d3dVvd TVNOISVYOOO

The Feminization

of Agriculture?
Economic Restructuring
In Rural Latin America

by Carmen Diana Deere é

UNITED NATIONS RESEARCH INSTITUTE FOR SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT



RURAL LIVELIHOODS AND THE DIVERSIFICATION OF HOUSEHOLD INCOMES

Rica, Dominican Republic, Mexico, Nicaragua and Panama), whereas commerce is the leading sector in four
(El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras and Paraguay), with women in Bolivia being equally divided among these
two sectors. Men are concentrated in the “other” category in all but the Dominican Republic, Guatemala and
Paraguay, where industry leads their non-agricultural employment, and Mexico, where services do so.

While in no country is industry the leading sector for economically active rural women, between 19 to 25 per
cent of economically active rural women are employed in this sector (in descending order) in Guatemala, the
Dominican Republic, EI Salvador, Honduras, Costa Rica and Mexico. A breakdown of the industrial sector to
ascertain the relative importance of self-employment versus wage employment would be of great interest, but this
is as yet unavailable. The presence of maquilas (small garment factories mostly producing goods for export) in rural
areas has been noted in the literature for all six countries. Nonetheless, little information is available on the mag-
nitude of the employment that they provide, or on whether rural women are more likely to find wage employ-
ment in the magquilas or in small family enterprises, or to engage in own-account subcontracting work.?

The different types or forms of participation in off-farm employment or in the non-agricultural sector have only been
analysed rigorously by gender for a few countries. In Nicaragua (Corral and Reardon 2001) and Honduras (Ruben
and Van der Berg 2001), rural women are more likely than rural men to be engaged in non-agricultural self-
employment as their primary form of employment. In contrast, men are more likely to engage in agricultural wage
employment (Honduras and Nicaragua) or non-agricultural wage employment (Honduras). Katz (2003) con-
cludes that this pattern reflects both supply and demand factors. Self-employment is more flexible than wage
employment and may allow women to combine income-generating activities more easily with their domestic and
childcare responsibilities. Moreover, formal labour markets are often highly segregated by gender, confining women
to certain subsectors and occupations.

Nonetheless, this pattern does not hold up across Latin America. In Ecuador, for example, the only significant dif-
ference by gender in terms of forms of participation in non-agricultural activities is for non-agricultural wage
labour, with women more likely to participate than men (Elbers and Lanjouw 2001). This could perhaps be due
to a high concentration of women in domestic service. Research on Mexico has demonstrated that the form of
participation in off-farm employment may depend crucially on an individual’s age and family position. For exam-
ple, spouses (the majority of whom are women) are more likely to be engaged in self-employment (in commerce
or micro enterprises) than are male heads of households. In contrast, younger women in farm households are
more likely to participate in non-agricultural wage work than are male heads, and this likelihood increases with
years of education (de Janvry and Sadoulet 2001).

One of the most important findings of recent econometric work is the tendency in Ecuador, El Salvador and
northeast Brazil for economically active rural women to be more likely than men to engage in low-productivity,
lowly remunerated non-agricultural activities, with wages measured against either the average agricultural wage
or the rural poverty line.* Neither the Ecuador nor El Salvador studies provide much detail on the specific activi-
ties that fall in the low-productivity category and on whether these are concentrated in self-employment. In
northeast Brazil these low-productivity activities include cloth weaving, street and market vending, own-account
services (such as laundresses), personal services (such as domestic service) and other informal activities, which
seems to include a mix of waged and self-employment activities.

24 See Lanjouw (2001) on the importance of textile subcontracting work for rural women in EI Salvador. Also see Arias (1987) for a review of how both
women’s employment in rural maquilas and in subcontracting work became widespread in central and central-western Mexico during the 1980s.
25 Ferreira and Lanjouw 2001; Elbers and Lanjouw 2001; Lanjouw 2001.
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Controlling for similar individual, household and regional characteristics, in Ecuador it was found that women'’s
non-agricultural labour earnings are 29 per cent less than men‘s (Lanjouw 2001). For Ecuador it was found that
for non-agricultural wage earnings—the type of non-agricultural employment in which women are more likely
than men to be engaged—controlling for other factors, women earn about 70 per cent less than men (Elbers and
Lanjouw 2001). A study of two municipalities in Chile also found that returns by gender were differentiated
according to the type of employment in non-agricultural activities (Berdegué et al. 2001). In both municipali-
ties, men earned more than women in agricultural wage employment and in non-agricultural self-employment;
in contrast, women earned more than men in non-agricultural wage work. These jobs were also the highest
remunerated activities of all, and were in commerce, other services or manufacturing.

The work by Lanjouw and colleagues suggests that non-agricultural employment can be thought of as constitut-
ing two paths, one consisting of “safety net” or “last resort” jobs to keep households from destitution, and the
other a means of household upward mobility. That female participation in non-agricultural employment is
linked with low-productivity, low-remunerated activities in many (but not all) countries is particularly worri-
some, since economically active rural women appear to be so concentrated in the non-agricultural sector.

Several in-depth studies of rural communities in Mexico provide good evidence that women’s income-generat-
ing activities, and particularly their off-farm employment, have increased in recent decades, principally in
response to the economic crisis.” Frances Rothstein (1995) studied a Nahuatl peasant community in Puebla,
Mexico, from 1971 to 1989 as it was transformed from a traditional peasant community, to reliance on the wage
income generated by male workers, to reliance on a variety of income-generating activities carried out by both men
and women. As a result of land pressure and deteriorating conditions for agricultural production, by 1980 half of
the males 12 years and older were working as wage workers, principally in textile factories in Puebla and Mexico
City. In this period women were still confined to the home, engaged in animal care and subsistence production.

According to Rothstein, it was the crisis of the 1980s, including high inflation, unemployment and declining
real wages, that compelled households to pursue multiple income-generating strategies. These included an increase
in the number of income earners per household and the active economic participation of women outside the
home or family plot of land. While women’s income-generating opportunities expanded, they are still more lim-
ited than men’s, with women primarily engaged in agricultural wage labour, domestic service, commerce, or
employed in small manufacturing workshops. Another consequence of the crisis is that men have been aban-
doning their wives at an increasing rate, particularly after they migrate to seek work in Mexico City, and what
was initially intended to be temporary migration becomes permanent. The share of female-headed households
rose from 8.5 per cent in 1980 to 14 per cent in 1989, and the number of hidden female-headed units within
extended families has also been on the rise (Rothstein 1995).

