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Abstract This paper examines the occurrence and impact
of gender discrimination in access to production resources on
the income, productivity, and technical efficiency of farmers.
Through an empirical investigation of farmers from Kous-
sin-Lél¢, a semi-collective irrigated rice scheme in central
Benin, we find that female rice farmers are particularly dis-
criminated against with regard to scheme membership and
access to land and equipment, resulting in significant nega-
tive impacts on their productivity and income. Although
women have lower productivity, they are as technically
efficient as men. The findings suggest that there is consid-
erable scope for improving the productivity of women
through increasing their access to production resources.

Keywords Gender - Productivity - Technical efficiency -
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Introduction

For the majority of developing countries, women play an
important role in agricultural production in general and in
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rice production in particular (Carney 1993; Dey 1984,
1981, 1982). It is reported that women contribute up to
about 60% of agricultural production, 80% of food crop
production and participate in more than 60% of rice pro-
duction operations, processing, and marketing (CTA 2002).

Nevertheless, despite the important role of women in
agriculture, their access and control of capital resources
such as land is limited (Saito 2004). Even in those situa-
tions where women have access to production resources,
they do not have full control over their use because men
dominate any decision-making (Quisumbing 1996). For
example, in the largely patriarchal society of Benin,
women have limited access to land due to discriminatory
laws and inheritance rights (Kidane et al. 2006; Dijoux
2002; Sohinto 2001; Honlonkou 1994; Biaou 1993, 1991).
Although recent data are not available, Kidane et al. (2006)
observes that in Benin the average size of men’s land
holdings was 1.76 ha in 1976, while that of women’s was
only 0.98 ha.

Such disparities are a cause of concern to development
practitioners. In acknowledgement of the role of women in
development, gender equity has been included as an
important component of the “millennium development
goals” (MDG). In conformity with the MDG, national
policies have been formulated to reduce the current gender
disparities by encouraging access to resources through
increased participation by women in economic, political,
and social-cultural development.

Rice is an important crop in West Africa and it is an
important source of income and food for producers. In
Benin, rice is believed to be one of the crops that have
significantly contributed to food security and poverty
reduction (Ahoyo 1996; Houndékon 1996; Kpobli 2000;
Adégbola and Sodjinou 2003). However, any pro-poor
policies that aim at reducing poverty through agriculture,
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particularly rice production, will not achieve their intended
objectives if they fail to address the current inequalities in
access to production resources between men and women.

The development of irrigated rice schemes managed
collectively by groups of smallholder farmers is one
strategy that governments have used to both increase
smallholder farmers’ access to production resources and
reduce gender inequality. This strategy is consistent with
the “gender and development approaches” (GAP), which
may involve the use of collective action groups and which
are strategic tools for transforming the social relations
between men and women and between other social cate-
gories toward equality of rights and duties, social status,
power, and responsibilities (Reeves and Baden 2000).
Besides seeking to change existing gender roles and rela-
tions, the strategic goal of the GAP is to harmonize social
relations and reduce inequalities for an equitable and sus-
tainable development (Lambrou 2005; Juteau 2000; ICRA
1999; Quisumbing 1996; Boserup 1983).

However, unless they avoid replicating inequalities that
exist in their communities, women will reap limited ben-
efits from collective action groups. Indeed, as observed by
Pandolfelli et al. (2007b), collective action programs that
fail to address gender, or that target women as beneficiaries
without a clear understanding of gender relations within the
community, risk being ineffective and further disempow-
ering women. Pandolfelli et al. (2007a) further observe that
the complexity of both gender and collective action means
that even if development practitioners, policymakers, and
local stakeholders are genuinely interested in using col-
lective action groups to reduce poverty and foster gender
equity, favorable outcomes are not automatic.

The Koussin-Lélé irrigation scheme of Benin is an
example of a collective action group. The scheme was
established in 1969 by the Chinese mission in Benin to
promote rice production and contribute to the development
of the region. The scheme was managed for its first quarter
century (1969-1994) as a collective. But, since 1995
farmers have adopted an organizational system of indi-
vidual ownership and management of plots, while still
retaining the collective management of the production
materials and equipments. The scheme has been charac-
terized by discrimination against women since its
establishment in 1969. For example, only 16% of the
members of the scheme are currently women, while their
average land holding is a third that of the men (Kinking-
ninhoun-Médagbé 2003). The inequalities in access to land
and equipment between men and women negatively affect
the productivity of women farmers.

The principal objective of this paper is to examine the
effect of gender discrimination in access to production
resources among farmers from the Koussin-LéI€ rice
scheme. More specifically, the paper analyzes the effect of
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gender inequality in access to land and equipment on
productivity, income, and technical efficiency.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section
“Methods and procedures” provides a brief description of
the methodology used in the paper. The results of the
analysis are detailed in section “Results”, in which we
describe the inequalities in access to land and use of
equipment as well as their impact on the income, produc-
tivity, and technical efficiency of farmers. We discuss these
results in section “Discussion” and offer conclusions and
recommendations in section “Conclusion”.

Methods and procedures
Description of the study site and historical background

The irrigation scheme of Koussin-Lél¢€ is located in the
central part of Benin. The scheme covers a total area of
106 ha which benefits from a water distribution network of
10,068 m in length and from a 610 m-long drainage net-
work. It is irrigated using a gravitational irrigation system.
Established in 1969 by the Chinese mission, the scheme
has presently a total of 145 producers, including 23
women. The producers are subdivided into seven groups,
six male groups and one female group. The seven groups
constitute the Rice Farmers Union of Koussin-Lélé (UPR-
KL), which is led by a management council (CA). Each
farmer is allocated a rice plot which he or she manages
individually. Other production factors such as equipment,
fertilizer and credit are distributed to farmers through
group leaders and are managed collectively.

The scheme has undergone several changes in terms of
membership as well as in its management. In its first
25 years, all production activities (including access to
capital and equipment) and all income generated were
managed collectively. A multidisciplinary Chinese team
initially led the management of the scheme before trans-
ferring it to farmers. The Chinese team recruited and
trained exclusively male farmers,' organized them into a
cooperative subdivided into teams and later into groups
structured around rice production activities. Portions of
land of varying sizes were delimited by posts and allocated
by the Chinese to the different groups, with larger groups
getting relatively more land. Later (in 1978), the Chinese
transferred the management of the scheme to producers but
still continued assisting them. Each team of producers had
a leader elected by a general assembly while an executive

! The Chinese did not explicitly target men. But they ended up
getting only men to work with them because in Benin (and most of
Africa), men do not often authorize their wives or daughters to work
with strangers.
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committee of three elected members managed the groups.
The teams and the groups were coordinated by a man-
agement committee (CA) that was responsible for the
organization of the cropping season, the management of the
infrastructure, and the equipment and financial aspects of
the scheme. Until 1994, except for one individual, all
women working in the scheme were employed as laborers
by male members of the scheme.?

Due to governance problems and internal conflicts
among cooperative members the collective form of orga-
nization of the Koussin-Lélé scheme has persistently failed
to realize its potential production. A series of successive
reforms in the collective management of the scheme took
place without significant changes in the collective form of
organization of the scheme.

