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Abstract

Early critics of income and consumption measures of poverty stressed the nequhsd g
analysing resources available to different groups of people merely intordescribe their actual
position within a society. Such methods of measuring poverty, however, remain poplilar wit
official discourses and inform much of the present poverty policy context. Thealjian case

IS no exception and the government’s current poverty reduction strategy is based wchone s
static, descriptive conceptualisation. Not only do these official povertyaséail to capture the
dynamic nature of deprivation and well being in its multidimensionality, ahsxy hide rather

than make visible difference. The World Bank poverty rhetoric stresses thadiaheynoved
away from ‘one size fits all’ policy prescriptions, highlighting the neeatéuntry produced
poverty alleviation strategies that take account of the specific ertEntre and causes of poverty
in each individual country context. However, while global structural commondides been
demoted in comparison with country specific difference, acceptance of diweitsiin nations

has not assumed centre stage. The research findings presented here highligbiditye thiat
exists both between and within communities and households in terms of how people experience
relative poverty and well being and suggest the need for micro level poheaigsike into

account these differences.

The research sought to consider poverty within a wider deprivation context, act¢bptingl|
being is not only determined by income and expenditure but that social, environmental a
organisational factors enter into the equation. The responses of the women inteshewehat
in a country like Nicaragua there is some reason to suggest that policies aimgatiagethe
immediate satisfaction of basic needs, such as alleviating hunger, should be atmgtdor
many women to be poor means to be hungry and wider conceptualisations of deprivation which
are non-material in basis are a ‘luxury’ that many cannot afford. However,isghes such as
insecurity and violence were also of great concern for the women interviewite fdv
practitioners and academics insecurity is increasingly being caratised in terms of the threats
posed by other people, most usually young disenfranchised males, environmesdélitththe
form of slow onset localised ‘disasters’ such as drought remain important cofarettmes

women interviewed. High levels of insecurity in the face of another rapid onsetsecbras
hurricane Mitch also highlights how little real advancement has been made asddioan

event can continue to influence the well being of communities.

Those working within the vulnerability framework have long suggested the needugdn how
people use their resources to withstand such shocks, both ‘natural’ and economic. &bksdirst
considered important within this framework is employment. The need to increpk®ysrant
opportunities, a central component of recent government plans, is supported to someyextent b
the research findings. However, what is also highlighted are the limitaticugh initiatives

alone. The lack of even one regular, fixed wage in many households is highlighted by the
findings, especially in terms of those households headed by women. However, thé @searc
highlights that plans to incorporate more women into the labour force, which in theory would
improve the situation, need to consider structural or social obstacles thatistagweoh as
ingrained ideas around gender roles and responsibilities.

Moreover the real benefits that women’s employment brings in terms of oetsiéhold
economic well being are questioned. The research suggests that when womdmreivork t
earnings may not actually supplement those of the male ‘head’ but may selistiahis
earnings as he withholds a larger proportion of his money for personal consumption. The
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suggested ‘empowerment’ benefits of women’s income generation are atdiogiele or at

least it needs to be accepted that they will not occur in a simple of straigirdovay. While
women may gain a greater voice through economic contribution to the household, thisynay onl
be achieved at the cost of greater conflict and thus lower social well bewegpefceived

benefits of female headship, conceptualised as having a more peaceful life ergpetbl over

that life, are testimony to this.

The vulnerability framework also suggests the need to consider non-materiglfasstample
family relations and social capital in overall considerations of relativeb&glg. Considerations
of family relations in general focus on income pooling and consumption shativitjesc

building on earlier literature that stressed that household extension, rathethinaw Aack to

more ‘traditional’ times, was actually a rational economic responsesise.ciowever the

research highlights that extension of households may occur out of need rather tkan tudr
need. That is in the communities studied where extended households exist they tend to have
incorporated new non-productive members rather than potentially productive menrbers
particular the children of adult sons or more usually daughters, either poesdrsent from the
household, make up a sizeable proportion of the extended components of households. Their
presence thus dilutes rather than expands the existing income pool.

Similarly a consideration of social capital suggests that present stagkisenexhausted or
functioning only in a limited number of cases. For example, familial networksipfaeity and
exchange appear to be important for younger and older women as resources flam Ipetreats
and children at the extremities of the age spectrum. Outside kin networks widetnyn
organisation is highlighted as important in increasing feelings that help iatdgan times of
crisis and suggests itself as one policy area that needs to be supported. This is gestdisatg
there is a need for more outside ‘interventions’ within communities since tlegaleseiggests
that while many organisations are perceived to be working within the comnsuhitigersonal
benefits they bring for women are perceived to be few and participation ratesva The
challenge then is to support and foster existing community initiatives thtoeinstigate top
down development projects.

It is also important to recognise that plans to foster or strengthen soctal napd to take into
account those factors that impact negatively on social capital bases. hyseoufiict and
violence are important factors that serve to limit the accumulation of res#rsesial capital. It
is thus important to recognise violence as a development issue, not just violence within a
community, but within the home. Despite repeated calls to accept such violencg,dgeiest
women and children as a public health issue, it continues to be conceptualised as aptieat
However, violence within the home, as the research findings suggest, is linked to wider
community and society level socio-economic factors not least conceptualisidtimasculinity.
Conceptualisations of what in means to be a man or a woman are socialiseevatslbut
education is an important site that teaches young people of their roles witlety sddie
research findings suggest that stereotypical ideals of what is meana todeor a woman
remain ingrained and the education system is actually seen as a meansatthashiese ideals
are met. While the ideals exist they somewhat contradict the reatityexmple, the ideal of
women as housewives is contradicted by the economic need for women to gaménateme,
and the macro-level need for a female labour force prepared to work within theastarnofy
and service sector. Such contradictions have important implications not only Yeortien
involved but also for plans to reduce poverty, since if they are not considered they mag serve
limit the possible positive benefits of those policies.



Section One: Context and M ethodology

Introduction

Nicaragua is at present generally regarded to be the second poorest cotirywestern

hemisphere after Haiti. In Nicaragua two-fifths of the population have no goces® drinking
water, three-quarters are without access to sanitation faciliteesaap fifths of poor children are
malnourished. It has the worlds highest level of debt per capita and in 1997 spent twakind a
times more on debt repayments than on health and education (Oxfam, 1998). In 1998, average
income per capita suggested by World Bank figures was the lowest in LatincAm@&/ithin this
context of generalised poverty it is accepted that women represent a padidagroup of the

poor characterised by their employment in a narrow range of occupatiomrsyth@ages they can
command and their economic dependence on male earners.

Women'’s poverty operates on different levels or there exists differenb§itesmen’s poverty:
at the societal level women'’s position is influenced by an institutionalisedhdiisation in both
labour markets and political spaces; at the community level gender norms théorotes and
responsibilities men and women assume, and within households unequal gendered power
relations serve to reinforce their relative poverty.

The position of women cannot be improved if their particular experiences of poveriytare
taken into account. Present forms of measuring poverty are not based on a realndidgrsta
these diverse experiences, not only because of the lack of readily avaitadnialriavel data
disaggregated by sex, but because conventional means of measuring poverty gammeot ca
existing gendered inequalities in access and control of resources. Thustadimstaxvancing
the discussion of women'’s relative poverty is research into how women expehisngevierty.

However, it is not sufficient to consider only the differences between men anchwdmea
discussing gendered poverty, but to consider also differences betweamwaaharise in part

from life-course factors, as age interacts with other key events subidisrth, marriage,

divorce and widowhood. For this reason it is indeed the case that when discussing poverty and
the reduction of poverty there is no one ‘right’ answer but there are many wrongHaadsyet

al 1999).

Even if in recent years there has been a renewed focus on women within di§ictalrses

around poverty and related poverty reduction policies, gender has most often been included as a
variant of the poverty problem and women as providers of services and not as peoplghwgth ri
needs and their own agendas. Moreover official poverty metrics continue to be income or
consumption based, that is numeric indicators of to what extent people can purchase a bas
basket of goods, despite criticisms of such approaches and the developmemathadtpoverty
indicators (see Chambers, 1995; Wratten 1995). The poverty reduction strategy propibged by
Nicaraguan government is no exception, nor is the World Bank's recent Povertyi®educt
Strategy Paper (PRSP) initiative that provides the policy framewohknwithich it operates.

Structure of the document

This first section will provide the conceptual and policy context of the resedrcbnsiders the
different ways that poverty and deprivation have been described, measured andianabsent
years, in particular considering the causes of women'’s poverty and to what katenhave
entered into official discourses. The present poverty context in Nicaragua iémeimed using
official poverty metrics before the policy framework within which povertlgasg tackled is



presented and critiqued. The section concludes with the aims objectives and methosiedbg
in the study.

Section two will then consider relatiy®verty and well being in the communities studied. It
begins by characterising the communities and households within those communthes
considers a number of issues faced by the communities that affect theie reldnerability such

as environmental problems, security and violence. A number of possible indicators of @conomi
vulnerability are also considered to highlight that communities and householdsagperi

relative well being in distinct ways.

Section three focuses more on how people utilise the resources available.t@hesnagain
borrowing from the vulnerabilities framework it examines some factorgdaemes important in
terms of the ability of a household to withstand shocks; family relations, laboueldiods,
and social capital via a consideration of networks of reciprocity and exghamgmunity
organisation and participation in projects. Women'’s differential access to, anol odnt
resources is highlighted.

Section four then introduces a number of sites or spaces where women'’s povertiyiced and
reproduced. In particular it considers two sites of importance due to their prominghee i
government’s PRSP; the labour market and the education system. The housebkold is al
examined as an important site in explaining gendered experiences of povensgll Ove
conclusions and recommendations are presented in the final section.

Conceptualisations of poverty and well-being

The now famous presentation of MacNamara to the World Bank in 1973 initiated debates about
the best way to define and measure poverty and from this date there has beercusdeodis
around the different conceptualisations of the term ‘poverty' among people and tiganisa
working in the field of 'development’. No consensus, however, has yet been reaehed (se
Mcllwaine 2002 for further discussion). At the outset it is important to stnes$hte meaning of
poverty is highly contested. The meaning and utility of the concept has been ctedglictner

in recent years as poverty has been placed within wider conceptualisatiolasivéd deprivation
rather than accepted as the only indicator of that deprivation. Emergingritmisras of

defining poverty as income or consumption, and in recognition that the relationshiprbetwee
income or consumption level and other forms of deprivation such as environmental maks, cri
violence, is often weak, the concept of vulnerability evolved as one such attempt to escompas
more subjective elements of well-being into official discourses.

The concept is interesting in as much as early work in the area was undertakoengxyorking
within the World Bank Group itself (see the work of Moser 1996 for example). Vulngrabil
was considered useful within the development context as a dynamic concepton tel¢éhe
concept of poverty that is static and describes only the situation of people atagogoint in
time. Vulnerability, in contrast, accepts that people’s situations changaame changed. It
does not then focus on the resources available to different groups of people to desicribe t
actual position within a society, but to provide insights into how people may use thoseagsour
to change their situation.

Although for many people the idea of ‘vulnerability’ has a negative connotation, ag&sssig
limitations or a ‘lack of’ approach, much of the research undertaken in the feeliteanpted to
visibilise the ‘positive’, to focus on how people use the resources they have, thaeesttey
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adopt to confront and withstand crisis. This focus on vulnerability relates it tg asseasset
ownership (Moser, 1996: 24) where assets are defined as labour, human capital, prodattive as
(such as land and housing), household relations (focusing on income pooling and consumption
sharing), and social capital (referring to the capacity to make claithe atter-household level
within communities based on social tie$he dynamic of vulnerability rests, therefore, on the
strategies adopted by the poor to withstand shocks through diversifying and mgbiler asset
base (see Mcllwaine 2002 for further discussion).

The work of Sen (1984) was also influential in this context. Sen’s original groundrgegork
focussed on famine and, contrary to usual analyses at the time that explaimedifier@ation to
crop failure, suggested that starvation was a product of a failure of metitie to available

foods, not a lack of fooper se His later work focuses firmly on the concept of wellbeing — as
measured by the positive freedoms a person has - as opposed to ‘poverty’ in ternsgodha
not having a material good. His later work built on these ideas of endowments (@owldslbe
described as the bundle of potentially productive assets an individual has) anchent#l@he
ability to command resources such as food that this bundle brings via various nuamilaégred
moral relations). Sen’s work demands a shift away from ensuring that pewpla gaod, such
as rice, as a fundamental policy aim. For Sen the importance of having & goati

influences the capacity of a person to function; rice provides an individual witapheity to

live without calorie deficiency. In turn, a person’s capacity to function deteswhat they can
and cannot do, can and cannot be; the idea of positive freedoms (see also Sen 1999). This
approach suggests then the focus should be on capabilities as has been adopted within the concept
of vulnerability, but more importantly suggests the need to focus on rights to choode, dadi
take control of ones own life.