Soledad Gonzalez Montes (1994), who studied another Nahuatl community in the state of Mexico, also shows
how once agriculture ceased to be the main source of income for rural households, there was an increase in the
remunerated work of women and a diversification in their income-generating activities. Up through the 1960s
the main employment opportunity for young women was as domestic servants in Mexico City. They usually
returned to the village to marry, with their primary economic activity then focusing on subsistence agricultural

26 Also see Mones and Grant (1987) on how rural women’s income-generating activities in the Dominican Republic have increased as a result of the eco-
nomic crisis of the 1980s. There the increase was in the number of low-productivity activities carried out by women primarily in the home, such as the
production of foodstuffs for sale from their doorsteps and the production and vending of clothes and flower arrangements.
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production. Only women from poorer households worked as agricultural wage workers in the local peasant labour
market. She emphasizes how it was the appearance of better-remunerated alternatives in the non-agricultural
sector since 1980 that led to a diversification in women’s economic activities. The fastest growing source of
employment for both single and married women was in commerce (ranging from the selling of prepared food-
stuffs in Mexico City to the setting up of stores in town), followed by services (teachers, secretaries, nurses), and
industrial work in both maquilas and small workshops.

While these case studies support the argument that one of the main trends of the last few decades has been a
diversification in rural women’s economic activities, they also lend weight to the argument that it is not women'’s
activity rate, per se, that has changed, but rather the visibility of their work. Rural women have moved from
unpaid family labour in peasant agriculture to become either own-account or wage workers in agriculture, or into
a broad range of wage and own-account jobs in the non-agricultural sector (Bonfil 1996). The particular alter-
native is highly conditioned by locale. As Soledad Gonzalez and Vania Salles (1995) conclude, there is little
doubt that as a result of the crisis and the economic restructuring since 1980, women in Mexico are participat-
ing in a broader range of activities, and in many activities that were previously not open to them.

Much of the recent literature on Latin America empha-
sizes that one of the main tendencies of the last several

main conclusion reached in the section above is that

p rO b I e mS -l n an aIP/Si n g decades has been the feminization of agriculture. Yet the

changes In rura

economically active rural women in Latin America are
concentrated in non-agricultural employment. Are

WO m e n ,S WO rk these two trends compatible?

The feminization of agriculture can have multiple mean-

ings. It can refer to an increase in rural women'’s, or rural

and urban women’s, participation rates in the agricultur-
al sector. It can also be measured as an increase in the share of the agricultural labour force that is female. A
higher female share can in turn be the result of a higher female activity rate and/or a decrease in men’s partici-
pation rate in agriculture. Moreover, the feminization of the agricultural sector might be the result of the under-
enumeration of women as unpaid family labour in the past, combined with their greater visibility as agricultur-
al wage workers or own-account farmers in the current period.

The under-enumeration of women in agriculture in the population and agricultural censuses has been a constant theme
of the women/gender and development field since the 1970s.2 Under-enumeration in the past could result in an
absolute increase in the number of women reporting agriculture as their primary activity while at the same time, if
non-agricultural employment is growing at a faster rate, for the majority of active women to be concentrated in non-
agricultural activities. This would provide one explanation why a trend towards the feminization of agriculture might
be compatible with the reported concentration of rural women in non-agricultural activities. The evidence pre-
sented below, however, suggests that the under-enumeration of women in agriculture continues to be a problem.

27 Deere and Ledn 1982; Buvinic 1982; Sautu 1982.
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The sources of under-enumeration are several. If asked their principal occupation, rural women in Latin
America tend to reply “their home”, since their primary responsibility within the peasant household is the pro-
vision of domestic labour. Thus census estimates have tended to measure the socially appropriate gender divi-
sion of labour—women’s role as housewives and mothers—rather than the economic activities in which they
normally engage. A second problem is that the censuses have tended to emphasize income-generating activities,
thus undercounting participation in subsistence production. A third, related problem is that agricultural partici-
pation has been measured quite narrowly, privileging participation in field work. Such a narrow definition
ignores a broad range of agricultural activities often carried out by rural women, such as livestock production
(particularly of small animals), kitchen gardens, and post-harvest processing activities.?

Fourth, in the censuses participation is measured in terms of engaging in an economic activity for a minimum
amount of time in the week prior to the census. This is a major problem in terms of capturing women’s work in
agriculture, given the seasonality of crop production. Moreover, in some cases a minimum time requirement for
classification as economically active is required for only certain categories of workers, such as unpaid family work-
ers. This was the case in the 1972 Peruvian census, for example, when only unpaid family workers were required
to have worked 15 hours in the week prior to the census (Deere and Le6n 1982). Since if an adult male is pres-
ent he is always considered the primary agriculturalist of the peasant household, other household members are
by default considered unpaid family workers irrespective of the relative amount of time each dedicates to agricul-
ture. Thus, the problem of seasonality would lead to a specific undercounting of women rather than men.

Recent household surveys have improved upon census questionnaires by asking if a person engaged in any eco-
nomic or income-generating activity in either the week or month prior to the survey. Also, recent surveys such
as the Living Standard Measurement Survey (LSMS) promoted by the World Bank usually do not place a mini-
mum time requirement for an individual to be considered economically active. A few surveys have also made an
effort to capture the full range of activities that should properly be included as part of agriculture. This has led to
wildly different estimates of the economic participation rate of rural women in agriculture.

In the early 1990s, the Banco Interamericano de Desarrollo (BID)/Instituto Interamericano de Coopercién para la
Agricultura (I1CA) project on Women Food Producers carried out small household surveys in 19 Latin
American and Caribbean countries, partly to investigate the problem of the under-enumeration of women in agri-
culture (Kleysen and Campillo 1996).* The results for Central America are illustrative. The censuses for this
region consistently report very low female activity rates in agriculture, ranging from 5 per cent in Panama to 12.4
per cent in El Salvador. The BDI-IICA surveys in five countries revealed that 68 to 90 per cent of the rural
women interviewed participated in agricultural and livestock production, with the mean amount of time dedi-
cated to field work (depending on the country) ranging from 2.2 to 6 hours per day. In addition, from 46 to 69
per cent of the women interviewed also tended a kitchen garden (Chiriboga et al. 1996:32). Moreover, a very high
proportion of the women reported that they were in charge of agricultural production—from 29 per cent
(Honduras) to 48 per cent (El Salvador)—either because they were household heads or because their
spouse/partner was temporarily absent or engaged in other activities (Chiriboga et al. 1996:41).

28 For example, in a traditional peasant region of Colombia, Garcia Rovira, in only 18 per cent of rural households did a woman participate in field work.
In 88 per cent, however, awoman engaged in animal care activities, in 53 per cent in agricultural processing, and in 24 per cent in marketing the house-
hold’s production (Deere and Le6n 1981: table 1).