The end result of the persistent failure of the cooperative
form was a gradual decline in the scheme’s activities and
production that culminated in the withdrawal of many
cooperative members in 1993. However, following
exchange visits to other irrigated schemes in other parts of
Benin, producers adopted in 1995 an organizational system
based on individual management of the rice plots while
maintaining the collective management of the equipment
and infrastructure. The group leaders were given the
responsibility of distributing the scheme’s land allocated to
each group. Thus, each group member received a portion of
land that was allocated to its group with an obligation to
pay fees to the union according to the number of cultivated
plots. The women workers were, however, excluded from
the land distribution because men wanted to continue using
them as laborers. But, after repeated revolts and the inter-
vention of district authorities, women were allowed in 1995
to form their own group and were allocated plots of land.
The plots allocated to women were, nevertheless, fewer
and smaller than those allocated to men.

Currently, all the agricultural equipment in the scheme
is owned and managed collectively. The Union Manage-
ment Council distributes the equipment to the groups, and
group leaders decide on their utilization in their respective
groups. For women groups, however, the Union Manage-
ment Council decides on the use of the equipment.
Fertilizer and insecticide supply is also usually arranged
collectively and on credit through the communal union of
farmers (UCP). Based on individual input requirements, the
general secretary makes requests to the UCP after con-
sulting with the president and the treasurer of the group.
The same procedure is used for the cash credit that is also
taken collectively from the local agricultural credit

% This woman was integrated into the co-operative in 1989 following
the death of her husband, a former co-operator. She came and worked
with him in the scheme. She is currently the president of the women-
only group.

company (CLCAM). Both forms of credit (in-kind inputs
and cash) are recovered in bags of rice equivalent to the
value of credit.

Sampling and data collection

The data used in the study were collected from a sample of
rice farmers in the scheme in August 2004 by the Pro-
gramme d’Analyse de la Politique Agricole (PAPA) of the
Institut National de la Recherche Agricole du Bénin (IN-
RAB). The scheme’s population of 145 farmers, of which
23 are women, constituted the sampling frame. A stratified
random sampling technique was used to ensure adequate
representation of women and men in the sample. Twenty
women (almost all the women in the scheme) were selected
from the female stratum and 25 men (about 20% of the men
in the scheme) were selected from the male stratum,
leading to a total sample size of 45.

The data were collected using structured questionnaires,
non-structured discussions with individual farmers, semi-
structured and structured focus group discussions, and
through literature review. The questionnaire captured
information for the 2003-2004 cropping season on quan-
tities of inputs and outputs, prices of inputs and outputs,
area cultivated, types and quantity of labor,® as well as
some socio-demographic characteristics of the farmers.
The focus group discussions were conducted in each of the
seven groups to obtain qualitative information on their
organization and functioning, on the history of the suc-
cessive management forms used in the scheme and their
bearing on the outcomes of the groups’ management and
on the production outcomes of members.

The study has some limitations with respect to the
sampling, firstly, because of the small sample size. A
second limitation of the study is the fact that the sample did
not include farmers who are not members of the scheme.
Therefore, only the discrimination against women who
have access to the scheme (i.e., discrimination inside the
scheme) can be studied using this sample. Extending the
analysis to all women around the scheme area in general
would reduce the potential bias associated with restricting
the sample to participants in the scheme only.

The theoretical and empirical frameworks

Technical efficiency expresses the ability to obtain the
maximum output from a given level of productive resour-
ces (Green 1997; Atkinson and Cornwell 1993; Atkinson
and Cornwell 1994). Thus, technical efficiency corresponds

3 Norman conversion method adapted to the context and to the
specificities of Koussin-Lélé scheme was used to estimate the
quantity of labor.

@ Springer



60

F. M. Kinkingninhoun-Médagbé et al.

to the efficiency in physical production and refers to the
technical organization of a production activity. The level of
technical inefficiency of a particular farmer is measured by
the deviation of the observed farmer’s output from the
value of some potential or frontier production representing
the potential or maximum possible output that any farmer
can achieve using the same level of inputs and the same
production technology (Battese 1992; Green 1993). Battese
(1992) further defines technical inefficiency of a firm as the
factor by which the level of production for the firm is less
than its frontier output and gives updated accounts of
frontier production functions associated with the estimation
of technical inefficiency of individual firms.*

Two approaches are used in the literature to estimate the
frontier production and the distribution of farmer technical
efficiencies (Green 1997): the deterministic and stochastic
frontiers production approaches. The deterministic pro-
duction frontiers assume that all deviations from the
production frontiers are due to inefficiency. The assump-
tion that all deviations from the maximum output
achievable are due to technical inefficiency is, however,
unrealistic because there are several other unobserved
factors farmers are not able to control (climate, tempera-
ture, etc.) and which can make observed output deviate
from the potential. Measurement errors in the observed
output and inputs are also not accounted for. In addition,
statistical inferences cannot be made for the technical
efficiency and production parameters estimated with the
deterministic approach (Green 1997). These shortcomings
have led to the development of the now widely used sto-
chastic production frontiers approach, which decomposes
the deviation of observed output from the potential into two
unobserved components: a symmetric error term which
corresponds to the usual measurement error and the inef-
ficiency term. The present study uses the stochastic
production frontiers approach to estimate the determinants
and distribution of famer technical efficiency. The sto-
chastic frontier production function (with a Cobb-Douglas
functional form) is given by the following expression:

K
Inyi = By + Y Blnxic + v; — ; (1)
k=1

where y; represents the observed output of the ith sample
farm; x; = (x;1, ..., xix) is the vector of the observed basic
inputs (land, labor, seed, fertilizer, etc.); S, k=1,....K

* Technical efficiency does not imply allocative or economic
efficiency, however. Allocative efficiency means that resources are
used so that the value of an additional unit of output (the value of the
marginal product) is equal to the cost of an additional unit of input.
Thus, technically inefficient farmers may be allocatively efficient,
vice versa (Green 1993). But, technical and allocative efficiencies are
necessary for a farmer to be economically efficient. In this paper we
focus only on technical efficiency.
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are the parameters that define the production frontiers
technology and which are to be estimated; u; is a one-sided
non-negative random variable (usually assumed to follow a
truncated normal distribution) that measures the systematic
deviation of log of output from the log of the potential; and
v;, is the usual symmetric measurement error (including the
effect of non-observed factors that affect production).

The individual farm-level technical inefficiency index is
estimated by:

TE[ = exp(—ﬁi) (2)

where #; is the estimated one-sided error in Eq. 1. Thus, the
technical inefficiency index TE; is always between 0 and 1.
The farmer is technically efficient when TE; reaches its
maximum value, which is 1. Otherwise he or she is tech-
nically inefficient and therefore can potentially achieve
higher output for the same level of inputs (or, equivalently,
higher marginal productivity at all levels of input use).’
With the Cobb-Douglas production frontiers, the farmer’s
realized marginal factor productivity for an input k (the
increase in output resulting from a marginal increase in the
input) is simply the average factor productivity (output per
unit input) for the input, y;/x;, multiplied by the corre-
sponding coefficient f; in Eq. 1.

