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B LET'S

BN GROW
EQUALITY

FOREWORD

If we tackle the gender inequalities endemic
in agrifood systems and empower women, the
world will take a leap forward in addressing
the goals of ending poverty and creating a
world free from hunger. This report shows
how the creation of work in agrifood systems
for women, especially rural women, enhances
their well-being and provides opportunities
for economic growth, incomes, productivity
and resilience. For the first time in more than
a decade, FAO is providing a comprehensive
picture of the status of women working not
only in agriculture, but across agrifood
systems. The report contains extensive new
data and analyses about the challenges women
face, particularly in rural areas, and provides
actionable and policy-oriented evidence about
what has succeeded in improving equality.

Women’s empowerment and gender equality
are not only a key part of achieving the
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) by 2030,
but are also intrinsically important for women’s
and men’s well-being. SDG 5 calls on us to
achieve gender equality and empowerment
for all women and girls by 2030 - a deadline
that is fast approaching. This report shows
that, despite the increasing attention placed
on gender since the Fourth World Conference
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on Women, held in Beijing in 1995, there are
still large gaps in achieving gender equality
in agrifood systems.

While women have gained more access to
some resources - such as digital technology
and financial services - over the past decade,
the gaps are either unchanged or growing in
far too many areas, particularly for rural
women. For example, since the outbreak of
the COVID-19 pandemic, the gap between
women’s and men’s food insecurity has grown
to 4.3 percentage points, with significantly
higher food insecurity among rural women.
Rural women are less likely than rural men
to own a mobile phone. Improvements in
reporting on women’s landownership and
tenure demonstrate just how far we are from
gender equality, with a significantly larger
share of men in agricultural households
compared with women owning land in 40 out
of the 46 countries reporting on SDG Indicator
5.a.1. Closing these gaps and others, such as
the gaps in agricultural productivity and
agricultural wages, where women earn 82
cents for every dollar earned by men, would
greatly improve food security, nutrition and
increase economic growth.



The changes required to meet SDG 5 are far-
reaching. Nevertheless, they are possible given
positive progress made in the capacity of
governments, international institutions, civil
society and other stakeholders to plan and
invest more intentionally in both gender
equality and women’s empowerment. This
report shows that comprehensive investment
in women’s empowerment can be
transformative, even with the same level of
public resources. Ensuring that policies and
projects have a more explicit focus on
empowerment, including better access for
wommen to resources and assets and enhancing
their decision-making power, will help
increase incomes and resilience for women,
their households and communities -
particularly in rural areas.

Gender equality and women’s empowerment
is embedded in the FAO Strategic Framework
2022-2031, and is mainstreamed in our efforts
to achieve the four betters: better production,
better nutrition, a better environment and a
better life for all, leaving no one behind. With
the publication of this report, FAO makes a
commitment to do even more to deepen our
focus on gender equality and women’s
empowerment, with particular attention to

rural and small scale women producers. This
includes advocating for policy frameworks
that seek to address social norms and structural
constraints, and utilizing gender-
transformative approaches to a greater extent
in our projects and programming for inclusive
rural development.

Efficient, inclusive, resilient and sustainable
agrifood systems depend on the empowerment
of all women and gender equality. Women
have always worked in agrifood systems. It
is time that we made agrifood systems work
for women. We encourage all stakeholders to
make a commitment to join us in increasing
equality.

QU Dongyu
FAO Director-General
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Agrifood systems are a major employer of
women globally and constitute a more
important source of livelihood for women
than for men in many countries. Empowering
women and closing gender gaps in agrifood
systems thus enhances the well-being of
women and their households, reducing hunger,
boosting incomes and strengthening resilience.
This report provides a comprehensive overview
of the status of women in agrifood systems.
It analyses the multiple sources of inequality
that constrain their participation, well-being
and empowerment; describes policies and
approaches that have supported gender equality
and women’s empowerment; and details how
women’s equal participation in agrifood
systems can transform individual and global
outcomes.
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Despite the importance of agrifood systems
for women’s livelihoods and the welfare of
their families, women’s roles tend to be
marginalized and their working conditions
are likely to be worse than men’s - irregular,
informal, part-time, low-skilled, labour-
intensive and thus vulnerable. Women also
have higher burdens of unpaid care, limiting
their opportunities for education and
employment. This is true both for women
working in primary agricultural production,
with wages and productivity systematically
lower than those of men, and for women
working in off-farm segments of agrifood
systems, where their work is mostly in lower-
value nodes. Women may not be systematically
excluded from high-value, export-oriented
value chains or from entrepreneurship in
agrifood systems, but their participation is
usually constrained by discriminatory social




norms and barriers to knowledge, assets,
resources and social networks.