29 The problem with this study is that the BID-1ICA surveys were not nationally representative. Usually the national sample of 150 to 200 households was
drawn from two or three communities, municipalities or states in different regions of the country representing the major food crops grown by the peasantry.
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Overall, rural women in Central America as well as in the Andes reported working between 14 to 18 hours a
day, with approximately half of this time dedicated to productive activities and the other half to domestic labour
(Kleysen 1996). In the Andean country studies it was found that in Bolivia and Peru, rural women dedicated
more time to agricultural production than did men; moreover, in these two countries as well as in Colombia,
Ecuador and Venezuela women dedicated more time than men to animal production, product transformation and
marketing the household’s products (Kleysen 1996: table 1.3). On the basis of these surveys, the BID-1ICA proj-
ect recalculated female economic activity rates in agriculture and concluded that the degree of under-enumeration
ranged from 69 per cent (Uruguay) to 500 per cent (Guatemala) in the 19 countries (Kleysen 1996: table 1.3).

National survey data for Ecuador is illustrative of how the under-enumeration of women in agriculture serves to
distort the analysis of the distribution of economically active women between the agricultural and non-agricul-
tural sectors. Although in this country indigenous peasant women participate actively in agriculture (Hamilton
1998), according to the 1982 census the economic participation rate of rural women was only 12 per cent, but with
asignificantly higher proportion of women economically active in the sierra (15 per cent) than on the coast (6 per
cent). There was also a marked difference in the sectoral distribution of economically active women between the
two regions, with 46 per cent of economically active rural women occupied in agriculture in the sierra and only
17 per cent on the coast.

The 1988 Ecuadorean Employment Survey utilized a much broader definition of work, attempting to capture
participation in subsistence agricultural production by unremunerated family labour. According to this survey,
rural women’s participation rate was 70 per cent in the sierra and 20 per cent on the coast. Moreover, agricul-
ture was the primary sector of activity for 72 per cent of women in the sierra compared with only 47.5 per cent on
the coast, illustrating that in both regions it was principally women’s unpaid labour in agriculture that had been
underestimated in the census (Cuvi 1992: tables 1 and 2). This example suggests how the CEPAL estimates pre-
sented in table 5 (where the economic activity rate of rural women in Ecuador is reported as 18 per cent for 1990)
and table 7 (regarding their distribution by sectors) must be used with a great deal of caution.

Another major difficulty in measuring rural women’s economic participation has to do with the multiple eco-
nomic activities in which they often engage. Over the course of a year, for example, they may participate as unpaid
family labour in agriculture while also engaging in wage labour, petty trade and artisan production. For example,
Pilar Campanfia (1982: table 8) found that in the central Peruvian highlands, married peasant women carried out
an average of 2.5 income-generating activities over the course of a year, with slightly over half carrying out three
or more.* The LSMS surveys have improved upon census data by usually asking a respondent’s primary and sec-
ondary activity. However, at the moment of analysis, such as in the surveys discussed in Section 111, above, these
tend to be limited to an individual’s primary occupation. This probably leads to a continued underestimation of
women’s agricultural activities because cash-generating activities, and particularly wage labour participation, tend
to be privileged over subsistence-oriented activities. Moreover, the LSMS surveys have still to address the prob-
lem of seasonality, that is, that an individual’s most important income-generating activity might not take place
in the week or months prior to the survey.

30 Moreover, a characteristic of rural women’s work in the Andean region is that they may engage in multiple activities at the same time, for example, when
they pasture their sheep, they are usually spinning wool for cloth production while also minding the children (Deere 1991).
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almost year-round attention. Female wage work is used primarily for the harvest, which might take place three
or four days a week over the growing season.® Female family labour is used for practically all the different tasks, with
the exception of land preparation. The majority of female wage workers work eight hours a day, six days a week. The
work of unpaid family workers is less structured, with mothers, for example, working in the fields fewer hours than
daughters, given their domestic responsibilities.

According to Dary (1991) it is generally the male household head on these family farms who controls the com-
mercialization of production and the income generated thereby. Unpaid family labour is considered natural since
“all family members benefit equally” (Dary 1991:61). The wives explain that their husbands give them the gasto (an
allowance to purchase basic necessities) while daughters report that their fathers “buy their clothes”.

Both Dary (1991) and Blumberg (1994) report that one of the main changes resulting from the expansion of agro-
export production is that women are working more now in field work, but have been losing access to the crops
that they traditionally marketed, and particularly in the region of Sacatepequez have lost access to land. In this
region women traditionally had access to a small garden plot where they grew vegetables and herbs, both for fami-
ly consumption and for sale in local markets. The income generated from such sales was generally considered a
woman’s own to dispose of, as often was the income from the sale of her husband’s surplus crops, an activity asso-
ciated with women'’s greater participation in household decision-making processes. With the introduction of the
export crops, women’s gardens have been reduced in size or eliminated, while the production of other foodstuffs
has also declined. Another change is that women are engaging less in artisan activities, particularly as an
income-generating activity, because of the greater demands on their time of agro-export production. Thus both
Dary (1991) and Blumberg (1994) conclude that women were negatively affected by the introduction of non-
traditional agro-export production, since the reduction in their own independent activities reduced their bar-
gaining power within the household, and they became more dependent on men transferring sufficient funds to
them to cover household expenses.

In 1990-91 Elizabeth Katz (1995) undertook a household survey of adopters and non-adopters of non-tradition-
al export crops among Kakchiquel Mayas in this same general region of the central highlands, and also concluded
that non-traditional agro-export production was deepening gender inequalities. She found that peasant women
were dedicating a significant amount of time to broccoli and snow pea production, but rarely participated in deci-
sion-making and received relatively few of the benefits of agro-export production.

Katz gave particular emphasis to the role of woman’s landownership in the degree of control of the benefits from
commercial production. Only 5 per cent of the total sample of 300 households consisted of single female house-
hold heads; 80 per cent of these had access to at least one parcel of land, usually inherited from either their fam-
ily or their husband. Of these 12 women landowners, seven managed the land on their own, while the others
shared control with their sons. Nine women, all widows, held broccoli contracts with firms or intermediaries in
their own names and received direct payment for their crops.

69 In terms of the peasant wage labour market, women are paid less than men for field work and less than the minimum legal wage of Q10 per day. None of
the women wage workers interviewed earned more than Q8 daily whereas the men earned between Q8 and Q15. In some cases the wages are not paid
directly to the women, but rather to their husbands or fathers, particularly when they are relatives of the peasant proprietors (Dary 1991).
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Among married women, less than one-third owned a land parcel. They exerted much less control over man-
agement of their land or over the income generated thereby. In 70 per cent of the households the husband decided
what crops to plant and made decisions regarding the use of inputs and labour. In only one-fifth of the house-
holds with female landowners did the woman control the income generated from commercial production. In the
majority of households men owned the land and made most if not all of the decisions regarding production and
the use of income.