In general, a large part of the technical inefficiency of a
farmer is explained by some socio-demographic factors
such as age, education, sex, and other household demo-
graphic factors (Kalirajan 1981; Pitt and Lee 1981; Battese
1992). Thus, following Battese and Coelli (1995), the
dependence of the technical inefficiency of a farmer on the
socio-demographic factors is formulated as:

u; = 0z; + & (3)

where z; is the vector of farmer socio-demographic vari-
ables, J is a vector of parameters to be estimated, and ¢; is a
normally distributed random variable with zero mean and
truncation point defined by ¢ > — dz. The vector of
parameters J is estimated jointly with the technological
parameters of the production function using a maximum
likelihood estimation (MLE) procedure (Green 1997; Bat-
tese and Coelli 1995; Battese et al. 1996).

The present study focuses on the observed inequality in
access to productive resources (land and farm equipment)
between men and women in the Koussin-LéI€ rice scheme
and its effect on their productivities and technical effi-
ciencies. For that purpose, we hypothesize the existence of
significant discrimination in access to land and equipment
between men and women in the scheme. We do not
hypothesize any discrimination in the use of other inputs
such as seed and fertilizer as they can be acquired through

> For more details about this method and the relatives basic
equations, please see Green 1997; Battese et al. 1996; Battese and
Coelli 1995.
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other means, while land and equipment are acquired only
through the scheme. We test discrimination on access to
land directly by comparing the means of land holding size
between the men and women groups. For access to
equipment we use the fact that discrimination in the use of
equipment causes delays in transplanting rice seedlings
from the nursery to the main fields; this enables us to test
for gender discrimination indirectly by comparing the
mean ages of the nurseries of men and women on the day
of transplanting.

One of the major hypotheses in this paper is that without
discrimination on land and equipment there would be no
difference in productivity and technical efficiency between
men and women. We test this hypothesis by testing for the
equality of means in the average and marginal productiv-
ities, net rice income, and technical efficiency indices
between men and women. We also test the hypothesis that
women are as technically efficient as men by testing the
hypothesis that the coefficient for gender in the equation
for the determinants of technical inefficiency (Eq. 3) is
equal to zero. The Statistical software Stata version 9 was
used to compute the summary statistics estimate the
parameters of the stochastic production frontier and the
technical efficiency equations and conduct the statistical
tests described above. All the estimation and test proce-
dures took into account the stratified sample design and
small sample size.

Results
Characteristics of rice farmers

Table 1 presents the socio-demographic characteristics of
the sample rice farmers disaggregated by gender and social
status, with the probability indicating results from a dif-
ference of means test between men and women. The results
indicate that women, who account for 45% of the sampled
rice farmers, are on average older (55 years) than men
(38 years).® The youngest rice farmer is a 21-year-old man
and the oldest a 75-year-old woman. The average house-
hold size is six and is not significantly different across
gender. On average, there are 2.51 active household
members of working age in a household for 3.5 inactive
ones.” The average dependency ratio is 1.48 and is not

6 One rice farmer was eliminated because he had problems during the
season and the data collected from him was not complete.

7 In the study area, children start working in the rice farms when they
are above 10 years old. The conversion of rice farm household
members into equivalent-adult (Eq.adt) was made using the FAO/
OMS scale. According to this scale, a man whose age is between 15
and 65 years is equal to 1 Eq.adt; a woman at the same scale of age is

significantly different across gender of the farmer.® With
regard to education, the overall primary school attendance
rate from the Koussin-Lélé scheme is 45%; a school
attendance rate lower than the regional average of about
59% (INSAE 2002). Only 7% of women had attended
primary school compared to 56% of male farmers. In
addition, 31% of the farmers had received some profes-
sional training in non-farm activities (sewing, carpentry,
bricklaying, etc.), which constitute secondary activities for
some of the farmers, rice farming being always the prin-
cipal activity. The average length of experience in rice
farming is 11 years, with no significant differences across
gender.

Evidence of gender discrimination

Three forms of discrimination were observed in the
scheme. The first form of discrimination relates to the low
proportion of women participating in rice production in the
scheme. Out of a total population of 145 rice farmers in the
scheme, only 23 are women. There are six male groups
against one female group, and the female population rep-
resents less than 16% of the total population of rice farmers
in the scheme. Considering that women represent 52% of
the Benin population and 40% of farmers (INSAE 2002),
their low participation in this scheme appears to suggest
that women are discriminated against.

Discrimination in access to land

The second form of discrimination relates to the land size,
as shown by farmer access to resources and use of inputs.
The results in Table 2 indicate that on average, rice farmers
cultivate 0.51 ha of land. The comparison of these values
across gender shows that women cultivate on average
0.24 ha of land, which is a third of the average of (.72 ha
cultivated by men. The difference is statistically significant
at the 1% significance level (p-value less than 0.001).
Hence, we reject the null hypothesis of no discrimination in
access to land between men and women. In fact, the man
with the smallest piece of land has the same area as the
female with the largest land area (0.27 ha). Furthermore,
while male group leaders are responsible for land redis-
tribution to their members using performance criteria such
as level of field cleaning and yield as a basis to allocate
additional land to better performing farmers, women’s
group members are given land by the union management

Footnote 7 continued
equal to 0.8 Eq.adt; a child of less than 15 years or a person older
than 65 years is equivalent to 0.5 Eq.adt.

8 The estimated average dependency ratio is similar to the 1.5
estimated ratio for part of the Republic of Benin by Floquet and
Mongbo (1998).
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Table 1 Socio-demographic characteristics of rice farms

Indicator Total (n = 45) Male (n = 25) Female (n = 20) Prob (F)**
Number of sampled farmers in each category 44 24 20
Average age (years) 42 (14) 38 (13) 55 (11) 0.000
Size of household 5.93 (3) 595 (3) 5.86 (2) 0.917
Number of active members of a household 241 (1) 2.40 (1) 243 (1) 0.942
Number of active women 1.16 (1) 1.09 (1) 1.43 (1) 0.113
Dependence ratio 1.64 1.61 1.72 0.823
Literacy rate 45% 56% 7%
Marital status
Married (%) 79 85 57 -
Single (%) 10 13 00 -
Widowed (%) 10 00 43 -
Divorced (%) 01 2 00 -
Experience in rice farming (years) 14 (9.4) 13.8 (8.2) 14.3 (10.4) 0.523
Source: INRAB Koussin-Lél€ Survey, 2004
Note: The numbers in parentheses indicate the standard deviation
** Probability statistic for the test of equality of mean values
Table 2 Summary statistics on farmer’s access to resources and use of inputs
Indicator Total (n = 45) Male (n = 25) Female (n = 20) Prob (F)**
Total rice area in (ha) 0.51 (0.30) 0.72 (0.24) 0.24 (0.01) 0.000
Maximum rice area (ha) 1.23 1.23 0.27
Minimum rice area (ha) 0.24 0.27 0.24
Quantity of fertilizer per hectare (kg/ha) 381 (127) 361 (124) 406 (130) 0.123
Quantity of insecticide hectare (1/ha) 0.90 (0.45) 0.95 (0.46) 0.84 (0.44) 0.242
Quantity of seed per hectare (kg/ha) 171 (52) 134 (42) 215 (18) 0.000
Quantity of labor per hectare (man days/ha) 105 (23) 95 (26) 118 (22) 0.002
Date of planting (age of nursery) (days) 22 (5.3) 19 3.4) 25 (5.5) 0.000
Level of irrigation (distance of plot from 2.61 (0.75) 2.7 (0.76) 2.55 (0.76) 0.695

the main irrigation channel in meters)