Perhaps one of the widest conceptualisations of well being has been provided byiMussba
(1995), who developed the idea of ‘basic human functional capabilities’ which included a
consideration of those elements that define a human being (such as cognécigycafhe
ability to think, perceive and imagine). They are far ranging and exéens
Being able to live to the end of a human life of normal length, have good health, adequate
nutrition and shelter, to move from place to place, opportunities to satisfy sexues desl
to decide over reproduction.
Being able to avoid unnecessary and non-beneficial pain and &s fpossible to have
pleasurable experiences
Being able to use the senses; being able to imagine, to thinlg azakbn in a way informed
and cultivated by an adequate education system.
Being able to have attachments to things and persons outside ouyrselim®e those who
love and care for us, to grieve in their absence.
Being able to form a conception of the good and to engage icatrieflection about the
planning of one’s own life.
Being able to recognise and show concern for the well-being darsptlempathy and
compassion.
Being able to live with concern for and in relation to animals, plants and the world #.natu
Being able to laugh, to play, to enjoy recreational activities.

The work of Sen and Nussbaum, alongside the perhaps better known contributions of Chambers
in the 1990s suggests that wider conceptualisations of poverty as well being, whichsinclude
access and control of resources, rights and freedoms is well advanced. Indeegpeds a new



focus on ‘poverty’ arose so too did a new concept to better capture the situation, that of socia
exclusion.

Initially a European concept social exclusion was developed as a response to a groblewispr
associated with long term unemployment, unskilled workers and immigrang (1996). As an
analytical concept it may be used to enrich anti-poverty policy discussion ihdhawis poverty
issues to be dealt with in a more integrated way. It enables analysis adhatdmon-material
aspects of social disadvantage, focuses attention on the variety of processes thrcugieople
fall into poverty and possible ways of escaping it. The approach encompasses hbthiorsil
aspects of disadvantage such as variations in income, wealth and consumption,sas well a
relational aspects most notably patterns of occupational and social paditigadi rights. As
such the analysis of causes of social exclusion complement other more economichasproa

While different definitions of the concept of social exclusion exist it genyaeditrs to a process
of social disintegration in the sense of a progressive rupture of the relationginpsibéhe
individual and the state. Thus its applicability outside the European context witere sta
individual relationships have been formalised and it is largely clear frompelogle are being
excluded, and what this exclusion implies in terms of their well-being, hash#ten debated.
Studies in other countries (IILS, 1996) suggest the complexity of applying thept@hsmvhere,
finding, for example in India, that it is not exclusion from society that affemterty, but rather
inclusion in a society based on strict hierarchical structures. Evidence Faitarid also
demonstrates the need to take care with assuming that the direction of tbagleijatis known —
demonstrating declining levels of poverty at the same time that sociakexchppears to have
increased.

In part social exclusion can be seen to embrace the concept of social capithlamta
discussions of this potentially productive asset further (see Putman 1993). Spitalis
considered to be a feature of both ‘government’ and ‘civil society’ that faegitadllective
action for the mutual benefit of a group, where ‘groups’ may be as small as hogsehas
large as the nation (Knack, 1999). ‘Governmental social capital’ is defined byinlstagions
that influence people’s ability to co-operate for mutual benefit, and in this cantéydrs such as
Collier (1998) have stressed the importance of elements such as civil libefeesf law and
enforceability of contract as key to increasing the stock of social capite idea is that at the
macro level, social cohesion and civic engagement can strengthen dengmratitance
(Almond and Verba, 1963), improve the efficiency and honesty of public administrationg®,
1993), and improve the quality of economic policies (Easterly and Levine, 1997).

‘Civil social capital’ as the values, norms informal networks and associati@mbgrships to
organisations and groups affecting the ability of individuals to work togetherdio ceaxmon
goals, is thought also to influence economic performance through micro-economiaenod m
political channels. At the micro level, of individuals, households and communities, squtal ¢
is best thought of as an asset that people obtain through their participation in sa@etsrand
institutions that they can use or call upon in times of need. Like other forms @il capiial
capital is productive in the sense that it is possible to use it to obtain benefitetidinat be
possible in its absence. Stocks of social capital are built over time as edugtpof other
activities and social processes. However, it is important not to fall into fhefteeccepting
simplistic notions of social capital as necessarily and always a gogdfdhitthe poor’.



First, social capital and the social relations on which it is based can iy Eakimbedded in
unequal existing social structures and relationships and reinforce rathérathsform them.
Thus while all may ‘gain’ from the relationships, not all gain to the saneneftéase Beau
1977). Taking the idea further, others have argued that as social capital ésasrea available
through social networks, the resources gained by one individual will be at the egpkrsses
for another individual. Put another way increasing social capital for some smppdieasing
social exclusion for others (see Harriss and Renzio, 1997 for debates). It m@dstant to
recognise that the existence of the notion of ‘perverse social capitak. nimbership of a
group, although producing benefits for the group members produce negative resuhisrfor ot
groups of people (Rubio, 1997; Moser and Mcllwaine, 260Thus social capital may be seen
to be a relational concept, that is the positive benefits it brings for one group ratthbe
expense of another group not receiving these benefits, or indeed experiencing megaitve
Thus competing interests need to be taken into account. These competing inedsts ar
inherent within a final development in the field that will be considered here, that'afttie
based approach'.

The rights based approach sets the achievement of human rights as the objectivemihdetve
suggesting that the existent international human rights framework candasue ‘scaffold’

for development policy (see ODI 1999 for further discussion). It is important tohaitevhile a
focus on basic human rights may be seen to suggest a rather abstract focus vehnd e
into account the reality of poverty and the need to fulfil basic needs, two fundasetataf
rights have been conceptualised. Civil and Political rights (CP rightf)@se that are generally
considered as 'human rights' while Economic, Social and Cultural rights (H8€) iigclude the
right to food, housing, a job etc, or are what might be called ‘daily rights’. Thughkitdo live
free from deprivations which conceptualise poverty is contained within thiddré@amework.

Thinking in rights based terms does, however, introduce new problems into the equation without
necessarily ‘solving’ the old ones most notably problems over prioritisation. x&one, there

are problems concerning individual and collective rights (to what extent andadiwwho does

not conform to collective rules can expect to have collective rights), and deb&tingen

conflicting rights (for example the right to life of a woman and of a foetuspreter, inherent
problems arise when the enforcing of universally accepted rights is caatsids the right to

national sovereignty may not be compatible with international demands to enforcegtttser

Notwithstanding the issues raised above in practical terms a ‘rights jgzedeh’ to
development offers a particular way forward when thinking about gender in the degelapid
context. For example, issues which are important in terms of how women experierncatida
or 'ill-being’ such as violence, can be foregrounded since the international frereists to
promote such issues within the right to live free from ‘torture and from cruel, inhuman or
degrading treatment or punishment’. This being said the formulation of the interhationa
framework to date has proved it is resistant to adaptation in this form (see Chinkin T885)
violence against women, for example, while important in understanding their relatiMecing
is still largely ignored within discussions of poverty, deprivation and development.

! The most common example used in this context isahgangs and gang members, while the existenaegaing
has a negative impact on wider society, there moag positive gains for individual members. H#re increase in
social capital for a particular gang member dodsonty deny another that same chance of ‘improvthgir
situation, but actually physically impacts negdiiven the other persons well being.



Thus while the understanding of relative deprivation and well-being has advancedamre
decades, it is important to remember that each new concept brings withwhitsomplexity.
The major problem that broader more inclusionary conceptualisations face igulétative’ or
'subjective’ nature which means that they cannot be generalised and do not prowitkt data
allows comparisons within or between countries or a ranking of relative depnvaiiltimately
philosophical or epistemological considerations influence what are considdrecatlequate or
robust measures within official discourses. The ‘positivist’ ideals of biigcoromote
guantitative or numeric measures as more ‘scientific’ and thus acceptibheever, other
elements, which may be deemed more ideological than epistemological, havéladswed
debates around what constitutes good indicators of poverty and well-being and thiese wi
considered within a discussion of the causes and outcomes of women'’s relative. povert

The causes of women’s poverty

Although in recent years there has increasing discussion around conceptualishpoverty
and how best to measure it, there has been little attention paid to the causes of poliek's
(1999) summary of the causes of poverty is useful in this context. He suggests 3Hacttors
relate to relative poverty:

1. Incomes and productivities: Taking economic growth as the dominant influenloek Kil
suggests poverty should be seen as resulting from inadequate incomes and preductiviti
particularly in agriculture and other rural activities and in the urban infornctdrs@ he
assets of the poor have low productivities, which arise from inadequate accodssatioaal
and other services. Their lack of 'modern’ skills result in a weak ability ticipate in
modern production processes.

2. Socio-political factors: Economic dependency is a factor perpetuating posedypower
relations or rather the poor's lack of market power feeds into weak political p@ver
undemocratic structures.

3. Inequality: Since access to employment is of great importance to the paoadjract and
indirect (via remittances) source of income, capital-intensive growth, wittet growth in
job-creation, perpetuates poverty.

He goes on to state that "Inequalitr@ghin householdsire a further aspect. These often
disadvantage women..." (his emphasis). Although he then asserts that in consétieence,
gender dimension of poverty is now universally accepted as requiring saiéeidlon” his own
analysis demonstrates clearly the actual situation, in that Killick mimtesonsider gender
specifically in three of the four categories he mentions, leaving womeniaplaeir ‘own'
category - the household.

Thus in many senses there has been little advancement past the ‘add-womehraentastity of
the past where women are placed within existing frameworks or compartiseshial separate,
and marginal categories, rather than taking an analysis of their partod actual situation as a
starting point.

Considering the specific causes of women's relative poverty or the basesgeridered
experience of poverty then it is possible to isolate three key contributitogsac
That women have fewer possibilities to translate work into incdris: stems from women's
exclusive responsibility for reproductive work, the conceptualisatiortheir productive
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activities as 'helping' men and their concentration within sewatioich are either an extension
of their reproductive roles (and thus lower paid) and/or within tiferfinal' economy (see
Scott 1986 for discussion and Renzi and Agurto 1996 for evidence from Nicaragua).

When women do have an income they find it more difficult to transfbisibcome into
decision making capacity or to decide how it is used: Perceptiomsndch value of
contribution to the household, social norms and self-esteem/relativeoautanfluence the
capacity to have a voice in decision making processes (see Seri998;7Agarwal 1997 for
household models and Bradshaw 2001 for evidence from Nicaragua).

When women do make decisions they are less likely to make thoseodecihat would

improve their own personal well being and more likely to seeknprove the well being of
all/others: This supposed 'altruism' of women while seen tm $tem their 'natural’

attributes as carers and mothers is a socially constructedptoaligation of what it means to
be a woman (see Dwyer and Bruce 1988; Folbre 1994 for evidence and discussion).

The causes of women’s poverty operate at different levels or there arewlif§ites or spaces

that contribute to the poverty; the community, labour market, the household. The decision to
prioritise the household as a site that influences the poverty of women is not wrowegllspe

given that the household is a site where production, reproduction, socialisation and consumption
all meet. However, this does no negate the necessity of recognising andaunaiilegshow the
household interacts with other social units and respecting the household as a comptex uni
terms of structure and functioning; as a site of conflict and cooperation.

Although the conventional idea of a household is that of the nuclear unit (a couple with their
children) in countries like Nicaragua extended households (the nuclear unit plusotheof
friends) and single parent households form a significant proportion of all householdangrot
the latter it has recently been assumed that they not only representiaaigynifinority of all
households (estimates are that they represent between a third and half ofeddbli®m)dut that
they are significant also for the conditions under which they occur and which tipeyyzee;

that they arise in situations of poverty and that they are poorer than other househdkkanits
Chant 1999 for discussion).

However, many who work on households, and in particular female-headed households have
questioned this idea that they are the ‘poorest of the poor and have called fanaite=@tion

of the relative poverty of women within male-headed units. The problems with wamdingf the
relative situation of women heads and women who live with a male partner steiy feog the
understanding or, better stated, the measurement of poverty. Traditional meaponesty

tend to ‘stop at the front door’, that is they take the household as the basic unit osaaralysi
compare household to household, and do not consider differences within households.