Katz’s research, in contrast to earlier research, suggests that non-traditional export production has not had a sig-
nificant negative impact on the time that women have available to pursue other income-generating activities.
Over half the woman in her sample had pursued some kind of income-generating activity during the previous
six months, with the most common activities being artisan work (weaving, embroidering and sewing) and petty
trade. Only 7 per cent had engaged in agricultural wage work, these being from land-poor households. Single
female household heads were the most likely to engage in income-generating activities, as well as those with
daughters over 10 years of age who could act as complements or substitutes for their mothers in domestic labour.”

According to Katz the importance of women’s separate income to household welfare largely depends on whether
the husband provides his wife with income transfers sufficient to meet household needs. In such cases the wife’s
independent income goes for extras, such as investing in domestic technology; if the transfer is not sufficient, giv-
en women'’s primary responsibility for putting food on the table, her income goes to cover basic necessities. In
her detailed analysis of household spending decisions, Katz (1995) found that increasing male agricultural
income from non-traditional export production is largely spent on male goods, negatively affecting women’s abil-
ity to purchase food as well as items that might alleviate the burden of housework.™

The Kagchiquel region was subsequently restudied in the 1998-2001 period by Hamilton et al. (2001) and
Hamilton and Fischer (2003). They conclude that non-traditional agricultural export production has con-
tributed to women’s greater role in productive decision-making and, in contrast to Katz (1995) and Blumberg
(1994), that they have shared in its benefits. In their 1998 and 2001 surveys over two-thirds of the households
reported that women shared or controlled earnings from non-traditional agro-export production. Three-quar-
ters reported that women participated in land use decisions. It is worth noting that in this sample a higher share
of women owned land either independently (22 per cent) or jointly with their husbands (29 per cent), bringing
the total proportion of women with ownership of land to 51 per cent. Hamilton and Fischer’s (2003) regression
analysis revealed that women'’s independent ownership of land and work in non-bulk marketing were significant
predictors of women'’s participation in land use decision-making. Joint ownership of land, however, was not asso-
ciated with joint decision-making processes.

These studies are not exactly comparable since Katz (1995) did not test the impact of women’s land rights on
their role in decision-making. Also, in the Hamilton and Fischer (2003) study, the share of women owning land
independently and participating in non-bulk marketing is a small share of the total number of women reporting
their participation in productive decision-making, suggesting that other factors are also at play.

70 Katz (1995) similarly reports that besides the amount of land devoted to vegetable production, the presence of a daughter to replace the mother in domes-
tic labour is among the most significant predictors of the amount of time that a woman dedicates to field work.

71 In another contribution, Katz (2000) investigates the nutritional consequences of non-traditional agro-export production. Her detailed analysis suggests
that the male bias in labour and income control under non-traditional agro-export production has not had adverse nutritional consequences.
Nonetheless, she finds if that the goal is to improve nutrition, it would be more efficient to target activities in which women controlled the income.
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rural women'’s

THE VIABILITY OF PEASANT AGRICULTURE AND ITS FEMINIZATION UNDER NEOLIBERALISM = RURAL
WOMEN’'S ACCESS TO LAND AND OTHER RESOURCES

Nonetheless, the increase in the share of female participation in decision-making in roughly the same region
suggests that perhaps over time there has been some significant change in gender roles.”

In sum, what all these processes illustrate is that rural women are working more in agriculture than ever before.
The specific process of feminization of agriculture is related to the decline of agriculture as the primary economic
activity of peasant households and male absence from the farm in pursuit of alternative income-generating
opportunities, and thus is correlated with the growth in rural female household headship, either de facto or de jure.
A:s the viability of peasant agriculture is undermined by neoliberal policies, peasant production becomes increas-
ingly oriented towards household food security, becoming an extension of women’s domestic responsibilities.

The process of feminization of agriculture has resulted in
women’s increased visibility as farmers, and specifically as

aC Ce SS tO I an d an d own-account workers in agriculture. But once again, quan-

other resources

titative data on this phenomenon is sorely lacking. The
agricultural censuses are deficient for this purpose, since
many do not even ask the sex of the farmer, given cultural
norms that have defined farming as a male occupation.

Information on the gender of the principal farmer is only
available for three countries for the 1990s. In Paraguay in 1991 women constituted only 9.4 per cent of the princi-
pal farmers. In Chile in 1997 women made up 21.9 per cent of the principal farmers and 24.3 per cent of those on
owner-operated farms. Peru is the only country for which census data is available for two periods, and it does
show a substantial increase in the share of women farmers, from 13.3 per cent in 1972 to 20.3 per cent in 1994.
As in Chile, women make up a slightly higher percentage of the principal farmers on owner-operated farms, 20.6
per cent, since women are less likely than men to rent or sharecrop land (Deere and Ledn 2003: table 1; 2001).

Another deficiency of the agricultural censuses is that they do not inquire, in the case of owner-operated farms,
who in the household actually owns the land. And up until recently few household surveys pursued this ques-
tion, with most researchers assuming that the land was the property of the principal farmer—usually the male
household head. Table 10 presents recent national data for five countries on the share of landowners who are
male, female and couples. The percentage of individual landowners who are female ranges from 11 per cent in
Brazil to 27 per cent in Paraguay. Joint ownership of land by couples is an important phenomenon in some coun-
tries, such as in Peru, where women are as likely to own land jointly as individually. Joint ownership of land by
couples is probably underestimated in the case of Brazil, since this option was not included in the survey ques-
tionnaire. Under the prevailing default marital regime in this country (partial community property), land or other
assets that are purchased by a couple after marriage legally constitute the joint property of the couple.”

72 Hamilton and Fischer (2003) also report that whereas the share of women’s participation in non-traditional agro-export production was positively and sig-
nificantly correlated with women’s participation in decision-making in their 2001 sample, in their 1998 sample it was positively but not significantly cor-
related, lending weight to the hypothesis that this change is relatively recent.

73 See Deere and Ledn (2001: chpt. 2) on marital regimes in Latin America and how these define women'’s property rights in marriage. The Mexican data
refers to the ejido sector only and is drawn from the recent land titling programme in that country. In the land titling programme, joint titling of land to
couples was not an option, trampling upon married women'’s property rights.
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A comparison of the survey data on land ownership
with the census figures on principal farmers suggests that