Source: INRAB, Koussin-Lélé Survey, 2004
Note: The numbers in parentheses indicate the standard deviation
** Probability statistic for the test of equality of mean values

council (UMC), which has never applied the performance
criteria to allocate more land to performing women farm-
ers. Instead the later have experienced a further reduction
in land size when they were forced to accept other women
farmers into their group.

Gender discrimination in access to equipment

The third form of discrimination relates to the use of
equipment. Equipments such as the motor-cultivators, used
for both field plowing and rice transportation, are collec-
tively managed by each group. Each group is given a motor
cultivator and a driver to ensure timely plowing and timely
transportation of paddy from the field to the storage rooms
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after the harvest. However, in contrast to men’s groups, the
women group is given a motor-cultivator but not a driver.
This implies that they can not start plowing their fields until
the drivers for the men’s groups complete plowing the
men’s fields. This leads to a delay in plowing the women’s
fields, forcing them to plant late. Using the age of a nursery
as a proxy for the timing of planting, the results in Table 2
indicate that on average women planted their rice much
later (25 days) than men (19 days). The difference is sta-
tistically different from zero at the 1% significance level
(p-value less than 0.001).

Planting late and subsequently harvesting late leads to
significant yield losses for the women. Another consequence
of the discrimination on access to plowing equipment relates
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to the number of cropping seasons: Farmers often begin
preparations for the first cropping season in October. The
second cropping season starts soon after harvesting the first
season’s crop. Thus, farmers have the possibility of partic-
ipating in two cropping seasons if they harvest the first
season’s crop early. However, due to delays in the plowing
for the first season, women do not participate in the second
cropping season, which negatively impacts both their annual
incomes and total scheme incomes.

The patterns of use of other inputs (seed, fertilizer,
insecticide, and labor) are also shown in Table 2. As
explained above we do not make any hypothesis on the
existence of gender discrimination on these inputs. The
results indicate that, on average, rice farmers use 381 kg of
fertilizer, 0.9 liters of insecticide, 171 kg of seeds and 105
man-hours of labor/ha. The results further indicate that
while there are no significant differences in fertilizer
application rates between men and women, significant
differences are observed in their use of seed, labor, and
insecticides. Women'’s fields have significantly higher seed
densities (215 kg/ha) than men’s fields (134 kg/ha).
Women also use significantly higher amounts of labor (118
man days/ha) than men (95 man days/ha).

Gender differences in average productivity and net rice
income

Table 3 presents productivity indicators for one cropping
season disaggregated by gender. The average yield of
farmers on the scheme is 4.47 tonnes/ha. The results
indicate that men have higher productivity than women per
unit of land, seeds, fertilizer, and labor. For example, the
average yield of men is 4.95 tonnes/ha while that of
women is 3.89 tonnes/ha and the difference is statistically
significant at the 5% significance level.

Net average rice incomes disaggregated by category of
farmer are also presented in Table 3. The results indicate
that the average net rice income of farmers in the scheme is
229,000 CFA per farmer,9 which is equivalent to an
average of 432,000 CFA/ha. This is consistent with find-
ings by Mongbo (2002) who reported incomes of 428,000
CFA/ha but higher than the finding of Agbazahou (2003)
who reported incomes of 354,000 CFA/ha on the same
scheme. This variation could be due to the difference in the
methods used and the elements considered in the calcula-
tion of the net income.'® The high net rice incomes
obtained suggest that rice production is a viable activity.

° One dollar US ($US) equal 550 CFA (15 March 2006).

10 Mongbo and Agbazahou, as in this study, used the “gross
margins” or “marges brutes” method whereas Kinkingninhoun-
Medagbé (2003) who used the “net agricultural income net” (NAR)
method or “revenu agricole net” (RAN) method obtained 294,491.
The method used in this paper tends to account for fewer cost items.

The finding is consistent with what was observed by
Agbazahou (2003), who reported that rice cropping gave
higher income than cotton cropping.

The results further show a significant difference between
net rice incomes of men and women. On average, women
generated only 85,000 CFA from rice farming against
350,000 CFA for men. Therefore men earn more than four
times the women’s average income.

Gender differences in technical efficiency and marginal
productivity

Table 4 presents results of estimates of Eqs. 1 and 3, which
are results of the frontier production function and the
determinants of technical efficiency, respectively. Farm
size, quantity of fertilizer, level of irrigation, and date of
planting are the main determinants of rice production in the
scheme. The results indicate that production increases with
farm size and fertilizer, while it decreases with days of late
planting and distance of the plot from the main irrigation
channel. With regard to determinants of technical ineffi-
ciency, the results indicate no statistically significant
difference in technical efficiency between men and women.
The dependent variable in the inefficiency equation (Eq. 3)
is the inefficiency index. Results indicate that highly
experienced farmers are more technically efficient; the
negative coefficient indicates that the more experience a
farmer has, the less inefficient he or she is. Technical
efficiency also declines as distance to the main water
channel increases. Furthermore, the results indicate that
late planting decreases technical efficiency; the positive
coefficient indicates that the more the days of late planting,
the more inefficient the farmer is.

Table 5 presents results of the marginal productivities
and technical efficiency indices disaggregated by gender as
predicted from the estimates of Eqs. 1 and 3. The results
indicate that the men have higher mean marginal produc-
tivities of land and fertilizer than the women. However, the
marginal productivities of seed and labor are negative for
both men and women. The average technical efficiency for
the whole sample is 0.84. This suggests that as a whole the
farmers in the rice scheme have the potential to increase
their productivity by 16% and consequently gain higher net
incomes using the same level of inputs. The results also
show that there are no statistically significant differences in
the level of technical efficiency between men (0.86) and
women (0.80) in the scheme.

