns to assets such as land or labor that 

are used in agriculture by increasing productivity, for example through improved 
technologies or interventions to strengthen markets and increase income. Third, 

they can reduce risk, thereby protecting assets. In reality, many projects affect 
assets through a combination of these three approaches. 

4.1. Programs to increase the stock of agricultural assets and remove 

gender-specific barriers to building those assets 

Many land reform, redistribution, and/or titling programs have the goal of 

stimulating agricultural productivity by improving access to land, security of tenure, 
and providing means and incentives, via credit markets, to increase investment in 
agricultural production. Irrigation development programs, fish ponds, and livestock 

distribution schemes similarly seek to increase the asset base so that people can 
increase their productivity in agriculture. Beyond natural and physical capital, 

programs also invest in strengthening human capital (via training including 
extension services) or social capital by building or strengthening organizations, 

including women’s groups as well as community organizations, especially those 
involved in managing common property such as forests or water supplies. These 
programs can, in turn, help build or strengthen other assets (such as financial 

capital from women’s savings groups or natural capital from commons 
management). 

In terms of application to the framework, these programs translate into an 
increase in the size or value of the asset component. Its impact on the asset 
hexagon and ultimately the shading of the box indicating jointness or relative 

control by men or women will depend not only on how the program assigns rights, 
but also on whether these rights defined by the program can be defended against 

other competing claims that might exist in the household and community. Whether 
the individuals and households are willing and able to maintain the asset will 
depend on how a particular increase in asset stock contributes to welfare. 

The impact of the asset building programs on food production and income 
will depend in part on who ultimately uses the asset in what livelihood strategies. 

This, in turn, will depend on current gender roles, especially in reference to labor 
and access to complementary inputs (such as credit and knowledge). Control over 
the “income” generated by the assets (whether in kind or cash) will also be 

important both in terms of incentives of household members to use the asset and in 
terms of how the products and services it generates translate into well-being for 

household members. Finally, the ownership of the asset itself may alter 
intrahousehold negotiations by strengthening the bargaining position of its owners 
at the expense of others. 

In practice, many agricultural projects provide more than one type of asset, 
because they recognize that complementary assets may be needed for people to 

take advantage of the main asset being transferred. For example, Heifer 
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International (www.heifer.org), an NGO that distributes livestock to poor 
households in developing countries, not only transfers an animal; it organizes 

recipients into groups that will receive training on how to care for the animal and 
requires that recipients share offspring with others, thereby strengthening human 

and social capital as well. In Mali, the Millennium Challenge Program (MCC) 
(www.mcc.gov), a foreign aid agency of the U.S., provides women with irrigation, 
but also training, seeds, and assistance in forming women’s farming associations.  

Landesa (www.landesa.org), a nongovernmental development organization 
working to secure land rights for the world’s poorest people, works to transfer 

homestead plus garden land titles to poor families, an example of a program that 
seeks to intervene directly in strengthening assets. It is also a good example of one 
that seeks to strengthen joint assets, with the husband’s and wife’s names on the 

land title, and also pays attention to ensuring daughters’ inheritance rights. The 
project organizes community discussions and boys’ and girls’ groups to address 

gender discrimination and early marriage, in order to ensure that the provision of 
land to poor households will also benefit the daughters (Middey and Fletschner 
2010). 

Certainly not all (or even a majority) of agricultural programs that aim to 
increase the stock of assets, whether through distribution, subsidized purchase, or 

other means, target women. To the contrary, many assume that men are the 
farmers, and therefore transfer assets to the (male) “head of household”. Such 

gender-blind programs are likely to increase the gender asset gap; by being more 
gender-responsive in their approaches, projects can redress this bias and bring 
greater benefit to women. For example, if women do not have control over land or 

water resources, a project can work to identify land for group gardens or collective 
irrigation. 

Strengthening human or social capital might appear to be an option for 
targeting asset-poor individuals and households, but programs often inadvertently 
put in place asset-based barriers. While often well intentioned—it is true that 

human or social capital may not translate into new livelihood strategies if people 
cannot access complementary inputs—poorly designed or overly simplistic criteria 

for program participation exclude people who could benefit. For example, producer 
associations often require land ownership as a prerequisite for membership, thus 
limiting the participation of women and youth who may have access to household or 

community land but no claim to ownership. Our conceptual framework can be used 
as a diagnostic tool to identify barriers that prevent gender-equitable participation 

in these programs: if a particular type of intensified production requires certain 
assets or increases returns to certain assets, and if poor households or women 
farmers (either in female-headed or male-headed households) do not have those 

assets, then they will not be able to benefit from the intervention. Ensuring that 
they benefit may require either selecting interventions that increase returns to 

assets they do have, or looking for ways to improve their access to the assets they 
need. 

For example, a study in Uganda by Nkedi-Kizza et al. (2002) found soil 

fertility levels were higher in plots managed by husbands compared to those 
managed by wives. This will influence women’s ability to plant certain crops. 

Projects seeking to benefit women would need to focus on crops that can be grown 
on their plots, or on making fertilizer more accessible, such as the sale of fertilizer 
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in smaller bags, rather than the 50 kilogram bags that poor farmers are unable to 
afford (Gladwin 2002), and that women may especially have difficulty transporting.  

Diagnosing this type of situation ex ante can allow agricultural programs to 
make provisions for more equitable participation, or develop technologies or 

extension strategies that are adapted to gender differences in human capital (levels 
of schooling). For example, a polyculture fishpond technology program 
implemented through the government extension system in Bangladesh and 

targeted to households primarily benefited men from wealthier families, even if 
women were required by the donor to account for 30 percent of project 

beneficiaries, because adopting the technology required ownership of a pond, or 
land on which to construct the pond. To reach landless women with this technology, 
an NGO made provision for groups of women to rent water bodies that they could 

use collectively to grow fish (Hallman, Lewis, and Begum 2007), or to excavate 
fishponds using food-for-work funds.9  Similarly, in developing soil fertility 

replenishment strategies in Kenya, the World Agroforestry Centre recognized that 
women had limited property rights to plant trees on their land, and often lacked the 
cash or transport needed to acquire chemical fertilizer. They therefore used plants 

that grow in hedgerows and “interstitial spaces” where women could harvest the 
leaves and transfer biomass to improve their soil fertility on land that they 

cultivate, but do not “own” (Rocheleau and Edmunds 1997). Adapting the outreach 
materials so that they were understandable by illiterate women further meant that 

lack of human capital (education) was not a barrier to adoption; the result was that 
women adopted on a par with men (Place et al. 2007). 

Human capital—such as health and nutritional status, or agricultural 

knowledge—can also be built directly by agricultural development projects. Human 
capital interventions are often enhanced if projects also empower the women in the 

household. For example, the HarvestPlus initiative (www.harvestplus.org) promotes 
varieties of staple crops that are higher in micronutrients, the consumption of which 
improves nutritional status. This intervention essentially improves the quality rather 

than the quantity of food produced by the household—which is another way to 
improve productivity. However, whether or not that improved productivity 

translates into improved nutrition depends on the willingness and ability of 
household members not only to plant the new crop but also to feed it to members 
of the household who are nutritionally vulnerable. To help ensure that this happens, 

seed distribution is often accompanied by social marketing and behavior change 
campaigns to encourage consumption of these nutritious products (de Brauw et al. 