TABLE 10
DISTRIBUTION OF LANDOWNERS BY GENDER,

LATIN AMERICA (IN PERCENTAGES)

at least in Paraguay and Peru, the two countries for which

information on both variables is available, women make Country Women Men Couple Total

up a !arger percentage. of Iandowr_lers than they do of — 110 890 100
principal farmers. But since the agricultural censusesare | ;000 n = 39,904
notorious for underestimating women’s work in agri- Mexico 22 4 776 100
culture, it is difficult to reach any firm conclusions. (2002) n = 2.9 million
These household surveys are also deficient in that their Nicaragua 155 809 3.6 100
questionnaires did not inquire who in the household (1995) n =839
actually managed agricultural production, making most Paraguay 27.0 69.6 3.2 100

of the crucial decisions. As Bina Agarwal (1994) has (2001) n=1,694
argued, it cannot be assumed that land ownership by Peru 12.7 744 12.8 100

itself is sufficient to assure women’s control over pro- (2000) n=1.923

duction and its fruits.” Source: Deere and Le6n (2003; Table 2)
In Deere and Ledn (2003) we investigate the reasons for the gender asset gap in land in Latin America, and con-
clude that it is related to male preference in inheritance, male privilege in marriage, and male bias in community
and state programmes of land distribution, as well as gender bias in the land market. Table 11 demonstrates that
there are important gender differences in how land is acquired. Although inheritance of land favours men, inher-
itance is the principal means by which rural women acquire land.”™ Well over half the women landowners in these
six countries acquired their land through inheritance, Ecuador being the exception. In this latter country, acquisi-
tion via the market slightly exceeded land inheritance for women. The land market is also an important source
for land acquisition by women in Brazil and for couples in Peru. What stands out, though, in table 11 is how in
every country except Ecuador land purchases are amuch more important source of land acquisition for men than
for women. Similarly, the acquisition of land via its distribution by communities, as in Mexico and Peru, strong-
ly favours men, as have the agrarian reforms of the past.”

Deere and Ledn (2003) identify several factors supporting a modest trend towards greater equity for women in
the acquisition of land. The reform of civil codes has gradually expanded the property rights of married women
and those in consensual unions. The recent adoption of the legal figure of the dual-headed household has
enhanced the possibility that assets acquired during marriage will actually be jointly owned and managed.
Women'’s fall-back position has been strengthened since in the case of separation, divorce or widowhood they
are now more likely to be able to secure the half of the community property to which they are entitled under most
marital regimes. Also, a number of countries have strengthened the inheritance rights of wives so that, in addi-
tion to their legal half of the community property, they are entitled to inherit from their husband’s estate, along
with the children. Growing literacy among rural women has also contributed to growing legal literacy, so that
wives and daughters are now more likely to be aware of and claim their legal rights.

74 Recall Katz’s (1995) data on Guatemala presented in the previous section. While one-third of married women owned a land parcel, in only 20 per cent
of these cases did women participate in decision-making and control the income generated from agricultural production.

75 Katz and Chamorro (2003) also report that in their recent household surveys in Nicaragua and Honduras 47 and 57 per cent, respectively, of the women
landowners acquired their land through inheritance.

76 See Deere (1985) and Deere and Ledn (2001: chpt. 3) for a detailed analysis of how women were excluded from the Latin American agrarian reforms of
the twentieth century.
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TABLE 11
METHOD OF ACQUISITION OF LAND OWNERSHIP BY GENDER, LATIN AMERICA (IN PERCENTAGES)
Country Inheritance ~ Community State Market Other Total
Brazil Women 54.2 0.6 37.4 7.8 100
Men 22.0 1.0 73.1 3.9 100
Chile Women 84.1 1.9 8.1 5.9 100
Men 65.4 2.7 25.1 6.8 100
Ecuador Women 42.5 5.0 44.9 7.6 100
Men 34.5 6.5 43.3 15.6 100
Mexico Women 81.1 1.8 53 8.1 3.7 100
Men 44.7 14.8 19.6 12.0 8.9 100
Nicaragua Women 57.0 10.0 33.0 100
Men 32.0 16.0 52.0 100
Peru Women 75.2 1.9 5.2 16.4 1.3 100
Men 48.7 6.3 12.4 26.6 6.0 100
Couples 37.3 1.6 7.7 52.6 0.8 100

Source: Deere and Ledn (2003: Table 3)

There is also evidence that in countries with testamentary freedom, such as Mexico, land inheritance practices
are beginning to favour wives over children. This trend is associated with the growing gender gap in life spans
(in favour of women) and the decline of familial and community networks that once provided social security to
the elderly. In addition, certain trends regarding the inheritance of land by children are favouring gender equity,
such as smaller family size and an increase in partible inheritance practices. Greater gender equity in inheritance
is also associated with regions where peasant agriculture is in decline, because of acute land shortage and/or
unfavourable state policies under neoliberalism. As households can no longer sustain themselves from agricul-
tural production alone, parents are more likely to divide the land among all the children. Growing inheritance
of land by daughters is also found in regions where migration has become more balanced by gender, with the
choice of who inherits the land being associated with a willingness to remain on the farm, caring for elderly par-
ents (Deere and Le6n 2003).

Access to land via state programmes of land distribution and land titling programmes has also become more gen-
der-equitable over the past decade. As a result of the demands of the women’s movement, related to the rise and
consolidation of national rural women’s organizations in most countries, a growing number of countries have
adopted specific mechanisms for the inclusion of women. The most common measure has been the adoption of
mandatory joint titling of land to couples either in programmes of state land adjudication (such as in Colombia
and Nicaragua in the 1990s and recently in Brazil) or in land titling programmes (the more common state activ-
ity in the period of neoliberalism). A few countries have also adopted proactive measures in favour of women,
such as the priority given to female household heads in land distribution programmes in Colombia and
Nicaragua, and in land titling efforts in Chile.

Nonetheless, Deere and Ledn (2003) conclude that there continues to be a substantial disjuncture between
women’s legal land rights and their actual ownership of land, a gap unlikely to close via state action because
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agrarian reform programmes in most countries have now come to a close. Land titling programmes (which only
benefit those who are currently landowners) have been motivated by the neoliberal priority of enlivening land
markets. Land markets rarely favour the rural poor (Carter and Barham 1996) nor are they gender-neutral (see
table 11). Moreover, even when the state is formally committed to gender equity, women do not necessarily fare
very well in land bank programmes or negotiated land reforms.”

An additional concern, given the historic discrimination against rural women in terms of access to credit, tech-
nical assistance, irrigation and so on, is whether efforts to enliven land markets will result in women landown-
ers disproportionately losing access to their land. The 1994 Peruvian agricultural census (the first in Latin
America to collect and publish such data) substantiates the gender gap in access to resources. While neither men
nor women were very likely to receive credit, technical assistance or to use improved seed, the share of male
farmers with access to these resources always significantly exceeds that of female farmers (Deere and Leén 2001:
table 9.12).7

The available evidence is mixed on whether women landowners are more likely to sell or rent their land than
men. A case study of farmers in four ¢jidos in northern Mexico, a region undergoing a boom in non-traditional
agro-export production, found that in 1999 70 per cent of the ejidatarios were renting out their lands, many of
them as a prelude to selling them. Female land owners were more likely (87 per cent) than male land owners (62
per cent) to rent out their land, a difference that was statistically significant (Lewis 2002). Deere and Leén’s
(2003: 938) analysis of land-titling beneficiaries in Chile, however, found that few (2.7 per cent) men or women
landowners had rented, sold or ceded their land once it was titled, and that there was no statistically significant
difference by gender. Moreover, there was no significant difference by gender in those who planned to sell, rent or
cede their land to others in the future.