Discussion

The results on discrimination against women in land dis-
tribution are consistent with the global Beninese context of
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Table 3 Average factor productivities and income of rice farmers

Average productivity of Total (n = 45) Male (n = 25) Female (n = 20) Prob (F)**
Land (tonnes/ha) 4.47 (1.03) 4.95 (0.78) 3.89 (1.02) 0.000
Seeds (kg/kg) 2.98 (1.37) 39.5 (10.9) 18.1 (4.4) 0.000
Fertilizers (kg/kg) 13.6 (9.0) 16.59 (11.3) 10 (2.4) 0.041
Insecticides (tonnes/ha) 5.59 (2.65) 5.97 (2.66) 5.10 (2.62) 0.192
Labor (kg/man day) 45.2 (15.4) 53.6 (11.2) 35.0 (13.5) 0.000
Date of planting (kg/day) 124.6 (100.9) 193.9 (87.7) 41.6 (20.6) 0.000
Income (thousands F CFA)

Net agricultural income 229 (174) 350 (149) 85 (8) 0.000

Net agricultural income per hectare 432 (174) 502 (156) 348 (159) 0.000

Source: INRAB, Koussin-LElé Survey, 2004
Note: The numbers in parentheses indicate the standard deviation
** Probability statistic for the test of equality of mean values

Table 4 Production frontier

. Production factors (in log)
model parameters estimates

Estimated coefficient Standard error Significant level

Land

Seed

Fertilizer

Labor

Date of planting

Level of plots’ irrigation
Constant term

Number of observations = 44
Wald 7%(9) = 882.74

Prob > 5> = 0.0000

Determinants of technical inefficiency

Gender

Experience in rice production

Date of planting
Level of plots’ irrigation

Constant

2
/Ino

/ilgtgamma

0_2

Gamma
sigma_u2
Source: INRAB, Koussin-Lélé

sigma_v2
Survey, 2004

1.06 0.130 0.000
—0.140 0.088 0.111
0.080 0.042 0.058
—0.012 0.110 0.913
—0.582 0.151 0.000
—0.147 0.067 0.028
11.035 0.870 0.000
0.062 0.105 0.555
—0.009 0.004 0.012
0.025 0.009 0.007
—-0.218 0.072 0.007
0.239 0.390 0.539
—4.293 0.531 0.000
0.585 1.118 0.601
0.014 0.007
0.642 0.256
0.01 0.008
0.005 0.002

women’s limited access to land. Several studies in Benin
(Dijoux 2002; Sohinto 2001; Honlonkou 1994; Biaou 1993,
1991) indicate that the common cultural norms (local
system of access to land) discriminate against women who
do not inherit land. Female farmers don’t cultivate their
own land, but land borrowed from their husbands or from
their family members. In the best cases, women can receive
the marginal and small pieces of land. These findings are
also consistent with observations made by Basile (2001),
Dey Abbas (1997), Saito et al. (1994), Palmer (1991), and
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Lubbock (1988), who observe that in most of the sub-
Saharan Africa countries, women are marginalized in land
allocation both in terms of the quality and the quantity of
the land. Similarly, Diemer and Van der Laan (1987) argue
that large irrigation schemes bring some forms of
inequality among the users. The most influential people end
up acquiring more land to the detriment of the weakest.
The discrimination against women in the Koussin-Lélé
scheme suggests that although one would expect social
cultural norms leading to inequalities to disappear with the
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Table 5 Marginal factor productivities and technical efficiencies by gender

Additional kilograms of paddy Total (n = 45) Male (n = 25) Female (n = 20) Prob** (F)
for an additional unit of

Land (tonnes/ha) 4.74 (1.1) 5.25 (0.83) 4.13 (1.08) 0.000
Seeds (kg/kg) —4.17 (1.92) —5.53 (1.52) —2.53 (0.61) 0.000
Fertilizer (kg/kg) 1.07 (0.71) 1.31 (0.89) 0.79 (0.20) 0.015
Labor (kg/man day) —0.54 (0.18) —0.65 (0.13) —0.42 (0.16) 0.000
Date of planting (kg/day) —72.51 (58.71) —112.78 (51.01) —24.18 (11.98) 0.000
Technical efficiency (TE) 0.84 (0.14) 0.86 (0.12) 0.80 (0.16) 0.172

Source: INRAB, Koussin-LElé Survey, 2004
Note: The numbers in parentheses indicate the standard deviation

** Probability statistic for the test of equality of mean values

introduction of collective action groups, they seem to be
replicated in such groups. The low participation of women
in the scheme is considered as a form of discrimination
against them because women wanting to join the scheme
have been denied to do so since its establishment. This can
be attributed to a number of factors. The first relates to the
historical background of the scheme. At its establishment
men were recruited to work as laborers on the scheme
before it was handed over to them. It is unlikely in a male-
dominated society that women will seek employment as
laborers outside their home, a fact which probably led to
the recruitment of men only.

The second factor is directly related to the patriarchal
nature of the Beninese society. After the scheme was
handed over to men, they employed women as laborers.
These women started fighting for land in the scheme, but
their efforts did not yield any results until an intervention
by district officials which led to the acceptance of some
women into the scheme. It would appear that male oppo-
sition to increased female participation in the scheme is
attributed to the fact that women in the wider Benin
community do not own land (Honlonkou 1994; Biaou
1993, 1991). When women become members of the
scheme they automatically become land lords, which is
against the norms and values in most communities in
Benin. These facts and the findings of this paper suggest
that, unless facilitated by external intervention, it will be
very difficult for men to allow more women to participate
in the scheme. The smaller land holdings awarded to
women participants are also a great cause of concern par-
ticularly because it constrains them from increasing their
production. The main reason for small land holdings for
women is again rooted within the cultural norms of the
Beninese society as discussed above.

The other reason for small land holdings by women
relates to the lack of a mechanism of enforcement of laws
and regulations that can help in reducing the inequalities in
access to land between men and women. Contrary to the
rules and regulations set out in the bylaws of the scheme, a

farmer’s production performance is rarely taken into con-
sideration. In particular, the criteria of field management
and yield, which should be used to justify the increase or
reduction of land attributed to members, are not consid-
ered. Women in the scheme are awarded smaller plots of
land by the scheme management regardless of their per-
formance. The fact that historically women were allowed
membership in the scheme only after an external inter-
vention by district officials, suggests that it might be
difficult for men in the scheme to enforce rules leading to
women getting more land. Hence, in order to allow the
enforcement of the existing performance-based land
redistribution system in which better performers are sup-
posed to get larger holdings, there is a need for some form
of external intervention to facilitate the process.

There was also a general feeling among women during
the focus group discussion that the late plowing of their
fields resulting from their lack of timely access to the
plowing equipment (the third form of discrimination
described in Section “Results” above) is a deliberate
attempt by men to frustrate them from participating in the
scheme activities. Such delays affect the farming calendar
as they end up harvesting late. The timing of planting is a
very significant determinant of yield and of the possibility
of having a second cropping season.

Further, as a result of this discrimination, disputes
between men and women usually occur at the beginning of
each cropping season when women demand an increase in
their land size. These disputes inevitably lead to further
delays in plowing the women’s plots due to, among other
factors, delays in resolving the disputes as well as alleged
deliberate actions by the scheme leaders who are reported
to instruct operators of motorized plowing equipment to
delay the plowing of women’s plots. This makes it difficult
for women to abide by the farming calendar hence affect-
ing their productivity and their income.

Also as a result of late plowing, women fail to practice
double cropping which leads to significant losses in annual
income. This is consistent with the observations made by
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Haefele et al. (2002) who point out that the relatively
demanding cropping calendar in West Africa leaves little
room for delay in activities. The non-participation of
women in the second cropping season implies a substantial
financial loss to the scheme.