2010). Similarly, dairy development projects such as the East African Dairy 
Development (EADD) project are testing nutrition awareness messaging to 
encourage households to dedicate some of their increased milk production to the 

nutrition needs of target groups such as children and pregnant women (EADD 
2010). 

                                                      
9 Land rental markets are also another way that women can get access to land. It may be even 

easier for women to lease land than to purchase it because leasing does not create long-term secure 
property rights in the borrower/lessee; see examples from Burkina Faso in Bruce et al. (2006) and 
Ethiopia in Holden et al. (2007). 
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4.2. Interventions to increase returns to assets: strengthening market 
linkages 

Many programs do not focus on building assets themselves, but can be seen as 
increasing the returns on the assets that people already have. Market expansion, 

linking smallholders to high-value markets, is the avowed aim of many current 
agricultural value chain programs by governments and NGOs. Examples of market-
oriented interventions include infrastructure—roads, communication systems, 

collection and storage facilities—as well as investments in better information and 
better organizational on the part of producers and/or other actors in the value 

chain. Market investments are often accompanied by technology investments based 
on the logic that increased market opportunities will provide an incentive to invest 
in improved productivity. As with other elements of the framework, looking at these 

interventions as part of the entire cycle can draw attention to complementary 
interventions that may be needed, as well as to the other factors that condition 

returns to program interventions and how they are distributed within households. 
It is important to consider how participation in different types of value chains 

is gendered. The type of product or commodity as well as the type of market can 

also influence who markets and subsequently who controls the income from the 
commodity (Njuki et al. 2011). In a study in Malawi and Uganda, women were 

more likely to participate in local markets for legumes and livestock products such 
as milk than in cattle markets or markets for cash crops such as tobacco. The setup 

of marketing arrangements can have an important influence on the degree of 
separate or joint control of incomes within the household as well. For example, in 
Bangladesh where women are restricted from going to markets, a dairy value chain 

project hired women to be milk collectors and redesigned the vehicle they were to 
use to make it easier for them to visit the homes and collect the milk from other 

women producers (CARE-Bangladesh 2010). In some cases, special training (for 
example in negotiation skills) may be needed for women to participate in markets. 
Women often participate in more informal markets, accepting buyers’ offers rather 

than negotiating for better prices for their commodities. Training in negotiation 
skills can enhance women’s bargaining power. As markets get more formalized and 

further away from their homes, women can be disadvantaged if interventions to 
increase their participation and benefits from these markets are not implemented. 

In many cases, access to markets may depend on other assets such as 

transportation or communication equipment like carts to get produce to markets or 
cell phones and radios to find out market opportunities and prices. For example, a 

DfID-funded project in Kenya used mobile phone networks to make fish pricing 
more transparent, benefitting 350 women’s fish trading associations (ILO Coop-
Africa 2009).10  Here again, our framework would draw attention to the question of 

whether women and men have these necessary complementary assets.  
In addition to intrahousehold bargaining power, the frequency and size of 

income receipts matter. Small incremental payments may not allow for much 
savings unless there are microfinance institutions available, likewise, lumpy income 
receipts (such as at an annual harvest) can lead to disproportionately high 

consumption followed by a hungry season unless there are appropriate ways to 

                                                      
10 Recent promising efforts to employ ICT in agriculture and the gendered dimensions of doing so 

are summarized in Manfre (2011 forthcoming). 
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save and reinvest. Looking at how access to these channels are gendered will help 
in ensuring that increased income does, indeed, translate into improved assets and 

a reduction in the gender gap in assets. 
It is important to also note that targeting women alone for market-oriented 

agricultural interventions may backfire, leading to appropriation by men as 
women’s enterprises become profitable. Many agricultural development programs, 
even those which ostensibly attempt to increase women’s production and income, 

result in men taking control of the output that women have produced (for classic 
examples, see Dey 1981, cited in von Braun and Webb 1989 and Jones 1983). The 

key questions revolve around the strategies needed to ensure women both earn 
income and have control of the income they earn. In situations where increases in 
women’s assets result in their being taken over by men within their households, 

other forms of collective ownership—such as through women’s groups—may need 
to be explored to guarantee women’s continued control of productive assets. In 

cases where men take the produce to market and get paid for it, they may also be 
taking the decisions on consumption and investment by themselves, leaving women 
with little influence over these critical decisions that affect their own welfare and 

those of the children.  
New options to make payment into women’s microfinance accounts, or new 

mobile phone applications that handle payments for crop payments directly at the 
market (see Manfre 2011 forthcoming) can help to ensure that women retain 

control over income and consumption decisions. Commitment savings products, 
whether through individual or group accounts, may be ways of protecting women’s 
savings (Ashraf, Karlan, and Yin 2010). However, these innovations also depend on 

women having access to financial capital (savings accounts), physical capital (cell 
phones), or social capital (women’s groups and group savings programs) to 

equitably implement a given program design. Technological approaches are not the 
only way to ensure income for women. In Malawi for example, integrating gender 
training in a market development program and having multiple crops and livestock 

enterprises and focusing on different types of markets led to more income under 
the control of women (Njuki et al. 2011). Working with both men and women and 

with multiple enterprises may secure women’s participation and management of 
income. 

4.3. Innovations to reduce risk 

A growing number of agricultural development programs seek to address shocks 
through insurance, for example, but most of these only target men. There are two 

important linkages between such programs and assets that have important gender 
dimensions: whether it requires assets to participate in the programs, and whether 
these programs help to protect the assets of men and women. Traditional crop 

insurance programs, for example, can only protect land holders, although 
agricultural laborers also suffer loss of employment when crops fail. Newer 

weather-based index insurance products are being designed so that they can be 
purchased by landless families or women (IBLI 2011). Nevertheless, if women are 
less involved in agricultural production, or if weather shocks do not directly affect 

their asset holdings, they may be less willing to pay for weather insurance. 
Conversely, if women’s assets are disposed of to cope with illness shocks, a health 

insurance project might be an important avenue for social protection for women. In 
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general, our framework should serve as a reminder of the importance of shocks in 
the lives of the poor, and to assess whether new livelihood strategies being 

introduced will increase or decrease vulnerability to such shocks. Are the new crop 
varieties more susceptible to fluctuations in water, temperature, or pests? If aiming 

for specialized markets, will that introduce price fluctuations and the risk of produce 
not meeting grading standards? If so, is there a differential ability for men and 
women farmers to bear these shocks? Use of this framework can draw attention to 

other types of shocks that may affect particular livelihood strategies. For example, 
if malaria, HIV, or other diseases are a constraint on labor availability, teaming with 

health interventions to redress those shocks may be essential to the outcome of the 
program. As noted above, women often bear a disproportionate burden for illness 
shocks, so health interventions may be especially important for gender-equitable 

participation. 
The same considerations of whether men and women can both participate 

also apply to government programs such as public works projects that act as a form 
of insurance. Kabeer (2010) contrasts the Bolivia’s Social Emergency Fund, which 
had 99 percent male participation, with India’s National Rural Employment 

Guarantee Scheme, which set and exceeded a quota of 30 percent female 
employment through a gender-aware design that included child care facilities and 

location of employment close to residences to enable women to participate. In a 
recent study of livestock insurance, 42 percent of insurance contracts were 

purchased by women although it was not clear whether it was insurance against 
women-owned livestock. For example, with evidence that most of the camels were 
owned by men, 37 percent of the contracts for insuring camels were sold directly to 

women (IBLI 2011). Focus group discussions showed the high number of women 
purchasing insurance was as a result of the absence of men due to migration with 

livestock. 