Many traditional measures of poverty assume that distribution of resouttés thie household

are equal and ignore power relations that operate within households in terms of boith agz.a
Income poverty measures also ignore the fact that not all income earnednsdi&stthe

household, in particular studies suggest that men may withhold income from the household, that
is not contribute all that they earn to the common ‘pot’, keeping some money for persona
consumption. This withholding of income leads to what has been termed ‘secondary poverty’
that is while the household is not ‘poor’ in terms of the incomes generated bymtsensesome
members within the household are ‘poor’ given they have limited or no access twtmei



Studies in Mexico, Costa Rica and Honduras have shown that men may withhold up to 50% of
their income from the household thus placing women and children within the household, who
depend on that income, in a situation of secondary poverty (Bradshaw 1996; Chant 1985; 1999).

Women headed households then, while often having lower household incomes (since women
earn less than men) demonstrate a more equal distribution of that income withausieé@old,
between members. That is all the income that the woman head earns is desthed for
household. Moreover, women-headed households tend to have more workers than male headed
units and more of these workers contribute more of the earnings to the common gitaisee
1999). Thus a comparison of the relative poverty of women heads and women who live with a
male partner is not simple or straightforward since their poverty in influencddferent

factors. While female heads may have limited resources or asset® f@riaers may have

limited access and control over available resources and assets. Tled tontrol over

resources stems from the nature or functioning of households as sites ot esnftiach as sites

of cooperation.

Sen’s (1987; 1990) ‘cooperative-conflict’ model is perhaps both the most acceptable and
comprehensible explanation of how households operate. The idea of bargaining powéhdies at
heart of this model. Members of a household seek to improve both the household’s collective
‘welfare’ and their own situation and each has different priorities over howetimesources

should be best used (different classifications of preferences). The resolutie@s@fiifferences,

or how the resources are actually used, is the result of the each memlzgaisibgrcapacity.
Different factors influence this capacity to bargain or negotiate over thef ussources. One
important factor is the perception that each member has of his or her own valuedisidnal

and of the value of the other people within the household. This self-perception and the perception
of others depend on the valuation of each person’s contribution to the welfare of the household.
Generally speaking, perceptions of ‘contribution’ stem from the amount of resodincome,

for example — that each person can obtain. Women generally have a weakerigmasition

than men because their contribution is invisible, is not recognised by others andrwideird

less valuable, which also affects their valuation of their own contribution.

While the importance of the household as a unit of unequal power relations is known, and
secondary poverty is a relatively well researched and accepted concept, batbtiae@me
mainstream concepts within poverty debates. Given that they are quantitadserese their
absence from mainstream discussions around poverty may be seen to be based, not on
epistemological, but ideological differences around what is important in eixgahe causes
and consequences of poverty.

The Nicaraguan Poverty Context

While for some the economic collapse in the 1980s, associated with the Sandinistdiétevol

US blockade and Contra Watr, is at the base of the high levels of poverty recordedagidica
(Gobierno de Nicaragua, 2000), others also consider that the neo-liberal poljgiembte

macro economic growth implemented in the 1980s and 1990s have had an important role to play.
The impact of SAPs (see Dijkstra, 1996 for some impacts in Nicaragua), imposadyirpaor
countries by the World Bank and International Monetary Fund along with ‘globafisat

processes (see Sassen, 1991), rather than bringing the promised econonsicinetioany cases

have increased people’s poverty, vulnerability and social exclusion.



While the debates continue as to what extent economic growth can reduce povadgragush
the government suggests there is "evidence that broad-based growth reducgs parerten
1993-1998, detailed surveys show that rural poverty was significantly reducestronpg
agricultural recovery" (Gobierno de Nicaragua, 2000). However, even the IMtotesof
Nicaragua “in spite of the measured gains made in reducing poverty during 1993-1998,
qualitative analysis show that the poor associate the 1990s with a decline irethbeing”
(IDA-IMF, 2000). The document continues by asking “what can explain this finding@” T
means of measuring poverty and well being may lie at the basis in thesendiéie

Despite criticisms of ‘income-poverty’ approaches and the development ofagierapproaches
and indicators (see Chambers, 1995; Wratten, 1995) poverty line indicators remain take offic
poverty metrics both within the International Financial Institutions and witigarbigua.
Generally when measuring poverty world wide the World Bank has used referesefli$l

and $2 per day in terms of 1993 Purchasing Power Parity (PPP).

An analysis of the available official data undertaken by the CCER sudigatstsationally the

total number of people living below the poverty line increased by 25,697 from 2,190,787 in 1993
to 2,225,401 in 1998, which represents 51% of the population (see CCER 2000 for further
technical discussion). The overall figures of magnitude also hide a greaf dbahge in the
distribution of poverty and deterioration in the depth of poverty in Nicaragua over thd.per
However, the government has not actually mapped poverty gap data for 1998 compahaible to t

of 1993. The 1998 poverty map, which forms the basis of the PRSP process, is a map of extreme
poverty only, in keeping with the key target of reducing the numbers in extremesyp@tber

than seeking to affect poverty (Gobierno de Nicaragua, 2001).

The 1998-1993 poverty gap change indicator developed by the CCER actually shows large rise
in the depth of poverty in Nicaragua in almost all of the national territory natteases in the

depth of poverty particularly in some Atlantic regions of the North (RAAN) and SouftASIR

(see Bradshaw and Linneker, 2001 for discussion of methodology and the technical problem
involved). Moreover, it is important to note that this official data which forms the foas

targeting poverty reduction policies was collected by the government befaiedtie Mitch

raising further doubts as to its usefulness.

The results of the second phase of the civil society ‘Social Audit’ initiatorapteted in
November 1999, highlights the possible deterioration in well-being, both economic and psycho-
social that those affected by Mitch may have suffered (CIET/CCER 1999ho€# who made
their living from agriculture, nearly a quarter had nor managed to sow the seasdviiadh.
While in terms of housing 73% of those interviewed in the survey reported destroyedayedt
housing, only 40% had received support to repair or rebuild. Material affects evep@ended
by other ‘emotional’ affects of the Hurricane reported by over 20% of theswimved, which
in turn compound feelings of insecurity and vulnerability. In terms of the populatiows vie
the role of the government within reconstruction, when asked to identify the mostantgbmg
the government was doing in the reconstruction process 60% of those interviewed replied
‘nothing’ (CIET/CCER, 1999).

The Nicaraguan Policy Context

In June 1999, while reconstruction initiatives post-Hurricane Mitch were stilbiceps, or
indeed yet to start, the Nicaraguan Government shifted focus from recaosttocstart work on
defining a strategy to reduce poverty in the country (see CCER 2000; Bradsth&wniaeker



2002). This shift was guided by the International Financial Institutions {iElg focus on
poverty and the Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper (PRSP) initiative intcbdsiee
conditionality for heavily indebted poor countries to receive further debt reliegpit@eclaims
that the PRSP is merely SAPs by another name (see for exampleDCZF00; Wood 2000) the
World Bank claims it reflects a change not only in focus, but in culture; that IBR#®s are not
imposed on countries but designed and owned by them. In June 2000 the Nicaraguan
government presented for approval the interim PRSP which was accepted by thé&¥hibrland
the IMF as the basis for receiving debt relief via the Heavily Indeliied ®ountries Initiative
(HIPC ).

The World Bank highlight and reiterate that there is no ‘blueprint’ for PRSPsisg¢isat they

are country owned and produced through participatory processes (see Bradshameker L

2001; 2002b for further discussion). However a quick (and by no means exhaustive) review of
PRSPs to date show (un)surprising similarities in terms of their centrgdasgents. Most

contain the following 4 key elements or pillars and the Nicaraguan PRSP isapiier.

= Economic growth

Often expressed as ‘labour intensive economic growth’ the focus is based ondthe udese
the comparative advantage that heavily indebted poor countries supposedly haveregencou
economic growth; namely cheap labour. In this context the Nicaraguan PR§&Btstgnumber
of potential growth areas including Free Trade Zones and tourism.

* |nvestment in human capital

Stocks of Human Capital such as health and education are seen to be important in terms of
withstanding shocks (vulnerability) and for a dignified life (human developmermyvetker, in

the Nicaraguan PRSP they are also seen as being important for producing ai\gbldiour
force.

» Social protection or social safety nets

As debates around the real ability for economic growth to reduce poverty and inecpatihue,
it appears that the World Bank at least has accepted that economic growibt witantly
‘trickle down’ to the most vulnerable and thus the protection of vulnerable groups is now
included via social safety nets.

» Good governance

While high on the World Bank and other international agencies agendas what thettexihy a
means is far from agreed. Some suggest transparency, accountabilitytemogpian; others
rather problematically opt for equating ‘good governance’ with ‘democracy’ or
‘democratisation’. The World Bank talks much more in terms of sound managemeng and th
Nicaraguan PRSP demonstrates that the government have adopted the samarrather n
conceptualisation.

Thus even a superficial reading of the PRSP via its key components sugggstshtematic

and focuses on outcomes rather than causes of poverty and seeks to reduce synhgtotinarrat
presenting possible 'cures' (see CAFOD 2000 for a general critique). Tir@onabf

vulnerability is a good illustration of this as 'protection’ of vulnerable groupsjmped rather

than measures to reduce their vulnerability. It is also important to note thatusianaf a
particular element, such as health or education, should not be taken on face value exat &ssum
be a good thing in itself but the underlying ideas that inform that inclusion need decetas

they may actually work against ‘human development' principles in order t@{ar&oronomic
development' gains. In terms of education, for example, a human development approdch woul
stress the learning of skills such as critical thinking and analysis astanpoil o improve
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productivity of the labour force within a Multi National factory may demand thet@posite —
workers who accept repetitive, monotonous work without argument.

More specifically it is important to consider the possible impact of the PRSPBrarmand the
proposals it includes around women and gender. Gender and inequality more ganerally
considered to be ‘transversal’ or ‘cross-cutting’ themes, alongside theemant. It is
important to note that women are not instantly visible within any of the PRSPs prodwized,t
although visibility does vary from inclusion of whole sections on women to merely aeocoiupl
lines, from vague statements around the need to reduce inequality to concretgpopesals,
however, in general PRSPs are not ‘gendered’ documents. This suggests themtleat ‘bla
should not be placed only with individual governments, but more with those guiding the
processes — the IFIs. In terms of social inequality the official Njcaradocument suggests that
‘all the policies and projects will work to reduce inequality’ — presumably inthisjustifying
the complete lack of discussion of specific plans to improve, for example the positiomehw

While for some then the answer has been to argue for the better incorporation of wmmen i

plans and proposals this is not the real solution, since both exclusion and inclusion in the PRSP
documents can bring their own problems as the Nicaraguan case below showadqsbavi

2002 for further discussion).

One important area where women are obviously visible by their absence istioengéc growth
component. The need to include a gender analysis here is related to the areasdsaggest

driving economic growth — Free Trade Zones and Tourism, both heavily reliant ale fiemour.

The exclusion of women - invisibilising women as workers and women as the potential
‘backbone’ of economic growth initiatives - is made even more problematic byttive n&their
inclusion into PRSP documentation. The representation of women within the PRSP as mothers
and carers, reinforces and strengthens existing stereotypical idaatslavomen as dependents

not providers, home-makers not workers and their responsibility for reproductividesxthus

setting up a contradiction if the comparative advantage of Nicaragua ispa(tdmaale) labour

force.

In general women are mentioned in PRSPs in relation to human capital in terms abaduwat
health — specifically reproductive health. Thinking around why there may be arcakfeed

to ensure ‘girls’ are in school the need to improve the productivity of the labour force as
mentioned previously seems the most immediate explanation. A second reason may link
education with health. Population growth is important for poverty reduction based on economic
growth since the two growth areas may cancel each other out. What is needscetizgromic
growth with population decline. While the thesis that educated women have fewesrcisldr

now questioned, or at least that a direct link exists is questioned, it remains a pepzéation

(see for example Pearson and Sweetman 1996 for debates).

Rather than being included in the PRSP as a fundamental human right of all women to manage
their own fertility, the need to control women'’s fertility is central in theakaguan PRSP. The
focus not only places the responsibility for reproduction with the woman alone édspfact it
‘takes two to tango’) it also highlights the need for ‘responsible’ reproductimmtarget is to
increase the proportion of marri@men with access to contraception.

The final area where women are visible within PRSPs is the area df safely nets/social
protection or family welfare programmes. A pilot project highlights the probleithsill thought
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out welfare programmes (see Quirds Viquez, 2002). The pilot programme palyssfanikeep
children in school and to take them to health centres. The cash is given to women. Some may
assume that this will be empowering for women, improving their asset baset ini$ flawed

on a number of levels: First, it reinforces notions of women as responsible foenhiB#cond, it
ignores the fact that while women may receive the money, they may havedlitttel over its

use. In reality the project may be dis-empowering to both women - as menekay tzke the
money away from them, perhaps with force - and to men — undermining their sooralyucted

role of provider. The main gendered outcome may actually be increased confligeand e
violence® Such an example highlights a serious general concern around PRSPs around to what
extent the possible ‘indirect’ and indeed ‘negative’ impacts of the PRSP palicife have been
analysed. Possible competing messages around women'’s roles as mothers siadadner

need for an ‘educated’ female labour force also is indicative of a proegstods not take into
account the multi-dimensionality of the problem faced.