Given the difficulties women face in becoming successful farmers, and the discouraging prospects for domestic
agriculture under neoliberalism, why should women’s ownership and access to land be a feminist issue? Deere and
Ledn (2003) argue that rural women in Latin America value land ownership for reasons other than the prospect
of being successful commercial farmers. Land offers rural women security in covering their family’s minimum
food requirements. In addition, land is an asset that can be used as collateral, or rented and sharecropped when
necessary. Moreover, land ownership gives women bargaining power within the household, family and commu-
nity. Increasing women’s ownership of land is thus important not only to establish real, rather than just formal
gender equality, but also because rural women’s ownership of land is closely associated with their well-being and
empowerment (Agarwal 1994).

There is a growing body of case study literature in Latin America demonstrating that if one compares peasant
women landowners with those who are landless, women landowners have a much greater choice of marriage
partners and are more likely to strike a strong marriage bargain. Within marriage they play a greater role in
household as well as farm decision-making, including production and marketing decisions and the disposition
of the income so generated. Women’s land ownership has also been associated with a lower incidence of domes-
tic violence, for women landowners are in a much better position to leave an abusive partner and to attract

77 See Worby (2002) on Guatemala’s land bank programme and Deere (2003) on negotiated land reform in Brazil.

78 See Deere and Ledn (2001:327) for a list of references to the literature demonstrating the disadvantages that female farmers in Latin America face com-
pared with men. Also, see the BID-11CA studies on women food producers summarized in Chiriboga, Grynspan and Pérez (1996) and Kleysen and
Campillo (1996). For a comprehensive review of women’s disadvantages with respect to water rights and why this matters see Bennett, Davila-Poblete
and Nieves Rico (2004).
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another spouse. The ownership of assets gives women additional benefits as they age and/or are widowed, such
as potential economic autonomy and greater bargaining power over children (Deere and Ledn 2001). These
propositions, however, have only recently begun to be subject to rigorous quantitative analysis.

Hamilton and Fischer (2003) found that women’s independent (but not joint) ownership of land in Guatemala
was a significant predictor of women’s participation in land use decision-making. Katz and Chamorro (2003), in
their comparative analysis of Honduras and Nicaragua, found a positive correlation between women'’s land own-
ership and their overall role in the household economy, including greater access to credit and control over agri-
cultural income as well as higher shares of own-account and labour market earnings.

Deere et al. (2004) tested for the impact of female land rights on household income levels in Paraguay and Peru,
and found a large, positive and significant association between women’s land rights and net household income
levels in the Peruvian case. In both countries female land rights were negatively associated with the level of farm
income, but significantly so only in the case of Paraguay, principally because of the greater disadvantages faced by
women farmers in that country.” Female land rights were positively associated with higher off-farm income lev-
els, but only significantly so in the case of Peruvian dual-headed households (where both adults were present),
where the bargaining power thesis is operative. Female land rights in Peru, evaluated at the mean, increased off-
farm income by over 400 per cent and net household income by 47 per cent.

Deere et al. hypothesize that female land rights lead to higher household income levels primarily because the
greater bargaining power of women landowners leads to better household decision-making processes, improving
the efficiency of labour allocation. Unfortunately, their surveys do not provide direct observations on household
decision-making processes. The precise ways in which female land rights contribute to higher off-farm income
levels also remain to be analysed. Deere et al. propose that in Peru female land rights might be the factor that
makes the difference in rural women being able to pursue high-productivity off-farm activities, in contrast to the
low-productivity off-farm activities so often associated with female off-farm employment.

Katz and Chamorro (2003) also tested the impact of female land rights on the intra-household distribution of
resources. They show that the enhanced bargaining power of women within the household as a result of their
owning land leads to different expenditure patterns, reflecting gender-based preferences. Female land rights in
Honduras and Nicaragua lead to small, but positive and significant, increases on expenditures on food and child
educational attainment.

These studies have begun to provide firm evidence in support of the proposition that female land rights enhance
rural women’s well-being and contribute to their economic empowerment. Much work remains to be done, how-
ever, since this conclusion may only pertain under certain circumstances. Also, it would be useful to compare the
impact on women’s bargaining power within the household of women’s access to wage income as compared with
their ownership of land or other assets. As Cecile Jackson (2003) reminds us, women’s land ownership is not nec-
essarily a panacea in all circumstances. But further work largely depends on the generation of more appropriate data
sets for gender analysis.

79 The Brazilian data set only allowed testing for the impact of female land rights on farm revenue, and a significantly negative association was also found
(Deere et al. 2004).
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CO nC| u d i ng The main trends associated with the economic crisis,

neoliberal restructuring and the growth of rural poverty

C O m m e n tS rates in Latin America include a continued diversification

Z

of household income strategies, an increase in the number

of household members seeking off-farm employment, and

the increased participation of rural women as own-
account workers and as wage workers in both the agricultural and non-agricultural sectors. Overall there is good
evidence, although stronger for some countries than others, of the feminization of agriculture over the past
several decades.

The economic activity rate of rural women in Latin America is now estimated as being of the order of 30 per
cent, while women constitute 26 per cent of the rural labour force. | have argued that these figures continue to
underestimate the economic participation of rural women, particularly in the agricultural sector, as unpaid fami-
ly labour, own-account workers and temporary wage workers. Moreover, the measured growth in rural women’s
activity rates probably reflects the more visible role of rural women in the latter two categories, compared with
unpaid family labour.

This growth in the measured activity rate of rural women has taken place in an overall context in which
rural-urban as well as international migration appear to be moving towards gender parity (as opposed to the
female dominance of the past), bringing rural sex ratios closer to parity in countries such as Mexico and in Central
America. Two new phenomena have been the growing participation of rural women in seasonal rural-rural migra-
tion, and of urban women in agricultural wage employment.

Household survey data suggest that rural women are more concentrated in non-agricultural activities than are
rural men, with approximately half of economically active rural women and only one-third of men in this sector.
But there is strong evidence that rural women’s participation in agriculture continues to be undercounted, casting
doubt on this finding. Although country patterns vary, within the non-agricultural sector there does appear to
be a marked gender division of labour in the specific sectors of employment. Rural women tend to be concen-
trated in the services, commerce and industry while men are concentrated in “other” activities, followed by these
sectors. Moreover, there is strong evidence for certain countries that rural women tend to be concentrated in
more low-productivity, low-remunerated non-agricultural activities than those carried out by men.

The feminization of the agricultural sector is taking place through two paths, women’s increased responsibility for
peasant production and their growing participation as wage workers in non-traditional agro-export production.
Neither path is well captured by census or survey measures. Moreover, the particular path to feminization of agri-
culture is location-specific and depends on a myriad of factors, including household-level variables and the gen-
dered nature of local, regional, national and international labour markets, as well as of other income-generating
opportunities.