4.4. Interactions between agricultural programs and the gender 
distribution of assets 

Although agricultural development programs are affected by—and affect—the 
distribution of assets within the household, very few efforts have been made to 

examine these impacts. This is partly because the linkages have not been 
prominently identified, and partly because gender-disaggregated asset data is 
scarce. The examples of programs identified above each give only a partial picture, 

but there are some common themes across the different types of interventions. 
The first theme is the need to consider all of the assets—tangible and 

intangible—needed to participate in a program, and how the distribution of those 
assets may exclude women or men (or those of other groups or categories) from 
participating.  

A second theme is the need to do a gender analysis, not just focus on women 
(or men) in isolation. Programs for women alone may not achieve their aims, or 

even backfire, if they do not involve men. Complete sharing of assets and interests 
within the household should not be assumed, but neither should the element of 
jointness among family members be overlooked. For some enterprises, households 

may pool their assets; for others, they may compete for control of assets. Any 
sound gender analysis needs to be context-specific, considering a host of cultural 

factors of the particular group at that particular time.  
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And what of the outcomes of these interventions? Much more attention is 
needed to document and understand the impacts on assets and wellbeing. There is 

suggestive evidence that interventions that attempt to equalize the gender asset 
gap may have better impacts on health and nutrition outcomes. In a gender-blind 

Bangladesh fish pond program that targeted information regarding the technology 
to the households and by default, husbands (Hallman, Lewis, and Begum 2007), 
Kumar and Quisumbing (2010) and Quisumbing and Kumar (2011) found that 

participation in the program increased husbands’ holdings (relative to their wives’) 
of land, livestock, and total value of assets, whereas in programs targeted to 

women’s groups, women’s assets increased faster than their husbands’, even 
though husbands still owned the majority of household assets. Moreover, while the 
gender-blind program had the largest gains in terms of consumption expenditures 

and household assets, improvements in nutritional status of women and children 
were less than those in the programs targeted to women’s groups (Kumar and 

Quisumbing 2011). One could argue that one way to reduce the gender gap would 
be to reduce men’s assets, and consequently the overall household holdings, 
however this is obviously not desirable. Ideally, men’s, women’s, and joint assets 

would increase, but women’s would increase more rapidly in situations where they 
have had less control over assets.  

The mode of project delivery also matters for outcomes. Many programs use 
group-based approaches to delivery, either for building assets (for example, 

savings groups or Heifer Project’s supplying animals to one member of a group), for 
accessing markets (such as through producer cooperatives), or risk mitigation 
(such as through microfinance insurance products). In addition to their effect on 

tangible assets, such programs affect social capital and may have direct 
empowerment effects. For example, Kabeer (2010) reports that a group-based 

livelihoods program of PRADAN, an Indian NGO, had a positive effect on 
intrahousehold relations and women’s bargaining power. However, collective 
approaches are not a panacea: a number of the fish pond groups included in the 

Hallman, Lewis and Begum (2007) study had broken down, indicating the need for 
careful attention to factors affecting collective action when group-based approaches 

are used. 

5. SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS 

Tangible and intangible assets play a multifaceted role in increasing well-being: 

they are required to pursue certain livelihood strategies, buffer against shocks, and 
provide for status and bargaining power for those who hold them. There is also 

increasing evidence that assets are not shared or distributed equally, even within 
households, with women usually controlling fewer assets than men. However, the 
implications of the gender gap in assets have not been fully examined, nor has the 

knowledge that does exist been consistently applied to development programs. 
The conceptual framework presented in this paper offers a starting point for 

examining how gender and assets influence the well-being of households and 
individuals. The first step in applying the framework is to identify the relevant 
contextual factors, then consider how access to and control of assets affects 

livelihood strategies and ability to withstand shocks, to result in full income 
(including not only cash, but in-kind products and leisure). Rather than focusing 
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exclusively on income, the framework highlights how income is allocated between 
consumption and savings or investment, affecting welfare of household members 

and asset accumulation (or loss). Once again, assets may influence bargaining 
power over the decisions on how income is used.  

A key element of this framework is that each component is gendered, 
allowing for men and women to have different assets, livelihoods, shocks, income, 
consumption, but also for some elements of each of these to be shared within the 

household.  
This framework can be used to generate hypotheses about individual and 

household decisionmaking and the influence that the norms, practices, and 
decisionmaking processes of community and group organizations can have on 
individuals and households, and to measure the impacts of agricultural 

development programs. In addition, beyond the research and impact assessment 
applications, the framework can also be used by program designers and 

implementers to examine how their interventions are gendered, and are likely to 
interact with other elements and play out in terms of ultimate welfare outcomes 
and long-term asset accumulation. While we still need a stronger evidence base on 

how programs can reduce the gender gap in assets, understanding the linkages and 
the impact of these programs on key outcomes of food security, health, nutrition, 

and empowerment and agency can contribute to more effective development 
programs, particularly in the agricultural sector. 

  



 

 

24 

REFERENCES 

Abu-Ghaida, D. and S. Klasen. 2004. The costs of missing the Millennium Development Goal on 

gender equity. World Development 32 (7): 1075–1107. 

Adato, M., and R. S. Meinzen-Dick, eds. 2007. Agricultural research, livelihoods, and poverty: Studies 
of economic and social impacts in six countries. Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press 
and International Food Policy Research Institute; New Delhi: Oxford University Press.  

Alsop, R., and N. Heinsohn. 2005. Measuring empowerment in practice: Structuring analysis and 
framing indicators. World Bank Policy Research Working Paper 3510. Washington, DC: World 
Bank.  

Antonopoulos, R., and M. S. Floro. 2005. Asset ownership along gender lines: Evidence from Thailand. 
Gender, Equality, and the Economy Working Paper 418. Annandale-on-Hudson, NY: Levy 
Economics Institute. 

Ashraf, N., D. Karlan, and W. Yin. 2010. Female empowerment: Impact of a commitment savings 

product in the Philippines. World Development 38(3): 333–344. 

Barrett, C. B., and B. M. Swallow. 2006. Fractal poverty traps. World Development 34(1):1–15.  

Bauman, P. 2005. Sustainable livelihoods and political capital: Arguments and evidence from 
decentralization and natural resource management in India. ODI Working Paper 136. UK: ODI.  

Bebbington, A. 1999. Capitals and capabilities: A framework for analyzing peasant viability, rural 
livelihoods and poverty. World Development 27 (12): 2021–2044.  

Behrman, J. R. 1997. Intrahousehold distribution and the family. In Handbook of population and 
family economics, M. R. Rosenzweig and O. Stark, eds. The Netherlands: Elsevier Science. 