While women'’s poverty is multi-dimensional it is also multi-sectoral, thatamen’s poverty is
experienced in different ways, at different times and in different ‘spadée original ideas in

the now popular ‘feminisation of poverty’ thesis were to highlight how women'’s expesef

poverty are distinct from those of men and indeed how different women experience poverty
differently from each other (see Jackson 1996). While women’s relative povedw igrgely
accepted, the focus on how women experience this poverty has been lost, as has a focus on the
basis of that poverty, largely being collapsed into the easily digestible noticgtrates

women'’s poverty with female household headship.

As noted above, however, secondary poverty within male-headed households may mean that
while a household may not be considered to be ‘poor’, women and children within the household
may live in poverty. That is, while households headed by women may in income terms be
‘poorer’ the female head has access to and controls the available resources; tsinest=d by
men may in income terms be ‘richer’ but the woman of the household may have limitesl tacce
that income. Differences between women arising from the nature and compositien of
households in which they live, are not captured by traditional poverty measures @spolibus
while the World Bank’s Poverty Reduction Strategy Source book suggests that coralent
poverty research tools can provide most of the “gender-related answers ifititequestions are
asked” ignores the fact that conventional poverty research tools stop at the ‘frorartbtinus
cannot provide ‘gender related answers’ around how women experience poverty.

Aims and objective of the research
The overall aim of the research is to better understand the actual, partncuiiverse ways in
which women experience poverty.

More specifically the research aims to:

+ ldentify the sites or spaces which influence women'’s relative well beingtheynfunction
and their role in explaining women'’s different experiences of relative wielg lmiring their
life course.

2 |t should be noted that violence against wometillcensidered as a gender rather than a publadtheéssue
within PRSPs (see Pickup 2001 for discussion).
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+ Identify how power relations operate in different household types and how household
relations interact with wider social relations to influence women'’s poverty

« To provide information for women’s groups, NGOs and donor organisations around gendered
experiences of poverty in order to contribute to plans and strategies to redyuavdray.

Methodology

The research was conducted from a feminist research perspective usaagnmnathods. This
means that feminist principles informed the research process and the fdoeisesfdarch rather
than dictating the particular research method (see Maynrad and Purvis 1995; feonthGaok
1991 for discussion).

The research used a case study approach focussing on four communities gedigraptica
economically distinct from each other but sharing a common characteritiat all may be
defined as ‘poor’ communities. Once the general geographical area had fieed tihe specific
communities were chosen through consultation with local organisations working inahefare
community was studied in each of the areas of Managua, Leon, Dipilto and Estetfiarmé® of
the communities will not be used in this report and each will be referred to bydée wi
geographical location in which it is located.

The basic unit of study was the household and women within their households. Men were also
interviewed in their capacity as partners or husbands rather than as tlots'atfjetudy, which
obviously raises ethical issues (see, for example, Warren 1988 for discussiuitg.alvomen

were asked if they would consent to an interview being undertaken with theiparaier before
such an interview occurred, that the research process could have had a possible)negati
consequences for the individuals and communities involved is accepted.

A team of female researchers applied the questionnaire to ‘the woman of the hdiusedath

of the households in the communities studied (where a woman was available to bewetdyvi

in July 2001. As this effectively represents a census of each communityatheample sizes
involved is less problematic (each community has on average around 75 households), however,
the findings presented here are non-generalisable and seek only to provoke discossobn ar
relative gendered experiences of poverty. Semi-structured intervienesalge carried out with a

sub sample of those interviewed to explore in more depth some of the issues raised in the
guestionnaires. Male members of the research team also applied questionnaiegsethdut
interviews with a sample of the partners of the women interviewed in the fourwaties.

The questionnaires gathered basic information: the structure and headship of theldouse
(including migration); activities (reproductive and productive); income andnefoee (diversity
of sources, food sufficiency, etc.); strategies adopted; and participatiemacindn with different
social organisations (level and type of participation, type of social orgamsafhe
guestionnaires also obtained information through direct and indirect questions on the
responsibilities and gender relations within the household, focusing on the decigiog-ma
process and the perceptions of contributions and ‘value’.

As a feminist research project the actual study represents only one compicthenproject and

the project has as much a political as an ‘academic’ objective. The overal tienproject is
not only to raise discussion around gendered experiences of poverty and awafrereesen’s
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particular experiences of poverty, but also to influence key internationalatiodal agencies to
take this into account within their projects and policies aimed at reducing poverty
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Section Two: Poverty and Relative Well-being

The Nicaraguan government’s PRSP as noted above was based on a poverty diagnostic tha
sought to gauge relative income or consumption poverty between geograpbasin the

country. It forms the basis for policies and projects aimed at reducing the popsipoverty.
However, the lack of attention to difference between communities, households and individuals
within communities and how they experience poverty may weaken its possiliisasceed.

The present research took a case study approach to understanding poverty, arpiiantly the
situation within four different communities each with their own charactesisind thus problems
related to relative well being.

The communities studied: Household and location characteristics

The community studied in Dipilto was the youngest, being founded after hurrictéctetivli
relocate families from various at risk communities. As such the housing isfroadeoncrete
blocks but services to the community are still lacking. The community locatecdacdistom
the land the residents previously farmed, offers few opportunities for work as théoaeli
employment source are the coffee farms, themselves in severe citiggiatd of the research.
At a distance of 12/13 km from the nearest ‘urban’ centre, Ocotal, very few piaissitidr non-
agricultural work exist. The lack of patios for home-food production compounds the problem
and the resultant relative proximity of the houses (compared to a traditiorialaomaunity)
reduces privacy and has caused some tension in a community of familiestl@ifirdivious
social contact. The people themselves recognise that their physical biitygi@disasters has
been improved but that their economic and social vulnerability may have increagpektag
that in this new community they feel ‘safer but hungrier’.

In contrast the other rural community in the study, that in Leon, is suggested texieted for
120 years when it was founded by 5 families whose descendants still lieedtday. The
housing in the community varies from those made of concrete blocks to those conétoncted
materials to hand, including plastic sheeting. Services also vary and somehauesagersonal
well and electricity while others lack both services. The community lies &kaufrom the

main Ledn-Chinandega road but the economic mainstay of the community istagalalay
labour. At the time of the research the drought had taken affect and thertlevasolk
available. Men and women do, however, have the chance to go to Ledn to seek work that
provides a relatively large potential market for commercial activiti®ile its location may be
beneficial in terms of aiding movement of labour it is problematic in termsadfiral’
phenomenon and besides Mitch the community has suffered from volcanic activity anzktite re
drought, while slow onset, was considered by the community one of the great ‘disdstment
times.

The third community in the study, that located in Esteli, may be defined as beitegllota

rural urban centre - the town of Esteli itself. The majority of the housesmrs&ucted out of

wood although a few are made of concrete blocks. Founded ten years ago via amnoocetipat
unused land the settlement is now legalised and each house has electricitjeand aa
community has access to both ‘rural’ employment, for example related podtiection of

tobacco, and ‘urban’ job opportunities, for example work within private houses or the provision
of services such as shoe repair. Full time permanent employment is scaredhe town's main
focus is to provide a centre for trade in agricultural produce. Despite this it is ithelitthen
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the sample as an ‘urban’ centre given that it does display related ehigtast in terms of access
to services and other infrastructural factors.

The final community is the study is located in the capital, Managua. The hotisiestine
settlement are made of diverse materials and arranged in lines rather ¢éheircular or more
informal format. The community has water piped to the barrio but electisoniytained from an
illegal source. There is no real sewerage system for the community andjohniéyrodhouses
have letrinas. The majority of the community work in a limited number of sectorsvdfoen
employment is in private houses as maids or to care for children, or taking in wdshimgn
there is day work in construction. The settlement does have the advantage of bemg able t
access urban services such as colleges, health centres and hospitals. Howewehattioe
within the settlement also face ‘urban’ problems such as crime and drugs.

While the communities are diverse the households within them show some sesilarigrms

of composition and headship (see Graph 2.1). No statistically significanedifés exist

between the communities in terms of the proportions of female-headed househwdshathis

is lowest in the community in Dipilto (25%) and highest in the community in Ledn (42%).
Overall female-headed households account for 36% of all the households in the studyhof whi
54% are extended units (that is the women and her children live also with other faambens

or friends). In terms of male-headed households the predominant household type issire nucl
household (79% of all male-headed households and 50% of all households). Once again no
statistically significant differences exist between the communitiéerms of household

structure, although nuclear households number highest in the community in Dipilto (63% of
households) and lowest in Managua (41%) and the differences are accounted for Jatigely b
greater proportions of extended households (both male and female headed) in the community in
the capital.

Relative well being in the communities

While the communities can be considered in terms of their similarities in housemopmbsition
and headship, differences are also apparent and although all the communitiesuidytlaeest
what may be termed ‘poor, within these communities there is a relative palsatyWhen
asked ‘what does it mean to be poor’ three broad categories of response a&stapame
women conceptualised poverty in terms of a lack of material goods, however, otussed
more on non —Mmaterial assets, such as the lack of possibilities, faith or optiortkirdhe
category quite simply reflects the fact that 30% of the women when asked whey pogant to
them replied ‘hunger’ (see Graph 2.2). A guarter of the women also mentioned hunger as the
biggest problem facing the community and while the lack of basic assets (suctkas basic
services) were also considered as problematic, for many women fadéatengfthe security of
the community were most worrying. In rural areas this was environmentaliiitgex ‘disaster
related’ while in urban areas gangs and drugs were mentioned as a keyngrebEmmunity
faced (see Graph 2.3).

Insecurity and violence

The increasing levels of poverty and vulnerability Nicaragua was suffdtring the 1990s were
brought into stark reality when Hurricane Mitch hit Central America in Octb®88 provoking
one of the worst disasters in over 200 years (CINDI, 1999). It has been suggedeshsiars
should be seen as largely political events (Anderson and Woodrow 1998) that tend to reveal
existing national, regional and global power structures, as well as pow@nghaithin intimate
relations (Enarson and Morrow, 1998) throwing into sharp relief the inequalities and
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vulnerabilities within countries (Blaikiet al 1994). It has also been suggested that disasters such
as Mitch also offer real opportunities for transformation (see CCER 1999) howevezalibeis

often that little changes for the better (see Bradshaw 2001) and that the popalaaarsr
defenceless in the face of such ‘natural’ events (see CIET/CCER 2001).

The persistence and importance of localised ‘disasters’ is evidenced lagtthigat 10% of the
women mentioned some event such as a drought or a flood as having provoked a shosdiserm cri
during the year. Perhaps more importantly the vast majority of women (80%)asked felt

that their community was not prepared to confront another event such as Hurri¢eime While

only a small minority (4%) of respondents had suffered damages from a disasiesiace

Mitch, the majority of them (89%) had not been able to repair those damages. Whilsal¢ea
numbers and proportions are low it is important to remember that continued disastehavent

a cumulative effect in terms of increasing vulnerability to future eventsievaibility is not only
physical but, as the national level Social Audit highlights, may be psycho-andia¢flected in

high levels of perceived insecurity.

Despite continued vulnerability in the face of ‘natural disasters’, insecaribe region is
increasingly being conceived of in terms of physical violent acts, ofteledeia gangs or drugs.
Increasing levels of violence and violence related insecurity in Latin iBenkave become key
concerns among researchers especially given it has been recogniseal¢hae has the
potential for severely undermining development goals and can in fact stem Goesges of
‘development’ (see Mcllwaine, 1998; Moser and Mcllwaine, 2002). When asked if they fel
secure within their community the majority of the women interviewed (70&bXIsay did not.
Significant differences exist between areas and between communitiesyourt Dipilto do the
majority of women feel secure. In the rural communities studied the feelingeafurity comes
from the fear of robbers and robbery, while in urban areas the fear is based rgargsrand
the perceived delinquency of youth (see Graph 2.4). Perhaps not surprisingly tHeyfesgsoin
highest in the capital, Managua but is also perceived to be a problem in otheritireddeast
20% of women in each community mentioning gangs as the key insecurity issue.