Women'’s increased visibility as own-account farmers is associated with relative land shortage, a decline in the
profitability of peasant agriculture, an increase in the proportion of rural female-headed households and male
absence from the farm, caused by either a growth in long-distance migration or more better-remunerated off-farm
employment possibilities. This trend is well documented by case studies for Mexico and Central America and
by census data for Peru. The feminization of peasant agricultural production may also be a result of a tendency
for the inheritance of land to become more gender-equitable as agriculture ceases to be the primary economic
activity of peasant households, but this proposition requires much more research.
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The feminization of agricultural wage employment is largely due to the fact that the growth in agricultural
employment has been limited to non-traditional agro-exports, the most dynamic activity in the era of neoliberal-
ism. The new crops and products are much more labour-intensive than traditional agro-exports, and require a
flexible labour force that can be employed only a few months out of the year. In this context, in which few per-
manent employment opportunities are created, but where the demand for seasonal labour is high, women have
become the preferred workers, particularly in the packing houses for vegetable and fruit exports. The case study
evidence suggest that women constitute from 40 to 60 per cent of the field labour in these new crops, as well as
the overwhelming majority of those employed in the packing houses and in cut flower production.

Women are the preferred workers partly because their socialization has made them into flexible workers, so they
are willing to accept short-term, casual employment, and the fact that they are adept in flexibly combining pro-
duction and reproduction. Gender socialization has also produced the skills (patience, dexterity, submissiveness)
in women necessary for high-quality production in extremely competitive markets. As a skilled, but devalued,
work force women are cheaper to employ than men and less likely to organize.

The available data on the gender wage gap, however, is mixed. A wage gap in the range of 80 to 90 per cent in
agro-export production is frequently cited, although some cases of near gender wage parity have also been
noted. While there is little outright discrimination in wage levels when men and women perform the same tasks
(generally both working at piece rates), differential earnings by men and women are usually the result of occu-
pational segregation by gender. Men’s occupations are more varied than women’s and often result in higher aver-
age daily or monthly earnings. Men also occupy the vast majority of the permanent and supervisory positions,
with women workers having limited opportunities for advancement.

The employment of women in non-traditional agro-exports has resulted in a number of new trends. In many cas-
es it has provided opportunities for women to become independent wage workers, receiving their own wage for
the first time. In most cases it has provided an alternative for young women other than rural-urban migration and
employment in domestic service. It has added a new spatial dimension to women’s employment, as women, par-
ticularly from landless or near-landless households, join men in rural-rural migration, following the harvests. It
has also brought an increasing number of urban women into agricultural production, even in regions where rural
women have traditionally not formed part of the agricultural wage labour force.

The impact of women’s wage employment on their empowerment is much debated, with the findings being quite
similar to those reported for women working within the maquila industry in Latin America. Few studies make
outright comparisons between these sectors. In one study that does, for the Dominican Republic, the most cov-
eted jobs for young women are in the maquila sector, where the highest wages prevail (Raynolds 1998).
Employment in non-traditional agro-exports here, however, is seen as providing a more viable alternative for
married, rural women as well as rural female household heads, an alternative that offers them a much higher
wage than other rural occupations.

In most countries the jobs in the packing houses are the very highest paying for women, even if their earnings
only approximate the minimum wage. Women workers in the packing houses always earn more than women field
workers within the same sub-sector. Moreover, there is some evidence that the gender wage gap in the non-tra-
ditional agro-export sector is less than in other forms of rural employment.

The impact of women’s wage work in non-traditional agro-export production on household gender relations is
also mixed, and related to women’s familial position. Wage work has given young single women a measure of
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economic autonomy, mobility, and often choice over their future marriage partner as well as in the timing of
marriage and childbearing. While in most countries young single women tend to be preferred for employment
over married women with children, particularly in the packing houses, these jobs have become crucial to the
growing number of female household heads. They have perhaps even facilitated a growth in their numbers, by
increasing the exit option open to married women in insufferable marriages. The employment of married
women, however, has also increased tensions within households as women attempt to exert their greater bar-
gaining power.

It has been shown that in a variety of situations the wages earned by married women can be just as crucial to the
sustenance of their households as those earned by female household heads. Where they are not the main income
earners of their households, women’s wages contribute to significantly enhancing their household’s standard of
living. There is little evidence, however, that the wage employment of married women has contributed to much
change in the gender division of labour within households. Married women workers usually work a double day,
unless they have daughters who can replace them, remaining responsible for the vast majority of domestic
labour. The main way that wage work has contributed to women’s potential empowerment, then, is through the
greater bargaining power that their contribution to household income garners them. A number of studies report
that married women wage workers have a greater say in household decision-making; in particular they have
greater economic autonomy, being able to use their own funds according to their own spending preferences.

As Raynolds (1998:166) concludes, “the process of labour force restructuring which has driven female employ-
ment in expanding non-traditional sectors throughout Latin America and the Caribbean does not represent an
unqualified economic or political gain for women.” She rightly points to how wage work is being redefined as
something women must do to support their children without substantial changes in the gender division of labour
within households. At the same time, wage employment has bolstered women’s ability to negotiate more equi-
table household relations.

The evidence also suggests that the incorporation of peasants into global markets as producers of non-tradition-
al export products has had mixed results. In Guatemala, the main country in which peasant farmers have been
able to sustain a specialization in vegetable production for export, such production has inevitably increased peas-
ant women’s workloads. In some cases the expansion of export crops has come at the cost of women'’s gardens,
other income-generating activities, or participation in household and crop decision-making. In other cases, it
has been reported that it has led to more equitable gender household relations, with women participating even
more in farm and marketing decisions.

Finally, studies on women’s ownership and control of land and the difference that these make to their and their
household’s welfare are still in their infancy. Moreover, no rigorous work has been done comparing how women'’s
bargaining power differs depending on whether their fall-back position consists of land ownership or the possi-
bility of wage employment. This is a promising venue for future research, but one that depends crucially on an
improvement in the quality of household surveys.
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ESTIMATES OF WOMEN’S EMPLOYMENT IN TRADITIONAL AGRO-EXPORT PRODUCTION