As a result of the small land holdings, farmers in the
scheme tend to intensify their production through the
intensified use of inputs. For example, fertilizer use pat-
terns in the scheme show that the fertilizer application rates
are higher (381 kg/ha) than the recommended application
rates of around 200 kg/ha. This finding is consistent with
the agricultural intensification theory which posits that
smallholder farmers facing land constraints tend to inten-
sify their production systems through intensive use of
inputs. Nonetheless, as noted by Haefele et al. (2002), the
high rates of fertilizer application in the scheme may also
be attributed to high fertilizer losses incurred in most of the
irrigated rice in West Africa. It is estimated that in the
Sahel region, for example, about 70% of the fertilizer
applied to rice plants is lost. The seeding densities are also
higher (171 kg/ha) than the recommended (70 kg/ha). Seed
intensification may also be attributed, in this case, to the
low cost of seed.

The higher average yield in the scheme can be attributed
to, among other reasons, long experience in rice farming
since most farmers have been growing rice since their
youth. Nonetheless, there still remains a significant yield
deficiency as the potential yield from irrigated rice is
around 8 tonnes/ha once relevant constraints are addressed.
The marginal productivity of land is higher than its average
productivity, suggesting that farmers in the scheme are
experiencing increasing marginal returns associated with
being in the early stage of the production function before
the point of diminishing marginal returns is reached.

The reported productivities of women farmers in the
scheme are significantly lower than those of men. The
results also show that men had higher marginal produc-
tivities than women. By just looking at the marginal
productivity, one could assume that men are more efficient
than women as their marginal productivities are higher.
However, a closer analysis shows that the larger marginal
productivity among men is mainly due to the combined
effect of larger land holding size and increasing marginal
returns to land. Thus, since both men and women are
experiencing increasing marginal returns to land, it follows
that those with larger land holdings will have higher mar-
ginal returns and higher productivity. Standard results of
production economics (see, for example, Chambers 1988)
tell us that average product is equal to marginal product at
the point where the average product curve is at its maxi-
mum, with the marginal product curve crossing the former
from above. Our results so far show that the marginal
product of land is higher than its average product,
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suggesting that the average product of land is still
increasing and has not yet reached it maximum. Thus in
this stage of the production function, those with large land
holdings will have high average productivities than those
with smaller land holdings. This explains why women who
have smaller holdings have lower average and marginal
productivities.

These findings are consistent with earlier observations
by Jovanovic (1982), Kalaitzandonakes et al. (1992),
Sharma et al. (1999), Lundvall and Battese (2000), and
Alvarez and Arias (2004), who have all reported a posi-
tive relation between average total productivity and farm
size. The utilization of some production factors such as
labor, for example, often does not increase in a linear
form with the farm size. The producers that have a small
land area often tend to over-utilize labor and other inputs,
thus affecting their productivity. These findings suggest
that land is the main constraint to productivity for the
farmers in the scheme and that the differences in pro-
ductivity observed between men and women are mainly
due to the discrimination on land to which women are
subjected.

The comparison of the estimated technical efficiency
indices between men and women, which shows that women
are on average as technically efficient as men, provides
further evidence that low productivity among women is not
due to inefficiency in resource use but is rather due to their
smaller land holdings. The high technical efficiency for
women can be explained by the fact that although the
women are newcomers in the scheme, they have a vast
experience in rice farming based on their previous expe-
rience as laborers on the same scheme. This is consistent
with observations by Moock (1976), Ram and Singh
(1988), Bindlish and Evenson (1993), and Dey Abbas
(1997), who measured gender differential productivity and
found that women were as technically efficient as men.

Thus, the lower measured productivity of female rice
farmers in the scheme is not due to technical inefficiency,
but is mainly due to the discrimination against them in
access to land and equipment. In the strict sense, gender
differences are likely to be less important for married
women whose husbands may compensate for the effects of
gender discrimination. However, in this study about half of
the women were married, and there were no significant
differences in the productivity between married and
unmarried women, suggesting that husbands did not con-
tribute much to reducing the effect of discrimination on
women. This finding is plausible because husbands’ lack of
membership in the scheme makes it difficult for them to
influence the allocation of land that would benefit their
wives from outside the scheme.

The findings of this paper and the discussion above
suggest that allotting more land to women could increase
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women’s productivity and income. Allocating more land to
women will have no effect on the overall scheme efficiency
but will lead to improvements in the productivity and
incomes of women and, therefore, to gender equity.

Conclusion

Collective action groups are believed to be a powerful
development tool that can be used to reduce inequalities in
several dimensions among the participating individuals
while enhancing community development. However,
unless carefully managed, they can potentially replicate
inequalities that exist in the communities from which
participants are drawn, leading to the exploitation of the
marginalized groups and to inefficiency. This study tests
this hypothesis by examining gender discrimination in
access to production resources and its effects on produc-
tivity, income, and technical efficiency among rice farmers
in a collective action rice scheme.

The study found evidence of inequality in membership,
land distribution, and equipment use among rice farmers in
the Koussin-Lélé irrigation scheme. The women in the
communities served by the scheme are subjected to dis-
crimination as evidenced by their low participation, smaller
land holdings, and their limited access to equipment which
leads to delays in plowing their plots. As a result of these
delays, women cannot practice double cropping, leading to
income losses for the scheme and for women in particular.

It is further observed that the discrimination against
women affects their average productivity, their marginal
productivity, and their income. But women are found to be
as technically efficient as men. This observation implies
that increasing land allocated to women, combined with an
equitable access to equipment that enables women to plow
their plots in time and to participate in the second cropping
season, would lead to improvements in the productivity and
incomes of women.

This discrimination appears to be partly driven by the
socially constructed norms within Beninese culture, in
which women have limited land rights. The existing bylaws
which allow performance-based increments in allocated
land can, if enforced, reduce this inequality. However, the
sensitivity of land issues suggests the need for some sort of
external intervention. Communal authorities and leaders of
agricultural development projects can intervene to facilitate
the process of land redistribution. A lesson from the find-
ings of this study is that if not carefully managed,
collective action groups may replicate inequalities in the
society from which participants are drawn. Thus, unless
complemented with good governance, they are not a pan-
acea to inequality problems in access to productive
resources among different social classes and genders.

Acknowledgments We extend our sincere gratitude to two anony-
mous reviewers for their constructive comments on the earlier version
of the paper. We also sincerely thank the two chief editors (the current
and the previous one) for their constructive comments, which greatly
improved the quality of the paper. The financial Support of European
Union (EU) and the Government of Japan is gratefully acknowledged.

References

Adégbola, P.Y., and E. Sodjinou. 2003. Etude de la compétitivité des
systemes de production de riz au Bénin: Approche par la matrice
d’analyse des politiques (MAP). Rapport d’étude. Programme
d’Analyse de la Politique Agricole (PAPA). Benin: Institut
National de Recherche Agricole du Bénin (INRAB).