However, violence is not only a reality outside the home, but also within the household. While
the mainstream view may be to conceptualise intrafamilial violenaéps/ate’ issue and thus
outside of the development agenda, others suggest it should be central to a development agenda
that is concerned with improving equality and upholding human rights (see Pickup 2001).
Overall 64% of the women questioned perceived high levels of violence against existed

within their communities with the highest proportion being found in Le6n and Dipilto (over 70%)
and the lowest in Esteli (53%). In terms of the causes of violence the respmbesgcouped

into 4 key categories: drink, economic problems, jealousy and gossip, and behaviour within
couples (for example that men are ‘irresponsible’, or that women ‘venturéetite home’). In
three of the four communities studied over half the women interviewed perceiveshaitohol

that provokes violence and only in Dipilto are other factors considered more important.

However, when asked what provokes arguments the responses are more varied both between
women and between the communities studied (see Graph 2.5). In Ledn, for example, 41% of
the women mentioned economic problems as the cause of arguments, compared to only 6% of
women in Dipilto. While in Dipilto as in Esteli jealousy and gossip was condiderenportant
factor (28% mentioned this as a cause of arguments) this was not the casegnd{9es).

® The Social Audit reported 8% of all respondentthwbntinued disaster related pyscho social effec001.
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Differences also exist between women within the communities and youngemw@t— 24
years old) are more likely to see arguments as stemming from jealaliggssip and men and
women’s behaviour (36% in each case) rather than economic problems (9%).

Thus the factors that provoke arguments are not necessarily those thanaelsethe ‘cause’

of violence — or at least not in a direct manner. Of the women who suggested thanésgume
occur in the home because of economic problems only a minority also think that problems over
money ‘cause’ violence, over half suggest violence stems from alcohol. Obviouslptagetw
interrelated — economic problems can lead to arguments that can in turn lead tinkieg dr

these arguments can stem from men drinking ‘away’ part of the household income, when drunk
men are more likely to resort to violent behaviour.

Economic vulnerability

Rather than measure income, expenditure or consumption an important indicator ofieconom
well-being within the wider livelihoods framework is that of the number of earmertha nature

of their earning capacity. Of the households studied 16% reported no one was wottkatg at

point in time. There was double the proportion of households with no worker at the time of the
interviews among households headed by women compared to those where a malevaartner
present (24% compared to 12%). A further 42% of all households contained only one ‘worker’,
25% two workers and 17% contained three or more workers. However, only 11% of households
had three or more sources of income, that is people within the household may be working in the
same occupation, for example as agricultural labourers, and thus their inaoimg eapacity

may not be independent.

However it is not only the number of workers and sources of income that is importansider

but the nature of the activities — to what extent the main and only source of income to the
household is ‘fixed’. Taking the key income earners only, in 57% of households there isdno fixe
income source — the main worker(s) work, when work can be founderms of location

significant differences also exist and in rural areas in 69% of households thpainmarker(s)

have no fixed source of income compared to 45% in urban areas. However, this hides dsfference
between communities within each area and it is only in Managua that the ynaijtrituseholds

have a fixed source of income (see Graph 2.6). In terms of differences within cdi@snuni

these stem from headship and age. While 50% of male-headed units have no fixed source of
income 70% of female-headed households are in this situation. The age of the woman of the
household is also significant and it is among younger and older women that the lactedf a fi
household income is most notable.

The other general measure of poverty besides income is consumption. Agaioflevels
consumption were not measured in the sense of the ability of the household to buy a kesic bas
of goods. However, the women were asked whether the household had sufficient food the
previous week, or to what extent the basic of all ‘basic needs’ was met. 4 albmen

interviewed 44% said no there had not been sufficient food for the household. Significant
differences exist between communities most notably Managua has the levetsolf reported

food insufficiency while Esteli the highest levels (see Graph 2.7).

At a household level the idea of female-headed households as the ‘poorest of the psor’ thesi
would suggest that significant differences should exist. However, similar pasodi women

* Only male partners and the woman herself are densil here.
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heads and women partners reported food insufficiency. Similarly it may be asthahas

household extension is suggested as a livelihood strategy that food sufficiency shemud e

better in extended households compared to nuclear units, in fact significant détedenexist

and fewer extended units (34%) reported food insufficiency than non-extended units (49%). The
findings suggest then that while female heads may be relatively ‘poor’ due sxkhef la fixed

income source, they have sufficient food, while non-extended units may experiencéy's/er
insufficient access to food if not insufficient income.

It is interesting to note that food sufficiency and the livelihoods indicatousied above are not
significantly related. That is similar proportions of households without a fixedne@s those
with a fixed income reported food insufficiency. This would suggest that thelairgilaf food
within a household is not directly or simply related to income availability buthkéatvo
interrelate in a more complex manner. This is supported by the fact that aralmageaded
households it is in those households where women are working that higher levels of food
insufficiency are reported (51% compared to 40% in households where women do not work).
What this suggests is that women are working out of economic necessity, libeihabrk does
not necessarily improve the economic situation of the household nor reduce vulnerability.

Vulnerability is in general considered in relation to a household’s abilityttestand crisis.

However when asked to name a particular crisis period over the last yearo@hdifficult

month experienced within the household) while a small proportion responded that no month had
been particularly difficult (4%), a significant minority 18% could not name a montreplied

that all had been difficult — that is crisis was not a short term situation but a tongetdity.

Such vulnerability and crisis may have other even longer term effects andtéresting to note

that conceptualisations of the future and possibilities for improvement in the fuayralso be

an indicator of the present situation as suggested by the work of Nussbaum (1995) and Se
(1999). When asked what they personally aspired for in the future the majority of @4fen

did mention a concrete aspiration - however a proportion did so not in personal terms, but in
terms only of their children. This perception of the future as related to childhem than

personal improvement is stronger among women heads than women who live with a mah (69% o
female partners named a personal aspiration compared to 57% of female headsielMobasic
needs and vulnerability inform this basic functional capability as more of t86%@ that

display more than one economic vulnerability do not have aspirations compared to those who ar
less economically vulnerable (12%).

Summary

What the data suggests is that while there are common issues between the cosrsuctitias
the fact that the people in the community feel insecure or that there arevalghdeviolence,
how these are perceived or conceptualised differ between communities. THEstsuggt more
general or regional level plans to tackle social issues will not bessfatand that local level
initiatives are needed based on a real understanding of how people conceptualigeaexoex
deprivation. In particular it is important to consider that issues such as age atiadl stetrs
influence perceptions of well being and thus it is not sufficient to assume ‘womamaisgory
of analysis since differences exist between women. Differencesdreteenmunities and
households within these communities need to be understood if the relative well beidly isf ea
to be improved and understanding how women experience poverty and deprivation in their
diversity is a first step to understanding how best to tackle it.
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Section Three: How households survive

While the concept of vulnerability for many suggests a 'lack of' approach or aofoeusat
limitations people face, those working within the framework have tended to focus more on
possibilities - that is not what people lack but how people use the resources thatvéhey h
Relative vulnerability is then very closely tied to ideas of survival steddbiat in turn are based
on the notion of assets. While different conceptualisations of vulnerability digseds bases in
different ways, only the elements which are both central and useful in this coritdog wi
considered here: employment, familial relations and social capital.

Family relations and household composition

While family relations may be considered in a number of different ways, the Fare will be

on an important survival strategy suggested by the literature - the ‘exteathouseholds or
that the standard nuclear unit seeks to include other relatives (parents, std)ngsfriends and
in this way available resources are pooled and overheads reduced. The arranigenfezgs
members, especially women, to undertake income generating tasks that would nasetberw
possible as relatives and friends take over or share domestic and caresit@bipes. As a
survival strategy it is particularly noted among female-headed householdderm@mcompensate
for the lack of a male earner by incorporating other potential income gerseoa by allowing

the woman head to dedicate herself to productive rather than reproductive work.

The majority of households in the communities studied (66%) were non-extended uniés. Whil
benefits of living in extended units were perceived by 50% of the women intervievsedibee
conceptualised more in terms of non-economic factors than the economic benefissezsligge
the literature, such as company this brings (mentioned by 34% of them), dasacraoral
support it brings (28%). This being said, 1 in 3 women in extended units mentioned that the
disadvantage of living with family and friends was the conflict that carityespecially
arguments over or provoked by children. Only 12% spoke of the potential economic leercefits
a further 9% in terms of the benefits from sharing reproductive activities.

In the extended households in the study there are on average more workers than inn&a-exte
households and a higher proportion have more than one worker (75% compared to only 39% of
non-extended households). In extended households too it is more likely that more than one
person dedicates themselves to household activities (34% compared to only 10% in non-extended
households). However, it is also the case that in 80% of extended households at least one
household member was characterised as doing 'nothing’, that is no particulty awetvi

assigned to them (compared to 19% in non-extended households). Thus it is not clear that
extension brings benefits in terms of widening the pool of productive and reproductivesnarker

all cases. This may also be the case because of the nature of extension.

The data suggests that extension of the unit is often via adult children (in approxboéteof
extended households there is an adult son and/or daughter) either bringing to the tmér apar
children. In the former scenario the extension potentially widens the pool of predwatikers

while the latter does not necessarily bring economic benefit to the househaodat daluilt

daughters living in the parental home with their child after having sepdratadheir partner or
having never lived with a partner represent 20% of all extended households (adult songare mor
likely to be living in the household with a partner than alone with children) and this non-
productive extension is further compounded by sons and daughters sending children to live with
their parents. Even when other adults (such as siblings or friends) are thoperiateal into the
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household, it is more likely that they will be female rather than male and ofgbepke 20% live
within the household with a child or children

Hence 'non-productive' extension accounts for a sizeable proportion of all caskesmady help
to explain the low perception that extension brings the economic benefits suggetsted b
literature. Moreover, if there are few opportunities to find productive work then exteren
signify a dilution of the available pool as it is distributed among more people thatatueyly
serve to increase rather than decrease vulnerability.

Employment and livelihood strategies

One important asset considered within the vulnerability framework is that of Jatdoich from

a livelihoods perspective suggests the need to consider not just if household membeaglhave p
employment but the nature of those income generation activities.

Women’s economic activities can be grouped into 4 main cateydee®nsion of the
reproductive role to the productive, or ‘domestic related’ activities sucleaser (37% of
women); Activities that are ‘sales related’ such as sellinglastdr cosmetics (29%); Activities
that are related to agriculture including cooking for agricultural workief%o); Semi-
professional activities or trades, such as policewoman or seamstress (Iv#%)hdre is no high
concentration in only one category at the general level. Considering the comlawuelit
however does reveal some degree of ‘clustering’ in both Dipilto and Managuaavieet&®0% of
women are engaged in one of the activities; in Dipilto in activities relategtitubiure and in
Managua in domestic related activities. In terms of the occupations of rade hest over a
third of the men (35%) work in agriculture related activities in generahigsday labourers.
Non-agricultural activities are varied but 4 activities account for a futtinel of the sample —
construction, vigilante, transport, and commerce — while the remainder coversse digeof
activities from maintaining swimming pools to working in a bar for example. Aideraion of
activity by community suggests agriculture to be important in the two rural cortiesuais
would be expected with a very high concentration (75%) in agriculture in Dipilto.

Thus Dipilto shows the highest dependence on one income source (agriculture) for both men and
women and while Managua offers diversity for men, in terms of women there appeass to be
clustering with over 50% engaged in domestic related activities. Given that 6186 of al
households rely on one income source then reliance within a community on one particular
activity is problematic in terms of livelihood possibilities for the householdsamibhat

community. However, a number of households receive resources from outside the household,
although not necessarily from outside the community.

In 28% of the households a person or persons who live outside the household contributes in either
cash or kind, and resources tend to flow between parents and children (40% of rescericed

are from parents and 17% from childrénYhis would suggest that the age of the women of the
household is important and significant differences do exist whereby more youngenwaaoh

older women receive resources from outside the household with the former recashngy c

goods from parents and the latter from children (see Graph 3.1). This suggestsitlat fa

networks are particularly important for the young and the old.

® In 28% of all extended households another femdilét és present and adult males are present in dBgases
® Only the activities of the ‘woman of the househaldt discussed here
" A further 17% received from expartners accounfisg 29% of receipts by female heads
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Social capital: Social networks

The idea of networks of reciprocity and exchange are once again within the develageredda
in the context of discussion of social capital. Levels of social capitabasedered to both
influence the ability to respond to crisis and to be indicative of an individual's vulngradil
crisis. To provide a focus for the question the women were asked about a pattisidgreriod
— the most difficult month in the past year.