Country
Crop Locale Total number* Proportion of females* Duration  Source
Mexico
Coffee many harvest Martinez M. (1996a)
many harvest Young (1982)
Oaxaca many harvest Aranda (2000)
Tobacco many harvest Martinez M. (1996a)
Nayarit 40-60% harvest Robles (2000)
Cotton many harvest Martinez M. (1996a)
Dominican Republic
Coffee many harvest Mones & Grant (1987)
Tobacco many harvest Mones & Grant (1987)
Peanuts many harvest Mones & Grant (1987)
Cotton many harvest Mones & Grant (1987)
Nicaragua
Coffee 28% (1981) harvest CIERA et al. (1987)
41% (1984-85)
Cotton 32% (1981) harvest CIERA et al. (1987)
56% (1984-85)
Honduras
Coffee Copan 8,314 (1974) 91% 3 months  Buvinic (1982)
Tobacco Copan 8,548 (1974) 48% 5.4 months Buvinic (1982)
Costa Rica
Coffee many 3 months  Buvinic (1982)
Colombia
Coffee many harvest Medrano (1980)
Cotton El Espinal many 3-4 months Deere & Leon (1981)
Ecuador
Coffee Coast many harvest Martinez (1992)
Cocoa Coast many harvest Martinez (1992)
Brazil
Coffee many harvest Stolcke (1986)
Sugar cane Riberao many harvest Spindel (1987)
Citrus Riberao many harvest Ferrante (1995)

Note: *Years in parentheses.
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appendix I

ESTIMATES OF WOMEN’'S WAGE EMPLOYMENT IN NONTRADITIONAL AGRO-EXPORT PRODUCTION

Country
State Crop Take—off Total Female Female Task Duration  Source
number® number® share (months)
Mexico
Sinaloa tomatoes  1960s 80,000-90,000 field & packing 6 Roldan (1982)
(1979-1980)
90-95% packing
50-60% field
Sinalog, Baja  tomatoes  1970s 80—90% (1990s) packing Barndt (2002)
(A, Jalisco many females (1990s) ~ field (indig. migrants)
Sinaloa vegetables 90% packing Lara Flores (1992)
40% field (80% migrants)
Sinaloa vegetables 950,000
(1990s) 90% packing Lara Flores (1995)
Michoacan strawberies  1960s predominantly females  packing Arizpe & Aranda (1981)
(1970s)
predominantly females  packing 6 Lara Flores (1995) Mummert (1994)
(1990s)
Michoacan avocados  1970s 50% (1990s) field & packing 6-10 Suarez (1995) & Appendini (2002)
mangos 1970s 40% (1990s) field & packing 2-3
6 states® fruits, 1970s 50+% field Barron (1991) in Collins (1995)
vegetables
Sonora grapes 1970s predominantly females ~ field Collins (1995)
Guanajuato broccolis many females field Martinez Medina (1996a)
cauliflowers
Chihuaha apples many females field Martinez Medina (1996a)
Colima [imes many females field Martinez Medina (1996a)
Aguascalientes  grapes 1970s many females field Crummett (1987)
Nationally flowers 1980s 6,000-8,000
(1990s) 70-80% perm, nursery Lara Flores (1998)
Mexico flowers 1980s 5,000—6,000 70-80% nursery Lara Flores (1998)
r0ses 1980s 70% nursery Becerril (1995)
Morelos geraniums ~ 1990s predominately females  nursery 6 Appendini (2002)
Dominican Republic
fruits, 1980s many females field Mones & Grant (1987)
vegetables
fruits 10,270 44% field & packing Raynolds (1998)
(1989-90)
vegetables 6,008 33% field & packing
(1989-90)
flowers, plants 677 65% field & packing
(1989-90)

z

PAGE 56




APPENDIX Il

ESTIMATES OF WOMEN’'S WAGE EMPLOYMENT IN NONTRADITIONAL AGRO-EXPORT PRODUCTION

(CONTINUED)
Country
State Crop Take—off Total Female Female Task Duration  Source
number ® number® share (months)
Costa Rica
NTAX 12,430 (1991) many females Thrupp (1995)
Guatemala
Sacatepequez  vegetables  1980s 80% (1985) packing Dary (1991)
Sacatepequez 300 75-85% (1985) 1 packing plant 8-9 Blumberg (1994)
Honduras
NTAX 11,887 (1991) many females Thrupp (1995)
Central America
NTAX 1980s over 50% (1990s) packing Thrupp (1995)
30% (1990s) field
Colombia
Sab. Bogota  flowers 1970s 25,000 (1978) 80% nurseries Silva (1982)
Sab. Bogota  flowers 50,000-57,000 70—80% nurseries Medrano (1982)
(1980s)
Sab. Bogota  flowers 80,000 (1990s) 80% nurseries Thrupp (1995)
Sab. Bogota  flowers 85,000 (1990) 70% nurseries Lara Flores (1995)
Sab. Bogota  flowers 75,000 60—80% nurseries Meier (1999)
(mid-1990s)
Fcvador
flowers, predominately females  field & packing Marfinez (2002)
vegetables  1980s
flowers, 69% (1991) field & packing Thrupp et al. (1995)
vegetables
Cayambe flowers 1990s many females Newman (2002)
Cofacachi
Quito, Sto asparagus,  1980s many females field & packing Salamea & Waters (1995)
Dom, Guay palm hearts, (1990s)
strawberries,
papayas,
flowers
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ESTIMATES OF WOMEN’'S WAGE EMPLOYMENT IN NONTRADITIONAL AGRO-EXPORT PRODUCTION

(CONTINUED)
Country
State Crop Take—off Total Female Female Task Duration  Source
number®  number® share (months)
Chile
Central Valley ~ fruits 1970-1980s predominately females Collins (1995)
Central Valley ~ fruits 250,000 52% field & packing Aranda (1995)
(late 1980s)
Central Valley ~ fruits 300,000 (1990s) Venegas (1995)
perm: 40,000 5% packing
temp: 260,000 52% field & packing
Putaendo peaches 1970s 25,000 5,000 20% field 6 Aranda (1982)
(1970s)
nectarines 77% temp packing 4-6
14% perm packing
Aconcagua fruits, 1920s F Ninc. (1970s) field & packing 7 Lago & Olavarria (1982)
vegetables
Rancagua fruits, 1960s F Ninc. (1970s) Lago & Olavarria (1982)
vegetables
Aconcagua fruits, predominately females field & packing Lago (1987)
& Talca vegetables
Aconcagua grapes 40% field 6 Rodriguez (1987) in Collins (1995)
many females field Valdes (1992) in Collins (1995)
predominately females packing
(1980s)
Aconcagua fruits 70-100,000 Lara Flores (1992)
(1980s)
Aconcagua fruits 300,000 125,000 52% temp field & packing Lara Flores (1995)
(1990s)
Aconcagua fruits 150,000 temporary field & packing Barientos (1997)
(mid-1990s)
Argentina
Neuguen apples, pears 1920s 30,000 11,000 33% field & packing Bendini et al. (1995)
Brazil
Sao Francisco ~ fruits, 1970s many females field Collins (1993)
vegetables
Sao Francisco  grapes 1980s 65% field 11 Collins (1995)
Sao Francisco  grapes, 1990s 44% field & packing Rufino (2000)
fomatoes
Notes: (a) Years in parentheses
(b) The six states are Morelos, Hidalgo, Jalisco, SLPotosi, Sonora, Baja
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