Agbazahou, S. 2003. Impacts socio-économique et environnemental
de la riziculture irriguée au Bénin: Cas du périmetre de Kounsin-
LéI¢ en pays Agonli. Thése de DEA, Laboratoire d’ Analyse et de
Recherche Economique et Sociale (LARES), Bénin.

Ahoyo, A.R.N. 1996. Economie des systemes de production integrant
la culture de riz au sud du Benin: Potentialites, contraintes et
perspectives. PhD Dissertation, University of Hohenheim,
Germany.

Alvarez, A., and C. Arias. 2004. Technical efficiency and farm size: A
conditional analysis. Agricultural Economics 30 (3): 241-250.

Atkinson, S.E., and C. Cornwell. 1993. Measuring technical effi-
ciency with panel data: A dual approach. Journal of
Econometrics 59 (3): 257-262.

Atkinson, S.E., and C. Cornwell. 1994. Estimation of output and input
technical efficiency using a flexible functional form and panel
data. International Economic Review 35: 245-256.

Basile, E. 2001. Women, poverty, and resources in Sub-Saharan
Africa. Paper for the Rural Poverty Report, International Fund
for Agricultural Development (IFAD). Rome: Faculty of Eco-
nomics, University of Rome “La Sapienza”.

Battese, G. 1992. Frontier production functions and technical
efficiency: A survey of empirical applications in agricultural
economics. Agricultural Economics 7: 185-208.

Battese, G.E., and T.J. Coelli. 1995. A model for technical
inefficiency effects in frontier production function for panel
data. Empirical Economics 20 (2): 325-338.

Battese, G.E., S.J. Malik, and M.A. Gill. 1996. An investigation of
technical inefficiencies of production of wheat farmers in four
districts of Pakistan. Journal of Agricultural Economics 47: 37—
49.

Biaou, G. 1991. Régime foncier et gestion des exploitations agricoles
sur le Plateau Adja au Bénin. Thése de doctorat de troisieéme
cycle en Economie Rurale du Centre Ivoirien de Recherches
Economiques et sociales (CIRES), Cote d’Ivoire.

Biaou, G. 1993. Regime foncier, productivite des terres, et allocation
de la main-d’eeuvre: Evidence de ’influence genre. Communi-
cation au seminaire sur Agriculture durable au Benin.
Amsterdam: University of Amsterdam.

Bindlish, V., and R. Evenson. 1993. Evaluation of the performance of
T&V extension in Kenya. Agriculture and Rural Development
Series No. 7. Washington, DC: World Bank.

Boserup, E. 1983 [1970]. La femme face au developpement econo-
mique. Collection Sociologie d’aujourd’hui (trans: Marache,
Marie-Catherine) Paris: Editions presses universitaires de
France.

Carney, J. 1993. Women’s land rights in Gambian irrigated rice
schemes: Constraints and opportunities. Economic Geography
69 (4): 329-349.

Chambers, R. 1988. Applied production analysis: A dual approach.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

@ Springer



68

F. M. Kinkingninhoun-Médagbé et al.

CTA. 2002. Comprendre les questions transversales grace a une
approche Plurithématique: Le genre et ’agriculture dans la
société de 1’information. Rapport annuel, CTA (Centre Tech-
nique de cooperation Agricole et rurale): 27-31.

Dey, J. 1981. Gambian women: Unequal partners in rice development
projects? Journal of Development Studies 17 (3): 109-122.
Dey, J. 1982. Development planning in The Gambia: The gap
between planners’ and farmers’ perceptions, expectations of

objectives. World Development 10 (5): 377-396.

Dey, J. 1984. Le r6le des femmes dans la riziculture. Point de mire:
Afrique au sud du Sahara. Les femmes dans I’agriculture No. 2.
Rome: FAO.

Dey Abbas, J. 1997. Gender asymmetries in intra-household resource
allocation in Sub-Saharan Africa: Some policy implications for
land and labor productivity. In Intrahousehold resource alloca-
tion in developing countries: Models, methods, and policy, ed. L.
Haddad, J. Hoddinost, and H. Alderman. International Food
Policy Research Institute. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University
Press.

Diemer, G., and E. Van der Laan. 1987. L’irrigation au Sahel. La
crise des perimetres irrigues et la voie haalpulaar. Paris:
Karthala/CTA.

Dijoux, E. 2002. Pauvrete et inegalites d’acces au foncier entre
hommes et femmes dans le sud du Benin. Rome, Italy: FAO.

Floquet, A., and R. Mongbo. 1998. Des paysans en mal d’alternatives.
Degradation des terres, restauration de I’espace agraire et
urbanisation du bas B’enin [Soil degradation, restoration of the
rural space and urbanization of southern B’enin], 190. Weikers-
heim, Germany: Margraf Verlag.

Green, W.H. 1993. Frontier production functions. EC-93-20. Stern
School of Business, New York University, New York.

Green, W.H. 1997. Frontier production functions. In Handbook of
applied econometrics volume 2: Microeconomics, ed. M.H.
Pesaran and P. Schmidt, 81-166. Malden, MA: Blackwell
Publishing.

Haefele, S.M., M.C.S. Wopereis, and C. Donovan. 2002. Farmer’s
perceptions, practices, and performance in Sahelian irrigated rice
scheme. Experimental Agriculture 38: 197-210.

Honlonkou, A.N. 1994. Pression fonciére, intensification et crédit
agricoles au Bénin, cas du plateau Adja et de la savane de
Lonkly. Thése d’ingénieur Agronome, Faculté des Sciences
Agronomiques (FSA), Université Nationale du Bénin (UNB),
Bénin.

Houndékon, V.A. 1996. Analyse économique des systémes de
production du riz dans le Nord Bénin. These de Doctorat
troisieme cycle en Sciences économiques, Faculté des Sciences
Economiques et de Gestion (FASEG), Céte d’Ivoire.

ICRA (International Centre for Development Oriented Research in
Agriculture). 1999. Equite” et genre—Concepts cles. Ressources
pedagogiques. Wageningen, Netherlands: International Centre
for Development Oriented Research in Agriculture (ICRA).

INSAE (Institut National de la Statistique et de I’ Analyse Economi-
que). (ed.). 2002. Statistiques du troisieme recensement general
de la population et de I’habitat. Institut National de la Statistique
et de I’Analyse Economique (INSAE). Benin: Ministére Chargé
du plan, de la Prospective, et du Développement (MCPPD).

Jovanovic, B. 1982. Selection and the evolution of industries.
Econometrica 50: 649-670.

Juteau, D. 2000. Ethnicité, nation et sexe-genre. Les Cahiers du GRES
1 (1): 53-57.

Kalaitzandonakes, N., S. Wu, and J.C. Ma. 1992. The relationship
between technical efficiency and size revisited. Canadian
Journal of Agricultural Economics 40: 427-442.

Kalirajan, K. 1981. An econometric analysis of yield variability in
paddy production. Canadian Journal of Agricultural Economics
29 (2): 283-294.

@ Springer

Kidane, W., M. Maetz, and P. Dardel. 2006. Food security and
agricultural development in sub-Saharan Africa. Building a case
for more public support. Policy Assistance Series No. 2. Rome:
FAO.