The majority of women when asked named a month or series of months as being (B6i%ult
named June and July — the time of the study and a time of drought) however 18% responded that
all the months were difficult — suggesting a situation of permanent trigise reasons given for
why the month was so difficult tended to be economic in origin (56%) or events th&gdesul
economic loss such as drought (10%) or additional economic expenses such as illness in the
family (10%). An illness in the family means additional expenditure since tlwgitpaf
respondents have no health insurance (6% have some type of insurance and they tend to be
concentrated in Managua)Moreover, illness tends to be considered to be the responsibility of
women, as an extension of the ‘caring’ role they perform, and thus finding the noquey for
health related costs may be perceived as their responsibility also.s Paigicularly the case
since less than half the women interviewed (45%) said that the household had the money
available to pay related costs last time someone became ill in the famdysThot surprising
since national level statistics from the Social Audit reveal that averadjh lsests per episode
represent 21% of the cost of the basic basket of goods (CIET/CCER 2001). dtasting to

note that strategies adopted to pay for health related costs differed accondimywas ill, and
when it is the woman herself who is ill their actions to cover costs incurred nseehdo be
‘personal’ in the sense they do not include going to others and for example utilisiegdrpiag
money to buy medicine (9%) or buying medicines over time (4%).

lliness is not the only crisis encountered during the year as noted aboveedrofiorisis in
general only a minorityof women went to family for help and the majority of tiponsgs to the
reported ‘most difficult month’ while solving the short term crisis may have pessdgative
long term affects via the increase in vulnerability that reducing consumptitakiog out a loan
may bring (see Graph 3.2). What the responses suggest is that thereusiligédtion of
networks in crisis periods and responses seem to be either household or family eseduld
be read to suggest that low levels of ‘social capital’ exist — that networks arelh@dunded
and functioning. It could, however, also be read to suggest that existing stocks afauital
have become ‘exhausted’ — that is networks can no longer be utilised as they nounctyen f
through over use. This is supported by the fact that 19% of respondents said that during the
period of crisis identified they did ‘nothing’ about the situation, they perceiveadhstrategies
remained to confront the most recent ‘shock’.

Social Capital: Social organisation

Community organisation may be important in terms of understanding to what exterduat
and households can call on others for help during times of crisis since stocks lofauitah may
be built as a by-product of social interaction within a community, that is theifmstérinformal

& Only 4% said that no month was more difficult
In 16% of the households in the four communitiesre¢his at least one household member who suffers f
permanent illness (for which 43% receive no medattantion).
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horizontal links or relationships. However, the majority (71%) of those interviewenl agked
responded that people in the community do not help each other and the reason for the lack of
support between neighbours is generally perceived to be because of a ‘lackrafratyn(66%).

Those who identify community discussion spaces are more likely (44%) to think that the
community helps each other than those who do not identify such spaces (22%) even if they do not
participate in that space. The existence of discussion spaces may be ashmpargendering
feelings of community spirit as much, if not more so, than participation in thesessigance
participation may reveal problems within the spate®f those that identified a space where
discussion takes place more (47%) mentioned characteristics of the spacaimrexheir lack

of participation, such as that ‘the same people always decide’ or that ‘theyal@nihe into
account’, rather than personal characteristics such as the lack of timeqddeésider

characteristics that is that their partner participates rather team ({t2%). Moreover although at
least some women in each community suggested such spaces existed when askeid ‘ydere
discuss the problems of the community?’ 41% of the women responded that the community did
not organise itself to discuss problems, and a further 7% said that they did not know. Thus for
nearly half the women interviewed community organisation for ‘self-hglpbt a reality. It is
Managua that recognition of community discussion spaces is lowest and 81% of the sahe

the community did not meet to discuss its problems. In comparison the community ia Dipilt
only 6% of women did not identify a space where the community met to discuss itsymoble

The knowledge that a space for discussion exists is important in itsel&terifig feelings of
‘community spirit’ which includes notions such as trust and mutual support, both important
components of social capital. Moreover, the majority of women (74%) who know that people
meet to discuss community problems participate in these discussion thus sineggsoeial
relations and improving social capital networks.

Social Capital: Participation

A more ‘formalised’ social capital may arise from participation imaug or project, where
vertical links are established which can be called upon in times of crisis. Oppestiioi such
social capital formation appear to exist in the communities studied as 64% of womigredia
NGO or other expression of civil society as working to improve the situation in th@woity.

Overall 24 different organisations were identified by the women in the four comesusitidied

and while similar proportions of women identified organisations in three of the connesymt

the community in Managua only three organisations were identified, and only 7% of the wome
were able to identify an organisation (see Graph 3.3). Thus Managua demshsttiatew

levels of identification of organisations and low identification with those org@msat This

coupled with the low perception of community (self) organisation suggests the kioast of
organisational social capital exist in the community in the capital.

However, although there are in at least three of the communities a largermimdssonably
visible organisations operating, only 14% of women actually said that they peateidiin one of

19 \When asked who makes the decision in the spacatfidd, only 13% said that ‘all’ decide, 60% sththat
various persons made the decisions while 27% thahgh a few people in the community were the denisnakers.
In gender terms men are not perceived to domiratkeaision makers, rather those who decide arerhethand
women (73%).
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the organisations identifiet. When considering participation in projects it is usual to think in
two broad categories - practical and strategic reasons. The former suggesismen
participate in order to fulfil so called 'practical gender needs', tipatrigipation allows women
to better fulfil their socially assigned ‘female’ role via projectsftiais on nutrition or child
health care for example. In terms of strategic gender interests, finissdearticipation that is
based on a analysis of gender roles and a desire to change or to improve tbe siktate
generally strategic participation stems from ‘political’ commmti®r change and practical
participation stems from the possibilities for material gain.

When the women who were participating were asked why they did so the majority (67%)
responded with what may be termed a ‘practical’ rationale - to obtain resouervices.

While significant differences do exist between communities with highelslev@articipation

for practical reasons in Ledn and Dipilto (83% and 72% respectively) compared l{d st
these may be related to the nature of the projects rather than a differendeak pat se. More
female heads said they participated for strategic reasons (53%) than dih wdim live with a
male partner (22%) and although not statistically significant, of the very isumaber of younger
women who patrticipate in a project all of them state that they participapeactical reasons
compared to a third of women older than 25 years of age.

Whether women patrticipate or not will depend to a large extent on the perceiveitshmrtaat
participation. Interestingly when asked about benefits both personal and for tlye7fanof the
women said that they did not perceive any benefit at this level from theuipation -
suggesting for a small minority participation is a purely altruistitvidg. However the majority
perceive that their family at least benefits from their participatiowdy of material resources
(31%), food (21%) and services (21%) - that is in practical terms. In respotgeduestion
‘and you personally, what benefits do you gain from participation?' more thahéalbmen
(57%) did not identify any personal benefit from their participation (see graphi@ate of
those who did identify a benefit in contrast to perceived familial benefits padised benefit
in strategic than practical terms (28% compared to 15%). Once again thaaistres of the
women influence perception of the benefits that participation bring. More female theaot
feel they benefit personally from participation (64%) than do women who live wiidle
partner (52%).

Thus the reasons why women do and do not participate in the organisations and projebls avai
in the communities are not easy to understand. What does appear clear is thatlitiswoohen
themselves who benefit personally from their participation but rather beaedige to the

family. While the family may gain in material terms, the fact that wodwenot perceive
themselves to benefit personally is important in terms of the suggested ‘by-pm@iduct’
participation, that is improved stocks of social capital or a greater abilityavo @ social

relations, both horizontal and vertical, in times of need. The findings suggest that'eome
participation in projects is not necessarily strengthening their stockeiaf sapital or at least

not perceived as such, merely improving the actual material situation of atlieeshiousehold.

This lack of personal gain from participation may account for the low levels afipation in
the projects that are available. Other factors that may be assumed paltmipation such as
the fact that the woman is engaged in income generating activities do not ippfeat

1 Care must be taken in the analysis of participesince numbers are very low. Moreover, the exgigriow
participation rates registered in Managua meartsttiaall not from now on be included in the analys
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influence the decision to participate. When asked specifically what neepgrdblems that

women faced in terms of participating in a project only 14% of the women mentionedqk,

the majority of the women (60%) suggested that domestic responsibilitiesdlitheir ability to
participate in projects. A significant minority of women (14%) mentioned that tireobatacle

to their participation in a project was men, that is that men do not like 'their' womtierppting.
Moreover, when asked if women’s participation in projects provoked problems betweeamwom
and their partners 40% of the women said that this was the case and of them 44% suggested
women had no option in this case but to leave the project. This suggests that gender roles and
relations interact in determining who participates in, and benefits from, intememkesigned to
increase the well being of a community.

Summary

Considering the assets contained within the vulnerability framework the fsdugpest that as a
basis for instigating survival strategies the resources available to @eepimited. In terms of
family relations, while a number of women do live within extended households, oneystrateg
suggested by the literature as a means of improving the economic positiong fexnexr

benefits appear to accrue from this extension. This is largely due to thlediitte additional
members of the household are non-productive which in part stems from the lack of enmployme
opportunities in the communities. The lack of opportunities also impacts on the livelihoods and
livelihood strategies of the households as diversification of sources of incorffecidtdd

achieve. ltis in such situations of economic crisis that networks of recipamttgxchange
become even more important. However, the findings would suggest that outside of lpe fami
wider community networks appear to be either little utilised or exhausted andeoutsi
interventions which may be assumed to take on particular importance in this copiest & be
little used, not least since the perceived benefits from women’s partici@gdpear to be low.
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Section Four: Gendered Sites of Poverty

How poverty is experienced by women varies over space and time. Povertyrisrecq

within different sites or spaces and thus at different levels, society inaj@mpublic spaces
such as labour markets and political processes, the community in terms of sogahder
norms, and the household. These sites also interact with each other to reinforce ttygtgove
can in fact set up contradictory processes and mechanisms. A number of theme sitav
considered below and how they influence women’s poverty in its diversity. loypartwo

sites of poverty will be considered which more recently have assumed gpeatante given
their prominence within the government’s PRSP that is the employment, heidecetvia
discussion of the labour market, and education, conceptualised here as an impoghnt soci
institution and site of gendered socialisation. Additionally the household as an imbhgdeaf
women’s poverty will be explored, and the need to include considerations of households in
policies that aim to reduce poverty addressed.

The labour market

The central focus of poverty reduction strategies across the globe has not chanigedigliybs
since the Modernisation thesis of development and the assumption remains that egomwthic
can lead to development and poverty reduction. More specifically in terms of peadarttion

the need for job creation, or labour intensive economic growth, has been accepted. Hineever
impact that job creation has on poverty is not altogether clear, since structuaalexbstay also
exist which hinder individuals or groups of individuals from accessing the opportundasdr

The perceived need to create income-generating opportunities is not erroneousy,hsineye

when asked what possibilities existed for income generation in the comratinéimajority of

the women (88%) answered ‘none’. This may be assumed to help account for the fact that of the
women interviewed when asked directly ‘do you work?’ only a third (36%) identifiedstblees

as ‘workers’*? However, this cannot alone explain the situation. Considering those women who
do not identify themselves as working, when asked why they were not involved in some sort of
income generating activity 28% did name the lack of opportunities as the reasorveldare

the majority even if opportunities existed other factors would limit theirgyaation since 47%

stated they did not ‘work’ because of reproductive work responsibilities and the caeehoine

and the children and 6% because their partners would not permit them to. Thug sociall
constructed norms around gender roles and responsibilities serve to limit vgdatenir force
participation.

Moreover gender norms also serve to make invisible the productive work women do. When
asked about specific income generating activities of those women who said ytditithet

work, 30% responded that at times they took in washing and ironing and 28% that at times they
cooked food for sale. These income-generating activities are not conceptusigad decause

of their relation to the domestic or non-productive sphere. Other activities agentfied as
‘productive’ since they do not directly generate an income. For example, of thtbdarwd 20%
actually named themselves as the person responsible for that land. That theyisio marna
themselves as a ‘worker’ maybe linked to the fact that production is for home corsuropti

that they are not responsible for the sale of the crop and thus do not receive the inecthye di

This is supported by the fact that of those who worked in the harvest 34% stated that they did not

12 Since the concept of ‘work’ can include both refretive and productive activities it is importaatriote that only
4% of the self identified workers were engagedeiproductive activities alone.
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receive an income but that the man collected the wage for the ‘famibvetkr, this is not to

say that men do not value women's productive work. In fact among those women wleose mal
partner was also interviewed, around a third of the men disagreed with their partner
conceptualisation of her activities; while the women stated she did not ‘workalepartner

said that she did.

Thus while women are often conceptualised as not being involved in income generatitigsacti
by official agencies, this is in part due to the fact that they themselvesdofteot conceptualise
their income generating activities as ‘work’. This is important sinceipslimay be formulated
on the basis of ‘spare’ female labour, that women are free to become involved in income
generating activities, when in reality they are already generataagries. Initiatives that do not
take account of the real situation could result in bottlenecks or such initiatives couiddieeet
negative effects on established local economies and survival strategies.