Bruce, J., R. Giovarelli, L. Rolfes, D. Bledsoe, and R. Mitchell. 2006. Land law reform: Achieving 

development policy objectives. Law, Justice, and Development Series. Washington, DC: World 
Bank. 

CARE-Bangladesh. 2010. Strengthening the dairy value chain in Bangladesh. Presentation at the 
Inception Workshop on Evaluating the Impacts of Agricultural Development Programming on 

Gender Inequalities, Asset Disparities, and Rural Livelihoods. International Food Policy 
Research Institute and International Livestock Research Institute, Nairobi, Kenya, November 
5–7, 2010. 

Cancian, F. 1972. Change and uncertainty in a peasant economy. Palo Alto: Stanford University Press.  

Carney, D., with M. Drinkwater, T. Rusinow, K. Neefjes, S. Wanmali, and N. Singh. 1999. Livelihoods 
approaches compared. A brief comparison of the livelihoods approaches for the UK 
Department for International Development (DfID), CARE, Oxfam, and the United Nations 
Development Programme (UNDP). London: Department for International Development (DfID). 

Carter, M. R. and C. B. Barrett. 2006. The economics of poverty traps and persistent poverty: An 

asset-based approach. Journal of Development Studies 42(2): 178–199. 

de Brauw, A., P. Eozenou, D. O. Gilligan, C. Hotz, N. Kumar, C. Loechl, S. McNiven, et al. 2010. The 
impact of the HarvestPlus reaching end users orange-fleshed sweet potato project in 
Mozambique and Uganda. Report submitted to HarvestPlus, June 30, 2010, Washington DC: 

International Food Policy Research Institute. 

Deere, C. D., and J. C. Diaz. 2011. Acumulación de activos: Una apuesta por la equidad. Sede 
Ecuador: FLACSO. 

Deere, C. D., and C. Doss. 2006. The gender asset gap: What do we know and why does it matter? 
Feminist Economics 12(1–2): 1–50. 

Deere, C. D. and M. Leon. 2003. The gender asset gap: Land in Latin America. World Development 31 
(6): 925–947. 

 



 

 

25 

Dey, J. 1981. Gambian women: Unequal partners in rice development projects? Journal of 

Development Studies 17(3): 109-122.   

DfID (Department for International Development). 2001. Sustainable livelihoods guidance sheets. 
<www.livelihoods.org/info/info_guidanceSheets.html#6> (accessed September 2005). 

Dollar, D. and R. Gatti. 1999. Gender inequality, income, and growth: Are good times good for 
women? Background paper for Engendering Development, Washington DC: World Bank. 

Doss, C. R. 1999. Intrahousehold resource allocation in Ghana: The impact of the distribution of asset 
ownership within the household. In Food security, diversification and resource management: 
Refocusing the role of agriculture? G. H. Peters and J. von Braun, eds. Aldershot, UK: 
Dartmouth Publishing. 

Doss, C., C. Grown, and C. D. Deere. 2008. Gender and asset ownership: A guide to collecting 

individual level data. Policy Research Working Paper 4704. Washington, DC: The World Bank. 

East Africa Dairy Development Project. 2010. East Africa Dairy Development Project. Presentation at 
the Inception Workshop on Evaluating the Impacts of Agricultural Development Programming 

on Gender Inequalities, Asset Disparities, and Rural Livelihoods. International Food Policy 
Research Institute and International Livestock Research Institute, Nairobi, Kenya, November 
5–7, 2010. 

Fafchamps, M. and A. R. Quisumbing. 2002. Control and ownership of assets within rural Ethiopian 
households.  Journal of Development Studies 38(2): 47-82. 

Gladwin, C. 2002. Gender and soil fertility in Africa: Introduction. African Studies Quarterly 6 (1–2). 

Haddad, L., J. Hoddinott, and H. Alderman, eds. 1997. Intrahousehold resource allocation in 
developing countries: Models, methods, and policy. Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University 
Press for the IFPRI. 

Hallman, K. 2000. Mother-father resources, marriage payments, and girl-boy health in rural. 

Bangladesh. Unpublished manuscript. Washington, DC: International Food Policy Research 
Institute. 

Hallman, K., D. Lewis, and S. Begum. 2007. Assessing the impact of vegetable and fishpond 

technologies on poverty in rural Bangladesh. In Agricultural research, livelihoods, and poverty: 
Studies of economic and social impacts in six countries, eds. M. Adato and R. Meinzen-Dick. 
Washington, DC: International Food Policy Research Institute. 

Harris-White, B. 1998. Female and male grain marketing systems: Analytic and policy issues for West 

Africa and India. In Feminist visions of development: Gender analysis and policy, C. Jackson 
and R. Pearson, eds. New York: Routledge.  

Hausmann, R., L. Tyson, and S. Zahidi. 2010. The global gender gap report. Geneva: World Economic 
Forum. 

Holden, S., K. Deininger, and H. Ghebru. 2007. Impact of land certification on land rental market 
participation in Tigray region, Northern Ethiopia. Paper submitted for the Nordic Development 

Economics Conference in Copenhagen June 18–19, 2007. Washington, DC: The World Bank. 

Ibrahim, S. and S. Alkire. 2007. Agency and empowerment: A proposal for internationally comparable 
indicators. OPHI Working Paper. Oxford, UK: Oxford Poverty and Health Institute.  

IBLI (Index Based Livestock Insurance). 2011. Index based livestock insurance in northern Kenya: A 
review of the Marsabit pilot. Nairobi, Kenya: International livestock Research Institute. 

ILO Co-op Africa. 2009. Enhancing fish market information: Use of modern communication technology 
to improve Lake Victoria fishing cooperatives income. 

<http://www.ilo.org/public/english/employment/ent/coop/africa/download/kmfri.pdf> 
(accessed October 31, 2011).  

IFPRI (International Food Policy Research Institute). 2003. Pathways from poverty: A proposal for a 
global research program (GRP26). Washington, DC: International Food Policy Research 
Institute. 



 

 

26 

Jones, C. 1983. The mobilization of women’s labor for cash crop production: A game theoretic 

approach. American Journal of Agricultural Economics 65(5): 1049–1054. 

Juster, F. T. and F. P. Stafford. 1991. The allocation of time: Empirical findings, behavioral models, 
and problems of measurement. Journal of Economic Literature 29: 471–522. 

Kabeer, N. 1999. The conditions and consequences of choice: Reflections on the measurement of 
women’s empowerment. UNRISD Discussion Paper No. 108. Geneva: United Nations Research 
Institute for Social Development. 

Kabeer, N. 2001.  Reflections on the measurement of women’s empowerment:  Theory and practice. 
In discussing women’s empowerment:  Theory and Practice.  Stockholm: Novum Grafiska, AB. 

Kabeer, N. 2010. Women’s empowerment, development interventions and the management of 
information flows. IDS Bulletin 41(6): 105–113. 

Klasen, S. and F. Lamanna. 2008. The impact of gender inequality in education and employment on 
economic growth in developing countries: Updates and extensions. Ibero-America Institute for 
Economic Research Working Paper 175. Gottingen: University of Gottingen. 