Kinkingninhoun-Medagbé, F.M. 2003. Etude sociale et économique
des périmétres rizicoles en vue de leur réhabilitation dans le
cadre du développement local: Cas du périmetre rizicole de
Koussin-Lélé dans la commune de Cove. Theése d’ingénieur
agronome, Faculté des Sciences Agronomiques, Université
d’ Abomey-Calavi, Bénin.

Kpobli, R. 2000. Impacts des projets rizicoles sur les systemes de
production au Bénin: Cas du périmétre irrigué de Dévé, Sous-
Préfecture de Dogbo (Département du Mono). Theése d’ingénieur
agronome, Faculté Sciences Agronomiques, Université Natio-
nale du Bénin.

Lambrou, Y. 2005. Gender perspectives on the conventions: Biodi-
versity, climate change, and desertification. Gender and
Development Service, Sustainable Development Department.
Rome: FAO.

Lubbock, A. 1988. The production of cashmere fibres as an
alternative income source: Australia and New Zealand 1987.
Olney: Nuffield Farming Scholarships Trust.

Lundvall, K., and G.E. Battese. 2000. Farm size, age, and efficiency:
Evidence from Kenyan manufacturing farms. Journal of Devel-
opment Studies 36 (3): 146-163.

Mongbo, P. 2002. Etude des organisations locales: Cas de COGES et
de 'UPR-KL dans la commune de Coveé. These d’ingénieur
agronome, Faculté des Sciences Agronomiques, Université
d’ Abomey-Calavi, Bénin.

Moock, P. 1976. The efficiency of women as farm managers in
Kenya. American Journal of Agricultural Economics 58 (5):
831-835.

Palmer, 1. 1991. Gender and population in the adjustment of African
economies. Geneva: Planning for Change International Labour
Office.

Pandolfelli, L., S. Dohrn, and R. Meinzen-Dick. 2007a. Gender and
collective action: Policy. Implications from recent research.
CAPRI Policy Brief, No. 5. Washington, DC: International Food
Policy Research Institute.

Pandolfelli, L., R. Meinzen-Dick, and S. Dohrn. 2007b. Gender and
collective action: A conceptual framework for analysis. CAPRi
Working Paper 64, Washington, DC: International Food Policy
Research Institute.

Pitt, M.M., and L.F. Lee. 1981. Measurement and sources of technical
inefficiency in the Indonesian weaving industry. Journal of
Development Economics 9 (1): 43-64.

Quisumbing, A.R. 1996. Male-female differences in agricultural
productivity: Methodological issues and empirical evidence.
World Development 24 (10): 1579-1595.

Ram, R., and R. Singh. 1988. Farm households in rural Burkina Faso:
Some evidence on allocation and direct returns to schooling, and
male-female labor productivity differentials. World Development
16 (3): 419-424.

Reeves, H., and S. Baden. 2000. Gender and development: Concepts
and definitions. Brighton, UK: University of Sussex, Institute for
Development Studies, BRIDGE.

Saito, K.A., with contribution from H. Mekonnen, and D. Spurling.
1994. Raising the productivity of women farmers in Sub-Saharan
Africa. World Bank Discussion Papers, Africa Technical
Department Series No. 230. Washington, DC: World Bank.

Saito, K., B.A. Linquist, B. Keobualapha, and T. Horie. 2004.
Rainfall and soil fertility as production limiting factors for
upland rice in northern Laos. Presented at the workshop on
poverty reduction and shifting cultivation stabilization in the
uplands of Lao PDR: Technologies, approaches, and methods for
improving upland livelihoods. Luang Prabang, Laos.



Impact of gender discrimination

69

Sharma, K.R., P. Leung, and H.M. Zaleskib. 1999. Technical,
allocative, and economic efficiencies in swine production in
Hawaii: A comparison of parametric and nonparametric
approaches. Agricultural Economics 20 (1): 23-35.

Sohinto, D. 2001. Question du genre liée aux conflits fonciers: Impact
sur la production durable des viviers au Sud-Bénin. Afrique et
Deéveloppement 26 (3&4): 67-88.

Author Biographies

Florent M. Kinkingninhoun-Meédagbé is an agricultural economist
and research assistant at the Africa Rice Center (WARDA). He has
conducted research on socio-economic aspects of rice cultivation
(both irrigated rice and upland rice), gender, welfare, and impact
assessment. His research interests include impact assessment studies,
gender issues, welfare studies, rice growing promotion, rice schemes
management, HIV/AIDS, and local development planning.

Aliou Diagne is an impact assessment economist and program leader
for the Policy and Impact Assessment Unit of the Africa Rice Centre.
He graduated in 1994 from Michigan State University, USA, with a
dual PhD in agricultural economics and economics. His current
research concentrates on impact assessment and the economics of rice
in West Africa with a special focus on technology adoption, poverty
analysis, and post-harvest technologies, and grain quality issues.
Before joining WARDA in 2000, Aliou was at IFPRI, Washington
DC, and conducting research on the impact of microfinance in

developing countries with a special focus on Malawi, where he was
out-posted from 1994 to 1996.

Franklin Simtowe is a post-doctoral fellow in the Impact Assessment
Unit of the Africa Rice Centre. He holds a PhD in agricultural eco-
nomics from the University of Hohenheim. Before Joining WARDA
in 2007, he had worked for six years as a research fellow at the Center
for Agricultural Research and Development, University of Malawi,
Bunda College. His areas of research have mainly focused on impact
evaluation, micro finance, rural livelihoods, enterprise development,
gender and HIV/AIDS, and policy analysis.

Afiavi R. Agboh-Noameshie is an agro-sociologist, currently a vis-
iting scientist at the Africa Rice Center. She has conducted
participatory research on rice and other food crops in West Africa.
She is also involved in impact assessment of rice production and post-
harvest technologies on women’s welfare. Her research interests
include technology transfer and impact studies with emphasis on
linkages between farmers, developers (extension, NGOs), and
researchers.

Patrice Y. Adégbola is an agricultural economist, Director of Pro-
gramme d’Analyse de la Politique Agricole (PAPA) of the Institut
National des Recherches Agricoles du Bénin (INRAB). Since 2001,
his key studies include adoption, impact assessment, and agricultural
policy analysis.

@ Springer



	Gender discrimination and its impact on income, productivity, and technical efficiency: evidence from Benin
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Methods and procedures
	Description of the study site and historical background
	Sampling and data collection
	The theoretical and empirical frameworks

	Results
	Characteristics of rice farmers
	Evidence of gender discrimination
	Discrimination in access to land
	Gender discrimination in access to equipment
	Gender differences in average productivity and net rice income
	Gender differences in technical efficiency and marginal productivity

	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Acknowledgments
	References



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (None)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (ISO Coated v2 300% \050ECI\051)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Perceptual
  /DetectBlends true
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.00
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 524288
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 150
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 150
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org?)
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /DEU <>
    /ENU <>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [5952.756 8418.897]
>> setpagedevice