Considering the women who do self-identify as being engaged in income genaciivities
while geographical differences exist they are not the most important.faCkaracteristics of
women also influence their involvement in the labour force most notably life-coutsesfac
Thus more women over 25 years of age, more of those whose eldest child isteeateyears
old and more women heads are involved in productive work (45% of female heads work
compared to 32% of women who live with a male partner). However, female heads in
themselves are more likely to be older and to have older children than are womewewtithlia
male partner. The fact that labour force participation rates are also higbeg those women
who presently live with a man but have experienced living alone (43% work) compared to those
who have never lived alone (26%) suggests female headship as an important faetiong Cre
work opportunities in itself will not lead to these openings being filled unless stiodsi are
taken into account, especially if a young female labour force is required dnsd case socially
prescribed gender roles and relations will have to be considered.

The labour market then is very much a gendered site. While ensuring that inconagiggner
opportunities exist and new opportunities are created is important it would apgearitself,

alone, it is not sufficient to improve the position of women in relation to paid employmem. Eve
when opportunities are perceived to exist women's reproductive activities &appeasent a
structural obstacle to taking up these opportunities. This arises from, and is reprodtieed b
fact that women conceptualise themselves and are conceptualised as non-wepktrshae
activities both reproductive and productive they perform. Such conceptualisationseste
ingrained gender norms that are reproduced in the household but socialised both within and
outside the home.

Social systems and institutions

While social and gender norms are learned over different sites and spacdsea olusites are
particularly important in the early years of life in socialising chilgithe home and school.
Indeed education is considered to be of fundamental importance for the development of both
individuals and societies. Even within narrow economic growth models of development
investment in ‘human capital’, that is health and education, is deemed important f@vimgpr

the capacity and efficiency of the labour force. The government’'s PR&Bestithe need to
invest in education for this productive end. Such a focus may not be erroneous since in the
communities studied those women who are illiterate are more likely both toyeeticai few job
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opportunities exist and less likely to be involved in income generating actiVittidswever,
education and schools impart more than just practical work skills they sociafsearbgirls
around how to be men and women and thus are worthy of some examination.

The great majority of the women interviewed agree with the government'sgtien around the
importance of education for both boys and girls. However the reasons given fedudgtion is
important are interesting and very few women mentioned explicitly that itnayasrtant for
children to get a good education for reasons associated with work — 6% gave thigasdhe r
why education was important for boys and 5% in terms of girls. Even groupirtheotfee 3
categories that share a common idea that education brings with it behefitdp not account for
even half the responses. In fact the single largest response categorytde#isatdhe fact that
education ‘brings’ something to life but rather what it ‘prevents’ from happd&sa® Graphs 4.1
and 4.2). That is 52% of the women when asked why education was important for boys
responded that is was important in order to ensure they did not grow up to be delinquents. This
category remains the largest (34%) when girls are considered déspitet that other elements
are seen to be important by the women interviewed in this case. In terms,a34fidl of the
women interviewed mentioned factors related to gender roles and relations — 11%matenti
stereotypical ideals of woman hood such as learning to be better mothers and houshives
23% suggested education is important for girls in order that they can ‘defendetiiesns

The idea of defending oneself may cover both the beneficial and preventiors agpshication
mentioned above, rather than contrasting with them. For example, a woman in Dip#toeckpl
that education is important for boys because “there exists a lot of violence as{] dndjin
terms of girls she considered it important that they “don’t have ‘bad thoughtgeaimavolved in
prostitution.” In Esteli the idea of whom one needs to defend oneself against wadeaaldg c
one respondent noting that education is important for girls because “you have to lothkeafte
more so that a man does not fool them and leave them pregnant’

In order to understand a little more the gendered situation the women were asked what
characteristics they thought were important for boys and girls to learowoup ‘good’ men and
women (see Graph 4.3). Considering only those categories of response common tosoth boy
and girls, once again ideas around work, and the idea of ‘learning to work’ have a low
importance, however getting a ‘good job’ was mentioned more frequently. Beantpaead
and write was also highly valued, however, gender differences do exist, aentsmimade by
the women interviewed suggest that while boys should ‘study’ it is important givdtesarns at
least to write her name. The biggest response category however for botimth@ydsaremains
‘moral’ factors — to have few vices, to be respectful etc. Including gepaeific responses
changes the situation slightly and the relative importance of learning tgdmaousewife
takes precedence over all categories apart from ‘moral’ attribotegris.

The value of education and what it brings is again highlighted as differing foabadygirls in

the following rationalisation: Boys should: “Get a good education, learn to work setbat

they grow up they won't starve” while girls should: “Learn how to keep a honteaswhen

they grow up there will be no room for criticism.” The differences arenaliged and rational

as the response of a women in Dipilto demonstrates: “It is different in thédeity you have to
learn to wash and cook: this is how a woman gets on”. However, literacy is still esue
“Women should learn to wash, cook and read so they’ll be fooled by no one.” The interrelation

13 While 42% of literate women are working only 22%ltiterate women work.
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between education and the benefits this brings in terms of defending onesetiraaa ave
made clear by the following reasoning presented by a respondent in Esetiuse when you
know how to read and write, you are going to learn to work and no one can fool you”

In general education is conceived of not in terms of its 'positive’ outcomes but snoferm
preventing ‘negative’ outcomes. A general reading shows that the vatimolirgg lies in the
'moral’ rather than 'productive' realm - that boys and girls grow upetcespectful, responsible
adults. Moreover, the importance of education as an element of what makes a ‘good' man or
woman is not as obvious as other, gender stereotypical, attributes. In terms of, wdoeation

is conceptualised as important in order for a woman not to be ‘fooled' by men, to ‘defend’
themselves. This is interesting as in part it includes the ability to look afteelbheancially -

to be able to perform income-generating activities. However, on the other hand ithgrennuer
stereotypes still present '‘good women' as those who are good housekeepers.

Households

As discussed above the household is an important site of women’s poverty in that household
headship and structure may influence not only relative poverty, but also how that poverty is
experienced. The majority of women in the communities live with a male partnesediady
constructed ‘head’ of household — and within this group nuclear households predominate. Within
male-headed units the probability of the woman of the household (a female ‘pdréneg)

engaged in productive work is lower than for women who head their own households. Thus
women who live with men are more likely to be dependent rather than independent in economic
terms and the male income assumes great significance in understandirtg aodevell being.

Of the women with male partners interviewed 57% stated that their mabepgines all the

money they earn to the household 'pot’ and a further 29% said that the man contribugeallnearl
his income, keeping a little for personal expenses. However, the remaining 14$vmehwaid

that their male partner contributed half or less than half their wages to thdblous€hat is in

within 1 in 10 households woman and children may be living in ‘secondary poverty’. Moreover,
comparing the responses of those male partners interviewed, while 2 in 10 raenhstpt
contributed more than that supposed by their partners, the declared contribution ahtimelnn

10 cases was actually less than that supposed by their female partner.

It could be the case however that the income withheld is compensated for bsnthgseaf

others. The activity of the man’s female partner is significant here ami 'eomen who do not
identify themselves as working (10%) stated their male partner withheldrhalére than half of
their incomes compared to working women (22%). Significant differences asdoreterms of
household structure and a lower proportion of women in nuclear households reported that their
partner withheld money (9%) than in extended households (32%) a fact which is not edluenc
by women’s work. It may be the case thus that in nuclear households the womengseae
considered by men as, rather than complementing their earnings, substdutimeni while in
extended units the men see other people/incomes within the unit as substituting focdnee.

What the two findings suggest is that when other people work within a household it does not
automatically mean the household becomes better off economically, but mdly atayan the

same financial position as men withhold the equivalent earnings from their ows. wHgs

negates the supposed benefits gained from living with other family and friertds, ttt&pooling

of resources and sharing of joint costs (see above). This also suggestdetmaayitbe gained in
terms of economic well being within the household through women’s entry into the labour force.
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A consideration of expenditure highlights this ‘compensation’ effect furthiee aVerage

amount spent on food by the households in the study was C$256.53 per week but this varies
between households and highest per capita food expenditure was reported by nucleardsousehol
(see Table 1). The equivalent female —headed units (non-extended households) spend the
equivalent of 95% of per capita food expenditure in nuclear households. Thus no significant
differences exist based on headship. However, household structure is sigaridamong
male-headed extended households food expenditure per capita falls to 90% of that in nuclear
households and for female-headed extended households only 77%. However, in terms of how
expenditure on food translates into food sufficiency the results suggest ijsssdtle to

assume the greater per capita expenditure on food, leads to greater food syffari@abhéeast in

terms of the perceptions of the women who have the responsibility to feed the household. While
per capita expenditure on food in female-headed extended households was silyribwent

than that in nuclear households more actually perceive there was sufficienbifoloel f

household (77% compared to 52%).

Thus household composition, household headship, and gender roles and responsibilities interact
to determine the extent to which the household's basic needs such as food aé. skitisfi
problematic then to assume that if sufficient income is earned to buy a bagketisfadequate

for the household then the household's basic needs will be fulfilled since the household may be a
site of unequal power relations and inequality that adds to poverty rather than dimiitishing

One factor that the literature suggests to be important in determiningdtieaelecision making
power of women and men is valuation of the contribution each makes to the household (see
Bradshaw 2001 for more in-depth discussion). One important determinant is income &iatl to w
extent a person contributes economically to the household. A significant relatioxistsp e

between women’s work and perceptions of contribution in that more women who not work (69%)
suggest that it is the man who makes the most important contribution to the household, while
only 38% of women workers perceive this to be the case. Moreover, despite the fact cther non
economic factors, such as social norms may influence notions of contribution aargnifi
relationship also exists between work and decision making. More women who identify
themselves as working named themselves as the decision maker, or suggesisibatmaking

is a joint activity (see Graph 4.4). This suggests that income contribution to the housekold doe
have an important role to play in determining relative decision making power for botarde
women and those women who do not work are more likely to perceive of the man as both the
main contributor to the household and the main decision maker and thus have limited autonomy
within the household.

However, attempting to gain a better position in the decision making process makide a
expense of greater conflict within the household between men and women. Indeed a
consideration of the opinion of women, compared to those of their male partners, shows
disagreement in at least half the cases, for example of the women who sugg#st deaking is

a joint process, half of their male partners named themselves as the satmdraiser. Of the
women who live with a male partner, 69% suggested that decisions about how money was used
in general terms should be joint decisions. However, as noted above one of the fad®rs tha
considered to most lead to arguments and conflict with a household are ‘economic pgroblems
More of those women who think that decisions about money and work should be jointly taken
also perceive that conflict stems from economic problems. Thus economic wgjl(gesater
decision making power) is only improved at the expense of social well beingefdeaettis of
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conflict) which reinforces the idea that what female heads lack in termsmdmec well being is
compensated for in non-economic terms; the lack of conflict and violence or tigithidy’ of
life as a female head.

While life as a female head is perceived to be hard, at least half of all thenvot@rviwed do
perceive benefits to arise from living without a male partner. In geinerélenefits are seen to
centre on non-economic well-being factors — life is more peaceful (49%3 thatan has more
control over her life / nobody tells her what to do (25%) or that while difficult todigae, it is
better to live alone than with a ‘bad’ man (26%). However, problems are eastifiaide and
the main categories are that there are problems in terms of the rest ahtihermity or social
stigma attached to female headship (9%), that it is more difficult fohildren (28%) and the
economic problems that female headship brings (48% - the remainder of the womienedent
all three categories). These perceived negative aspects of fenagaipeaay help to explain
why only 35% of the women interviewed felt that a woman can survive as easitydione
without a man as when living with a male parttferlt is hardly surprising that more women
who have never lived alone as a female head feel it is not feasible (22%) thanhbdszve
experienced living as such (12%) or those presently living in this situation (2%)tn this may
help account for why higher proportions of younger women responded that women cannot
survive alone (30% compared to only 9% of 34 — 60 year olds).

Summary

What the findings suggest is that the three ‘sites’ or spaces interact altlotbar to produce
and reproduce gender roles and relations that influence women'’s relative well béie labour
market is a gendered space, not only in terms of what activities women pbdbommterms of
how their work is conceptualised and how employment is perceived. The structusalesbdiat
particular groups of women (especially young women) encounter appear th&eep t
engagement in productive activities low and may mean that the mere creation of jdhrapesr
is not sufficient to ensure their entry into the labour force. Plans to increasedoetpiity of
the labour force, via education, are also not wrong but may be misguided in the setiss/ that
take little account of the contradictions inherent in the socialisation protbesh boys and girls
and the contradictions inherent in plans to ‘educate’ girls need also be considetatian to
the fact that social institutions such as schools may reinforce concepioasis# women as
carers and wives rather than as workers.