Kristjanson, P., A. Waters-Bayer, N. Johnson, A. Tipilda, J. Njuki, I. Baltenweck, D. Grace, and S. 
MacMillan. 2010. Livestock and women’s livelihoods: A review of the recent evidence. 
International Livestock Research Institute Discussion Paper No. 20. Nairobi, Kenya: 

International Livestock Research Institute. 

Kumar, N., and A. Quisumbing. 2010. Does social capital build women’s assets? The long-term 
impacts of group-based and individual dissemination of agricultural technology in Bangladesh. 
CAPRi working paper 97. Washington, DC: International Food Policy Research Institute. 

Kumar, N., and A. Quisumbing. 2011. Access, adoption, and diffusion: understanding the long-term 
impacts of improved vegetable and fish technologies in Bangladesh. Journal of Development 
Effectiveness 3 (2): 193–219. 

Lastarria-Cornhiel, S. 1997. Impact of privatization on gender and property rights in Africa. World 
Development 25 (8): 1317–1333. 

Lundberg, S., R. Pollack, and T. J. Wales. 1997. Do husbands and wives pool their resources? 

Evidence from the United Kingdom child benefit. Journal of Human Resources 32: 463–80.  

Manfre, C. Forthcoming. Extending the benefits: Gender-equitable, ICT-enabled agricultural 
development. In World Bank, ICT in agriculture: Connecting smallholders to knowledge, 
networks, and institutions. Washington, DC: World Bank. 

Manser, M., and M. Brown. 1980. Marriage and household decisionmaking: A bargaining analysis. 
International Economic Review 21: 31–44. 

McElroy, M. B., and M. J. Horney. 1981. Nash-bargained household decisions: Toward a generalization 
of the theory of demand. International Economic Review 22: 333–49. 

Meinzen-Dick, R., and R. Pradhan. 2002. Legal pluralism and dynamic property rights. CAPRi Working 
Paper No. 22. Washington, DC: International Food Policy Research Institute. 

Meinzen-Dick, R., R. Pradhan, and M. di Gregorio. 2004. Collective action and property rights for 
sustainable development: Understanding property rights. In Collective action and property 
rights for sustainable development, R. Meinzen-Dick and M. Di Gregorio, eds. 2020 Focus Brief 

11. Washington, DC: International Food Policy Research Institute. 

Middey, G., and D. Fletschner. 2010. Security for girls through land. Presentation at the Inception 
Workshop on Evaluating the Impacts of Agricultural Development Programming on Gender 
Inequalities, Asset Disparities, and Rural Livelihoods. International Food Policy Research 

Institute and International Livestock Research Institute, Nairobi, Kenya, November 5–7, 2010. 

Narayan, D., with R. Patel, K. Schafft, A. Rademacher, and S. Koch-Schulte. 2000.  Voices of the poor:  
Can anyone hear us?  New York:  Oxford University Press for the World Bank. 



 

 

27 

Njuki, J., S. Kaaria, P. Sanginga, A. Chamunorwa, and W. Chiuri. 2011. Linking smallholder farmers to 

markets, gender and intra-household dynamics: Does the choice of commodity matter? 
European Journal of Development Research 23: 426–443. 

Nkedi-Kizza, P., J. Aniku, and C. Gladwin. 2002. Gender and soil fertility in Uganda: A comparison of 

soil fertility indicators for women and men's agricultural plots. African Studies Quarterly 6 (1). 

Panda, P. and B. Agarwal. 2005. Marital violence, human development and women’s property status in 
India. World Development 33(5): 823–850.  

Place, F., M. Adato, P. Hebinck, and M. Omosa. 2007. Impacts of agroforestry-based soil fertility 
replenishment practices on the poor in western Kenya. In Agricultural research, livelihoods, 
and poverty: Studies of economic and social impacts in six countries, M. Adato and R. S. 
Meinzen-Dick, eds. Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press and International Food 

Policy Research Institute; New Delhi: Oxford University Press. 

Place, F., M. Roth, and P. Hazell. 1994. Land tenure security and agricultural performance in Africa: 
Overview of research methodology. In Searching for land tenure security in Africa, J. W. Bruce 
and S. Migot-Adholla, eds. Washington, DC: World Bank. 

Peterman, A. 2010. Widowhood and asset inheritance in sub-Saharan Africa: Empirical evidence from 
15 countries. Paper presented at the CPRC/ODI roundtable: Inheritance and the 

Intergenerational Transmission of Poverty, ODI, London, October 11, 2010. 

Quisumbing, A. R., ed. 2003. Household decisions, gender, and development: A synthesis of recent 
research. Washington, DC: International Food Policy Research Institute. 

Quisumbing, A. R. 2009. Do men and women accumulate assets in different ways? Evidence from 
rural Bangladesh. Background paper prepared for the FAO State of Food and Agriculture 2010. 
Rome, Italy.  

Quisumbing, A. R., and N. Kumar. 2011. Does social capital build women's assets? The long-term 

impacts of group-based and individual dissemination of agricultural technology in Bangladesh. 
Journal of Development Effectiveness 3 (2): 220–242. 

Quisumbing, A. R., N. Kumar, and J. Behrman. 2011. Do shocks affect men’s and women’s assets 
differently? A review of literature and new evidence from Bangladesh and Uganda. IFPRI 

Discussion Paper 01113. Washington, DC: International Food Policy Research Institute. 

Quisumbing, A. R., J. P. Estudillo, and K. Otsuka. 2004. Land and schooling: Transferring wealth 
across generations. Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press for the International Food 

Policy Research Institute. 

Quisumbing, A. R., and J. Maluccio. 2003. Resources at marriage and intrahousehold allocation: 
Evidence from Bangladesh, Ethiopia, Indonesia, and South Africa. Oxford Bulletin of Economics 
and Statistics 65 (3): 283–328. 

Quisumbing, A. R., and L. Pandolfelli. 2010. Promising approaches to address the needs of poor 
female farmers: Resources, constraints, and interventions. World Development 38 (4): 581–

592. 

Rocheleau, D. and D. Edmunds. 1997. Women, men and trees: Gender, power and property in forest 
and agrarian landscapes. World Development 25(8):1351–1371. 

Sabates-Wheeler, R. 2006. Asset inequality and agricultural growth: How are patterns of asset 

inequality established and reproduced? WDR Background Paper on Asset Inequality and 
Agricultural Productivity. Washington, DC: The World Bank. 

Schlager, E. and E. Ostrom. 1992. Property-rights regimes and natural resources: A conceptual 

analysis. Land Economics 68 (3): 249–262. 

Scoones. I. 2009. Livelihoods perspectives and rural development. Journal of Peasant Studies 36 (1). 

Sherraden, M. 1991. Assets and the poor: A new American welfare policy. Armonk, NY: ME Sharpe 
Inc. 



 

 

28 

Smith, L. C., U. Ramakrishnan, A. Ndiaye, L. Haddad, and R. Martorell. 2003. The importance of 

women’s status for child nutrition in developing countries. Research Report No.131. 
Washington, DC: International Food Policy Research Institute. 

Smith, L. C., and L. Haddad. 2000. Explaining child malnutrition in developing countries: A cross-

country analysis. Research Report 111. Washington, DC: International Food Policy Research 
Institute. 