Competing messages transmitted around women'’s roles and responsibilities fine &itiom
households as sites of socialisation, production, reproduction, and consumption. While
households generally lie outside the remit of government’s and planners, whahgonsile
households may effect and be affected by their actions. Moreover, when cogsidamen’s
relative well being power relations within households can in fact negate ifségafned from
education or employment for women. While women’s income generation maygmeat
greater voice within decision making processes at the same time thissuby e more conflict
within the household, and actually result in little in terms of material gain fdrahgsehold as
this income substitutes for, rather than complementing the main income earcedd&®g
poverty within male-headed households should be a real concern for policy makeit since
suggests that job creation, women’s and young people’s increased participatiolalbotite
force, does not necessarily reduce poverty or increase well being overall.

%t is interesting to note that while women aregeéred as being able to survive, albeit with diffty, the majority
of women do not think this is the case for men @#%6) believe men cannot survive alone without anan.
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Section Five: Conclusions and Recommendations

Overall the findings highlight that how women, households, and indeed communitiesgec@eri
poverty differs depending on the characteristics of each. This suggests theseito move

away from the idea that relative deprivations can be quantified and added togtiostide a

rank of the most ‘needy’ to focus instead on the different ways that people and groups of people
experience poverty. Differences between people and groups of people were identified on a
number of levels based on location, household composition and individual characteristics.

Different experiences of poverty over space
The research demonstrates that differences do exist between rural and wabarHansever, it
also demonstrates that some differences that might be assumed to exist do not

* Household composition

While it is generally assumed that female headship is an urban phenomenon nmasignifi
differences exist between the rural and urban communities of the study snaehousehold
headship. Similarly the proportions of extended and non-extended households found in each of
the communities are roughly equal.

« Insecurity and violence

All communities demonstrated high levels of insecurity, however the reasohssforsecurity
varied according to location. In rural areas insecurity in the face of ‘figtweats is
pronounced, while in urban areas insecurity stems more from fear of delinqurehgsirays.
This being said the community in Le6n demonstrates that gangs are not only an urban
phenomenon.

e Economic vulnerability

The lack of a fixed source of income is more pronounced in rural than urban areas,les/enay
been expected given the nature of, and reliance on agricultural employntenfomer.
However occupational concentration is not only a rural phenomenon and in the community
studied in Managua there is a degree of occupational clustering in domestic work.

» Satisfaction of basic needs

The extent to which households reported that they had sufficient food the previous week vari
significantly by community. The fact that in Esteli the highest proportion®wfem reported
insufficient food and the lowest proportions in Managua highlights the dangersevéligng
phenomenon as a rural or urban issue.

e Social capital
The community in Managua demonstrates strikingly lower levels of orgamabsocial capital
compared to the other communities in the study.

e Social well being

While high levels of violence within households was reported across all the conamtimii was
highest in rural compared to urban areas. The perceived causes of violence are not, howeve
generalisable across all communities, much less the causes of arganteatsflict.

What the findings suggest is that while there may be shared issues or concerns in rural and
urban areas that need to be addressed, considering causes rather than symptoms highlights
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diversity once again and there is a need to take into account differences both between and within
areas.

Different experiences of poverty between and within households

The research sought to consider differences between households, focussing in pamticular
differences between male-headed households and those in which a woman lives alon@awithout
male partner. The research findings challenge to some extent the idealefteaded

households as the ‘poorest of the poor’:

e Economic vulnerability

Compared to male-headed households higher proportions of households headed by women at the
time of the research reported that no one in the household had employment and higher
proportions also suffered from a lack of a fixed income source. However, highertpmopor

women heads work compared to women who live with a male partner. Thus female heads may
experience economic vulnerability as the lack of a regular source of inconte ywannen who

live with a male partner are economically vulnerable given their dependenacaalr ancome.

» Satisfaction of basic needs

While female-headed households may suffer from a lack of fixed income tisi;mdbianslate
into food insufficiency and per capita food expenditure does not vary significantly bgtiobdis
headship. This may in part stem from secondary poverty experienced by watmenmuéle-
headed units as 1 in 10 men withhold more than half their income for personal consumption.

e Social capital

No significant differences in social capital stocks, neither via networlecgfrocity and
exchange nor related to organisation/participation, exist in terms of headshigvétpwhen
considering the benefits, as perceived by the women themselves, that pentidipags
differences are discernible and fewer women heads perceive that thresethes benefit
personally (as opposed to family benefit) from their participation in projects.

e Social well being

While the findings somewhat question popular notions that living as a female headabtimigs
declines in economic well being, gains in social well being through femalisiipavere

recognised by the respondents, most importantly freedom from violence arulith¢caassume
control within the households. In contrast in male-headed households the findings suggest that
trade-off may exist between gains in women’s economic well being and iossecial well

being, as while women’s involvement in income generating activities nay t#lem a voice

within decisions making processes it may also lead to greater conflict hortine.

The research suggests the need to focus on differences in how deprivation and well being are
experienced by women heads relative to women who live with a male partner rather than making
assumptions about their relative economic poverty.

Different experiences of poverty over time

While community and household characteristics are important personal chistiastef women
also influence their experiences of deprivation and well being, most impotigntpurse
factors. In particular the research highlights that differencess leetween women based on age
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as it interacts with other factors such as familial responsibilitiesarticplar young women
(under 25 years of age) suggest themselves as distinct from other women:

» Economic vulnerability

Young women are less likely to be engaged in income generating activities andffiius s
economic vulnerability through economic dependence. In turn they have little na@ieeision-
making processes. This economic dependence may help to explain why few yousrg wom
perceive that it is possible to survive alone without a male partner.

e Social capital

Young women are more likely to receive support, either in cash or kind, from outside the
household. However, rather than reducing economic dependence this may actually compound it
given that in general resources flow to them from their parents. Low prap®df young

women are investing in building stocks of social capital in other forms, and fawipets in

projects in the community. Those that do participate conceptualise thisgaditicionly in

terms of the material gains it can bring.

» Social well being

While older women highlight economic problems/poverty as having important sadidieing
implications, in terms of increasing conflict and arguments in the home, this dasgspeat to
be the case for younger women. Instead conceptualisations of the causescifteadflio focus
on their and their partners behaviour, gossip and jealousy, that is social ratheoti@miec
factors.

The findings suggest the need to take into account generational differences alongside gender
differences, as how well being and deprivation is experienced may be determined atdesdst i
by age and life-course factors.

Summary of key findings and policy recommendations
Accepting that differences exist between communities, households and womesetreh
highlights a number of areas of importance within current poverty debates.

* Household composition

One strategy highlighted by the literature as important in situations of ecowoimerability is

that of the extension of households to include wider kin or friends, allowing income pooling and
the reduction of ‘overheads’. However, the research suggests that rather thanngigirevi

ability of households to satisfy basic needs the extension of households may artilnedt

dilute available resources since extension may be ‘non-productive’ rathgudtentially
productive. The functioning of extended households, however, suggests itself as an area for
further research since the findings around how this affects well being in woleoric and

social terms are not altogether clear. The research does suggest thabuled$esmale

headship and what this means in terms of relative well being need to be reexkamce
women's increased control of resources may bring positive benefits in ternteofwusehold
well being.

Policy makers should take into account the existence of ‘non-traditional’ households and accept
them as distinct from nuclear household in terms of their functioning and the well being factors
that most affect them.

* Insecurity and violence
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While for practitioners and academics insecurity is increasingly lmeingeptualised in terms of
the threat of physical violence posed by other people within the context of the 'gaing cul
imported from the USA, environmental ‘threat’ in the form of slow onset localisédagid

onset national level ‘disasters’ influence the well being of communitiegcunsgy is not only
multidimensional but also multisectoral. Thus it is not only an external factorsrdade

insecurity but internal factors also, most notably those based on power relatitins wi
households such as conflict and intra-familial violence. As the research firstiggsst violence
within the home is linked to wider socio-economic processes as such, it should be considered
within the development agenda.

Insecurity and violence in all its manifestations need to be central within plans anelspblat
seek to improve peoples well being.

* Economic vulnerability

Economic vulnerability may be reduced when there exists a diverse incomenliasas of both
number and nature of income generating activities. Thus women’s engagement in income
generating activities may be seen as a positive factor in this contexeveiQuhe research
suggests that creating opportunities for women’s employment is not suffficia context where
social norms at least in part determine gender roles and cast women asspossible for the
home and children thus limiting their ability to take up paid employment. Moredeear®s to
increase the productivity of the work force, while not erroneous, need to accegthbals are
seen to impart more than just practical work skills but are considered importsfosi
socialising ‘acceptable’ male/female behaviour and thus messages natriagictory and
conflicting. Finally, while it is generally assumed that women'’s involvenmethite labour force
will improve the overall economic well being of the household the research sudgeskss is
far from guaranteed, and the assumed direct link between employment ang pehection is
questioned. Women’s employment may actually substitute for, rather than canpleale
earnings since male withholding of income is more prevalent among households where wom
are working. The fact that it is among these households also that higher propopah#o
insufficiency suggests that while women’s work may be a response to ecamexassity, it does
not necessarily improve the overall economic situation.

Policy makers need to ensure that structural obstacles to women’s employmewckkae in
order to ensure their access to existing and future employment opportunities and that the
demands of potential employers (for example for a young work force) can be met.

The contradictions that arise through women’s employment, not least within the home, need to be
accepted and considered as a policy issue. In particular until the issue of secondary poverty is
addressed it must be accepted that women’s employment may result in little overathiec

gain in household well being.

» Satisfaction of basic needs

The research highlights a household’s capacity to cover its basic needslatiite ezonomic
vulnerability, is not an adequate measure of to what extent those needs arg coteadd.
Income availability, for example is not a direct, determinant factors indoffitiency. Nor does
a lower per capita expenditure on food necessarily mean that household membefsmiiffer
insufficiency, since distributional factors also come into play.
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Official poverty discourses should include consideration of resource use and distribukion wi
households rather than assume the existence of adequate resources translates intiontet fulfi
of basic needs.

e Social capital

While the importance of social capital is increasingly being highlightddmihe poverty
context, the research suggests that on a practical level the networks anudestrinat produce
and reproduce social capital may be exhausted. The situation of permanent or deducnisla
may help to explain the under utilisation of wider networks and the perceived laaohunity
spirit’. However, at the same time the mere existence of community caganiappears to
impact positively on feelings of community self help. This being said developntentantions
do not appear to have the same positive outcome in practical or strategic téearst, \@hen
women’s perceptions of personal benefit from participation are considered.

The challenge to policy makers is to find means of fostering existing organisational social
capital.

At the same time, projects need to consider carefully the role of women to ensure thet they
not included merely as service providers accruing little real personal gain from thei
participation.

e Social well being

The research suggests that on one hand economic well-being interacts and infahwgedioci
being. Aspirations for the future, for example, are significantly relateddnomic vulnerability
in the present. On the other hand there may also be a trade off between economi@bwelsoci
being, in the sense that improvements in one may be at the expense of the other. Women'’s
greater involvement in the decision making processes within the household, via theimrerdlve
in income generating activities may be such as case as such gains magdstsvid increased
conflict. Similarly while female headship may bring social well beiaigg there may be costs
in terms of economic vulnerability. However, not only do economic and social well being
interact, but they may be experienced in different ways. That is for féreatks economic
deprivation stems from the lack of resources available to the household, while womeévewho |
with men may have a wider resource base but limited control over these essdlltonately
female heads are not substantially worse off than women who live with a ntalerplaut they
experience well being and deprivation differently. Similarly while tone women economic
vulnerability is experienced via their engagement in the labour force, young womdsema
vulnerable because of their effective exclusion from the labour force and tbeareic
dependence on others.

Policy makers should accept that female household headship does bring some advantages in
terms of social well being, not least women’s greater control over available resousoesng
women heads then improving access to resources should be the key policy issue.

In terms of women within male-headed households, while access to resources remains an
important issue, control over household assets is perhaps the key policy issue that needs to be
tackled.

Life course factors need also be considered within in any discussion of poverty, and young
women appear to be a group that demands particular and specific policy initiatives.
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Ultimately, the research highlights that not all women experience pawvettg same way, and
any gender analysis must take into account not only differences between memaerd Wut
between women. Moreover narrow conceptualisations of poverty cannot adequatetyagbla
understand these differences and broader ideas of deprivation and well being, botheandom
social need to be adopted if the real causes of poverty are to be tackled. This seod&hend

a policy shift away from macro level planning to local level initiatives ¢ha better respond to
diverse experiences of poverty as lived by communities, households, men and women.
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