Strauss, J., and D. Thomas. 1995. Human resources: Empirical modeling of household and family 
decisions. In Handbook of development economics, T. N. Srinivasan and J. Behrman, eds. 
Amsterdam: North Holland. 

Swaminathan, H., J. Y. Suchitra, and R. Lahoti. 2011. KHAS: Measuring the gender asset gap. 
Bangalore: Indian Institute of Management Bangalore. 

Thomas, D., D. Contreras, and E. Frankenberg. 2002. Distribution of power within the household and 
child health. Mimeo. Santa Monica, CA: RAND. 

United Nations Foundations. n.d. Why invest in adolescent girls. 

<http://www.clintonglobalinitiative.org/ourmeetings/PDF/actionareas/Why_Invest_in_Adolesc
ent_Girls.pdf> (accessed October 31, 2011). 

von Braun, J. and P. Webb. 1989. The impact of new crop technology on the agricultural division of 

labor in a West African setting. Economic Development and Cultural Change 37 (3): 513–534. 

von Grebmer, K., B. Nestorova, A. R. Quisumbing, R. Fertziger, H. Fritschel, R. Pandya-Lorch, and  Y. 
Yohannes. 2009. 2009 Global Hunger Index: The challenge of hunger: Focus on financial crisis 
and gender inequality. Bonn / Washington, D.C. / Republic of Ireland: Deutsche 
Welthungerhilfe (German AgroAction) International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI) 
Concern Worldwide. 

World Bank. 2001. Engendering development through gender equality in rights, resources, and voice. 

World Bank Policy Research Report. Management 1: Report No. 36546-MW. Washington, DC: 
World Bank. 

World Bank. 2009. Gender and agriculture: Sourcebook. The World Bank, FAO, and International Fund 
for Agricultural Development (IFAD): Washington, D.C. <http://worldbank.org/genderinag> 

(accessed October 31, 2011). 

 



 

 

29 

LIST OF CAPRI WORKING PAPERS 

01 Property Rights, Collective Action and Technologies for Natural Resource Management: A 

Conceptual Framework, by Anna Knox, Ruth Meinzen-Dick, and Peter Hazell, October 1998. 

02 Assessing the Relationships between Property Rights and Technology Adoption in Smallholder 
Agriculture: A Review of Issues and Empirical Methods, by Frank Place and Brent Swallow, April 
2000. 

03 Impact of Land Tenure and Socioeconomic Factors on Mountain Terrace Maintenance in Yemen, 
by A. Aw-Hassan, M. Alsanabani and A. Bamatraf, July 2000. 

04 Land Tenurial Systems and the Adoption of a Mucuna Planted Fallow in the Derived Savannas of 

West Africa, by Victor M. Manyong and Victorin A. Houndékon, July 2000. 

05  Collective Action in Space: Assessing How Collective Action Varies Across an African Landscape, 
by Brent M. Swallow, Justine Wangila, Woudyalew Mulatu, Onyango Okello, and Nancy 
McCarthy, July 2000. 

06  Land Tenure and the Adoption of Agricultural Technology in Haiti, by Glenn R. Smucker, T. 
Anderson White, and Michael Bannister, October 2000. 

07  Collective Action in Ant Control, by Helle Munk Ravnborg, Ana Milena de la Cruz, María Del Pilar 
Guerrero, and Olaf Westermann, October 2000. 

08  CAPRi Technical Workshop on Watershed Management Institutions: A Summary Paper, by Anna 
Knox and Subodh Gupta, October 2000. 

09  The Role of Tenure in the Management of Trees at the Community Level: Theoretical and 
Empirical Analyses from Uganda and Malawi, by Frank Place and Keijiro Otsuka November 2000. 

10  Collective Action and the Intensification of Cattle-Feeding Techniques a Village Case Study in 

Kenya‘s Coast Province, by Kimberly Swallow, November 2000. 

11  Collective Action, Property Rights, and Devolution of Natural Resource Management: Exchange 
of Knowledge and Implications for Policy, by Anna Knox and Ruth Meinzen-Dick, January 2001. 

12  Land Dispute Resolution in Mozambique: Evidence and Institutions of Agroforestry Technology 
Adoption, by John Unruh, January 2001. 

13  Between Market Failure, Policy Failure, and .Community Failure.: Property Rights, Crop-
Livestock Conflicts and the Adoption of Sustainable Land Use Practices in the Dry Area of Sri 

Lanka, by Regina Birner and Hasantha Gunaweera, March 2001. 

14  Land Inheritance and Schooling in Matrilineal Societies: Evidence from Sumatra, by Agnes 
Quisumbing and Keijuro Otsuka, May 2001. 

15  Tribes, State, and Technology Adoption in Arid Land Management, Syria, by Rae, J, Arab, G., 
Nordblom, T., Jani, K., and Gintzburger, G., June 2001. 

16  The Effects of Scales, Flows, and Filters on Property Rights and Collective Action in Watershed 

Management, by Brent M. Swallow, Dennis P. Garrity, and Meine van Noordwijk, July 2001. 

17  Evaluating Watershed Management Projects, by John Kerr and Kimberly Chung, August 2001. 

18  Rethinking Rehabilitation: Socio-Ecology of Tanks and Water Harvesting in Rajasthan, North-

West India, by Tushaar Shah and K.V. Raju, September 2001. 

19  User Participation in Watershed Management and Research, by Nancy Johnson, Helle Munk 
Ravnborg, Olaf Westermann, and Kirsten Probst, September 2001. 

20  Collective Action for Water Harvesting Irrigation in the Lerman-Chapala Basin, Mexico, by 

Christopher A. Scott and Paul Silva-Ochoa, October 2001. 

21  Land Redistribution, Tenure Insecurity, and Intensity of Production: A Study of Farm Households 
in Southern Ethiopia, by Stein Holden and Hailu Yohannes, October 2001. 



 

 

30 

22  Legal Pluralism and Dynamic Property Rights, by Ruth Meinzen-Dick and Rajendra Pradhan, 

January 2002. 

23  International Conference on Policy and Institutional Options for the Management of Rangelands 
in Dry Areas, by Tidiane Ngaido, Nancy McCarthy, and Monica Di Gregorio, January 2002. 

24  Climatic Variability and Cooperation in Rangeland Management: A Case Study From Niger, by 
Nancy McCarthy and Jean-Paul Vanderlinden, September 2002. 

25  Assessing the Factors Underlying the Differences in Group Performance: Methodological Issues 
and Empirical Findings from the Highlands of Central Kenya, by Frank Place, Gatarwa Kariuki, 
Justine Wangila, Patti Kristjanson, Adolf Makauki, and Jessica Ndubi, November 2002. 

26  The Importance of Social Capital in Colombian Rural Agro-Enterprises, by Nancy Johnson, Ruth 
Suarez, and Mark Lundy, November 2002. 

27  Cooperation, Collective Action and Natural Resources Management in Burkina Faso: A 
Methodological Note, by Nancy McCarthy, Céline Dutilly-Diané, and Boureima Drabo, December 
2002. 

28  Understanding, Measuring and Utilizing Social Capital: Clarifying Concepts and Presenting a Field 
Application from India, by Anirudh Krishna, January 2003. 

29  In Pursuit Of Comparable Concepts and Data, about Collective Action, by Amy Poteete And Elinor 

Ostrom, March 2003. 

30  Methods of Consensus Building for Community Based Fisheries Management in Bangladesh and 
the Mekong Delta, by Parvin Sultana and Paul Thompson, May 2003. 

31  Formal and Informal Systems in Support of Farmer Management of Agrobiodiversity: Some 
Policy Challenges to Consolidate Lessons Learned, by Marie Byström, March 2004. 

32  What Do People Bring Into the Game: Experiments in the Field About Cooperation in the 
Commons, by Juan-Camilo Cárdenas and Elinor Ostrom, June 2004. 

33  Methods for Studying Collective Action in Rural Development, by Ruth Meinzen-Dick, Monica Di 
Gregorio, and Nancy McCarthy, July 2004. 

34  The Relationship between Collective Action and Intensification of Livestock Production: The Case 
of Northeastern Burkina Faso, by Nancy McCarthy, August 2004. 

35  The Transformation of Property Rights in Kenya‘s Maasailand: Triggers and Motivations by 
Esther Mwangi, January 2005. 

36  Farmers‘ Rights and Protection of Traditional Agricultural Knowledge, by Stephen B. Brush, 

January 2005. 

37  Between Conservationism, Eco-Populism and Developmentalism – Discourses in Biodiversity 
Policy in Thailand and Indonesia, by Heidi Wittmer and Regina Birner, January 2005. 

38  Collective Action for the Conservation of On-Farm Genetic Diversity in a Center of Crop 
Diversity: An Assessment of the Role of Traditional Farmers‘ Networks, by Lone B. Badstue, 
Mauricio R. Bellon, Julien Berthaud, Alejandro Ramírez, Dagoberto Flores, Xóchitl Juárez, and 

Fabiola Ramírez, May 2005. 

39  Institutional Innovations Towards Gender Equity in Agrobiodiversity Management: Collective 

Action in Kerala, South India,, by Martina Aruna Padmanabhan, June 2005. 

40  The Voracious Appetites of Public versus Private Property: A View of Intellectual Property and 
Biodiversity from Legal Pluralism, by Melanie G. Wiber, July 2005. 

41  Who Knows, Who Cares? Determinants of Enactment, Awareness and Compliance with 
Community Natural Resource Management Bylaws in Uganda, by Ephraim Nkonya, John Pender, 

Edward Kato, Samuel Mugarura, and James Muwonge, August 2005. 

42  Localizing Demand and Supply of Environmental Services: Interactions with Property Rights, 
Collective Action and the Welfare of the Poor, by Brent Swallow, Ruth Meinzen-Dick, and Meine 
von Noordjwik, September 2005. 



 

 

31 

43  Initiatives for Rural Development through Collective Action: The Case of Household Participation 

in Group Activities in the Highlands of Central Kenya, By Gatarwa Kariuki and Frank Place, 
September 2005. 

44  Are There Customary Rights to Plants? An Inquiry among the Baganda (Uganda), with Special 

Attention to Gender, by Patricia L. Howard and Gorettie Nabanoga, October 2005. 

45  On Protecting Farmers‘ New Varieties: New Approaches to Rights on Collective Innovations in 
Plant Genetic Resources by Rene Salazar, Niels P. Louwaars, and Bert Visser, January 2006. 

46  Subdividing the Commons: The Politics of Property Rights Transformation in Kenya‘s Maasailand, 
by Esther Mwangi, January 2006. 

47  Biting the Bullet: How to Secure Access to Drylands Resources for Multiple Users, by Esther 
Mwangi and Stephan Dohrn, January 2006. 

48  Property Rights and the Management of Animal Genetic Resources, by Simon Anderson and 
Roberta Centonze, February 2006. 

49  From the Conservation of Genetic Diversity to the Promotion of Quality Foodstuff: Can the 

French Model of =Appellation d‘Origine Contrôlée‘ be Exported? by Valérie Boisvert, April 006. 

50  Facilitating Collective Action and Enhancing Local Knowledge: A Herbal Medicine Case Study in 
Talaandig Communities, Philippines, by Herlina Hartanto and Cecil Valmores, April 2006. 

51  Water, Women and Local Social Organization in the Western Kenya Highlands, by Elizabeth 
Were, Brent Swallow, and Jessica Roy, July 2006. 

52  The Many Meanings of Collective Action: Lessons on Enhancing Gender Inclusion and Equity in 
Watershed Management, by Laura German, Hailemichael Taye, Sarah Charamila, Tesema 
Tolera, and Joseph Tanui, July 2006. 

53  Decentralization and Environmental Conservation: Gender Effects from Participation in Joint 
Forest Management, by Arun Agrawal, Gautam Yadama, Raul Andrade, and Ajoy Bhattacharya, 

July 2006. 

54  Improving the Effectiveness of Collective Action: Sharing Experiences from Community Forestry 
in Nepal, by Krishna P. Acharya and Popular Gentle, July 2006. 

55  Groups, Networks, and Social Capital in the Philippine Communities, by Marie Godquin and 
Agnes R. Quisumbing, October 2006. 

56  Collective Action in Plant Genetic Resources Management: Gendered Rules of Reputation, Trust 
and Reciprocity in Kerala, India, by Martina Aruna Padmanabhan, October 2006. 

57  Gender and Local Floodplain Management Institutions--A case study from Bangladesh, by Parvin 
Sultana and Paul Thompson, October 2006. 

58  Gender Differences in Mobilization for Collective Action: Case Studies of Villages in Northern 
Nigeria, by Saratu Abdulwahid, October 2006. 

59  Gender, Social Capital and Information Exchange in Rural Uganda, by Enid Katungi, Svetlana 
Edmeades, and Melinda Smale, October 2006. 

60  Rural Institutions and Producer Organizations in Imperfect Markets: Experiences from Producer 
Marketing Groups in Semi-Arid Eastern Kenya, by Bekele Shiferaw, Gideon Obare and Geoffrey 

Muricho, November 2006. 

61  Women‘s Collective Action and Sustainable Water Management: Case of SEWA‘s Water 
Campaign in Gujarat, India, by Smita Mishra Panda, October 2006. 

62  Could Payments for Environmental Services Improve Rangeland Management in Central Asia, 
West Asia and North Africa? by Celine Dutilly-Diane, Nancy McCarthy, Francis Turkelboom, 

Adriana Bruggeman, James Tiedemann, Kenneth Street and Gianluca Serra, January 2007. 

63  Empowerment through Technology: Gender Dimensions of Social Capital Build-Up in 
Maharashtra, India, by Ravula Padmaja and Cynthia Bantilan, February 2007. 



 

 

32 

64  Gender and Collective Action: A Conceptual Framework for Analysis, by Lauren Pandolfelli, Ruth 

Meinzen-Dick, and Stephan Dohrn, May 2007. 

65  Gender, Wealth, and Participation in Community Groups in Meru Central District, Kenya, by 
Kristin E. Davis and Martha Negash, May 2007. 

66  Beyond Group Ranch Subdivision: Collective Action for Livestock Mobility, Ecological Viability, 
and Livelihoods, by Shauna BurnSilver and Esther Mwangi, June 2007. 

67  Farmer Organization, Collective Action and Market Access in Meso-America, by Jon Hellin, Mark 
Lundy, and Madelon Meijer, October 2007. 

68  Collective Action for Innovation and Small Farmer Market Access: The Papa Andina Experience, 
by André Devaux, Claudio Velasco, Gastón López, Thomas Bernet, Miguel Ordinola, Hernán Pico, 
Graham Thiele, and Douglas Horton, October 2007. 

69  Collective Action and Marketing of Underutilized Plant Species: The Case of Minor Millets in Kolli 
Hills, Tamil Nadu, India, by Guillaume P. Gruère, Latha Nagarajan, and E.D.I. Oliver King, M.S. 
Swaminathan Research Foundation, October 2007. 

70 The Role of Public–Private Partnerships and Collective Action in Ensuring Smallholder 
Participation in High Value Fruit and Vegetable Supply Chains, by Clare Narrod, Devesh Roy, 
Julius Okello, Belem Avendaño, and Karl Rich, October 2007. 

71 Collective Action for Small-Scale Producers of Agricultural Biodiversity Products, by Froukje 
Kruijssen, Menno Keizer, and Alessandra Giuliani, October, 2007. 

72 Farmer Groups Enterprises and the Marketing of Staple Food Commodities in Africa, by Jonathan 
Coulter, October 2007. 

73 Linking Collective Action to Non-Timber Forest Product Market for Improved Local Livelihoods: 
Challenges and Opportunities, by Heru Komarudin, Yuliana L. Siagian, and Ngakan Putu Oka, 
December, 2007. 

74 Collective Action Initiatives to Improve Marketing Performance: Lessons from Farmer Groups in 
Tanzania, by James Barham and Clarence Chitemi, March 2008. 

75 Sustaining Linkages to High Value Markets through Collective Action in Uganda: The Case of the 

Nyabyumba Potato Farmers, by Elly Kaganzi, Shaun Ferris, James Barham, Annet Abenakyo, 
Pascal Sanginga, and Jemimah Njuki, March 2008. 

76 Fluctuating Fortunes of a Collective Enterprise: The Case of the Agroforestry Tree Seeds 
Association of Lantapan (ATSAL) in the Philippines, by Delia Catacutan, Manuel Bertomeu, 

Lyndon Arbes, Caroline Duque, and Novie Butra, May 2008. 

77 Making Market Information Services Work Better for the Poor in Uganda, by Shaun Ferris, 
Patrick Engoru, and Elly Kaganzi, May 2008. 

78 Implications of Bulk Water Transfer on Local Water Management Institutions: A Case Study of 
the Melamchi Water Supply Project in Nepal, by Dhruba Pant, Madhusudan Bhattarai, and 
Govinda Basnet, May 2008. 

79 Bridging, Linking and Bonding Social Capital in Collective Action: The Case of Kalahan Forest 
Reserve in the Philippines, by Ganga Ram Dahal and Krishna Prasad Adhikari, May 2008. 

80 Decentralization, Pro–poor Land Policies, and Democratic Governance, by Ruth Meinzen–Dick, 

Monica Di Gregorio, and Stephan Dohrn, June 2008. 

81 Property Rights, Collective Action, and Poverty: The Role of Institutions for Poverty Reduction, 
by Monica Di Gregorio, Konrad Hagedorn, Michael Kirk, Benedikt Korf, Nancy McCarthy, Ruth 
Meinzen–Dick, and Brent Swallow, June 2008. 

82 Collective Action and Property Rights for Poverty Reduction: A Review of Methods and 
Approaches, by Esther Mwangi and Helen Markelova, June 2008. 

83 Collective action and vulnerability: Burial societies in rural Ethiopia, by Stefan Dercon, John 
Hoddinott, Pramila Krishnan, and Tassew Woldehanna, June 2008. 



 

 

33 

84 Collective Action and Vulnerability:  Local and Migrant Networks in Bukidnon, Philippines, by 

Agnes Quisumbing, Scott McNiven, and Marie Godquin, June 2008.  

85 Community Watershed Management in Semi–Arid India: The State of Collective Action and its 
Effects on Natural Resources and Rural Livelihoods, by Bekele Shiferaw, Tewodros Kebede, and 

V. Ratna Reddy, June 2008.  

86 Enabling Equitable Collective Action and Policy Change for Poverty Reduction and Improved 
Natural Resource Management in the Eastern African Highlands, by Laura German, Waga 
Mazengia, Wilberforce Tirwomwe, Shenkut Ayele, Joseph Tanui, Simon Nyangas, Leulseged 
Begashaw, Hailemichael Taye, Zenebe Admassu, Mesfin Tsegaye, Francis Alinyo, Ashenafi 
Mekonnen, Kassahun Aberra, Awadh Chemangei, William Cheptegei, Tessema Tolera, Zewude 
Jote, and Kiflu Bedane, June 2008. 

87 The Transformation of the Afar Commons in Ethiopia: State Coercion, Diversification, and 
Property Rights Change among Pastoralists, by Bekele Hundie and Martina Padmanabhan, June 
2008. 

88 Unmaking the Commons: Collective Action, Property Rights, and Resource Appropriation among 

(Agro–) Pastoralists in Eastern Ethiopia, by Fekadu Beyene and Benedikt Korf, June 2008. 

89 Escaping Poverty Traps? Collective Action and Property Rights in Post–War Rural Cambodia, by 

Anne Weingart and Michael Kirk, June 2008. 

90 Collective Action to Secure Property Rights for the Poor – A Case Study in Jambi Province, 
Indonesia, by Heru Komarudin, Yuliana Sigian, and Carol Colfer, June 2008. 

91 Land Tenure in Ethiopia: Continuity and Change, Shifting Rulers, and the Quest For State 
Control by Wibke Crewett, Ayalneh Bogale, and Benedikt Korf. September 2008. 

92 Forest Incomes after Uganda’s Forest Sector Reform: Are the Rural Poor Gaining? by Pamela 
Jagger. December 2008.  

93 Effectiveness of Byelaws in the management of natural resources: The West African Experience 
by Koffi Alinon, and Antoine Kalinganire. December 2008.  

94 Everyday Forms of Collective Action in Bangladesh: Learning from Fifteen Cases by Peter Davis. 

January 2009. 

95 Looking beyond the obvious: Uncovering the Features of Natural Resource Conflicts in Uganda 
by Ephraim Nkonya and Helen Markelova. December 2009. 

96 Beyond the Bari: Gender, Groups and Social Relations in Rural Bangladesh by Agnes R. 

Quisumbing. December 2009. 

97 Does Social Capital Build Women's Assets? The Long-Term Impacts of Group–Based and 
Individual Dissemination of Agricultural Technology in Bangladesh by Neha Kumar and Agnes R. 
Quisumbing. July 2010. 

98 Common-Pool Resources – A Challenge for Local Governance: Experimental Research in Eight 
Villages in the Mekong Delta of Cambodia and Vietnam by Christine Werthmann, Anne Weingart, 

and Michael Kirk. December 2010. 