Women's access to land, inputs, services,
finance and digital technology - which is
key to working in agrifood systems -
continues to lag behind men’s. In many
countries there still is much to do to ensure
that women own land in equal proportion to
men and that legal frameworks protect their
rights. It is alarming how little the gaps in
women’s access to extension and irrigation
and ownership of livestock have closed over
the past decade, although it is encouraging
that gaps in their access to financial services,
mobile internet and mobile phones are
narrowing.

Discriminatory social norms and rules
affecting women and girls are at the heart
of gender inequality and are slow to change.
Attitudes towards women's work outside the
home, the acceptability of gender-based
violence and other norms affecting women's
livelihoods in agrifood systems remain
dangerously restrictive in much of the world.
Formal policies and strategies may increasingly
identify the constraints and inequalities that
women face, but few national policies specify
objectives to address them. This is despite the
evidence that a broader approach to women’s
empowerment - reducing the barriers to their
participation and changing the norms and
rules that constrain it — has great benefits for
women’s well-being and for wider society as
a whole. Such an approach also has substantial
co-benefits for women’s livelihoods, earnings,
health and nutrition of their children.

1~ SYRIAN ARAB
REPUBLIC -
A woman, after
collecting figs,
her only source of
livelihood, dries
them in the sun.
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Coping mechanisms and resilience to shocks
and stressors are shaped by gender
inequalities, and shocks and crises have a
greater negative impact on women’s
livelihoods in agrifood systems than they do
on men’s. During the COVID-19 pandemic,
women’s food insecurity rose faster than
men’s, and job losses in both primary
agricultural production and off-farm segments
of the agrifood systems were much more
pronounced for women than for men. Women
were called on to draw down their more limited
assets and savings more quickly than were
men. During climate shocks, women’s more
limited resources and assets constrain their
adaptive capacity and resilience.

These challenges to women’s full and equal
employment in agrifood systems hold back
their productivity and sustain wage gaps.
Closing the gender gap in farm productivity
and the wage gap in agrifood systems would
increase global gross domestic product by 1
percent (or nearly USD 1 trillion). This would
reduce global food insecurity by about 2
percentage points, reducing the number of
food-insecure people by 45 million.

Women’s empowerment is also key to
economic and social outcomes. Benefits from
projects that empower women are higher than
those that just mainstream gender. More than
half of bilateral finance for agriculture and
rural development already mainstreams gender,
but only 6 percent treats gender as fundamental.
If half of small-scale producers benefited from
development interventions that focused on
empowering women, it would significantly
raise the incomes of an additional 58 million
people and increase the resilience of an
additional 235 million people.

XX

Women'’s work in agrifood systems

Agrifood systems are a major employer of
women. Globally, 36 percent of working
women and 38 percent of working men work
in agrifood systems as of 2019. For both women
and men, this represents a decline of about
10 percentage points since 2005, driven almost
exclusively by a reduction in employment in
primary agricultural production.

Agrifood systems are a more
important source of livelihood
for women than for men in many
countries. In sub-Saharan Africa,
66 percent of women’s
employment is in agrifood
systems, compared with 60
percent of men’s. In southern Asia,
women overwhelmingly work in
agrifood systems (71 percent of
women, versus 47 percent of men),
although fewer women than men
are in the labour force. Agrifood
systems are a key source of
employment for young women,
especially those aged 15-24.

In general, women account for
a greater share of agricultural
employment at lower levels of
economic development, as inadequate

education, limited access to basic
infrastructure and markets, high unpaid-
work burden and poor rural employment
opportunities outside agriculture severely
limit women’s opportunities for off-farm
work. Women make up well over 50 percent
of the agricultural labour force in many sub-
Saharan African countries. About half of the
labour force in agriculture is female in several
countries in Southeast Asia, including
Cambodia, the Lao People’s Democratic
Republic and Viet Nam.

AGRIFOOD
SYSTEMS ARE A
MORE IMPORTANT
SOURCE OF

LIVELIHOOD
FOR WOMEN
THAN FOR
MEN IN MANY
COUNTRIES.



Women who work in agricultural production
tend to do so under highly unfavourable
conditions. They tend to be concentrated in
the poorest countries, where alternative
livelihoods are not available, and they maintain
the intensity of their work in conditions of
climate-induced weather shocks and in
situations of conflict. Women are less likely
to participate as entrepreneurs and independent
farmers and are engaged in the production of
less lucrative crops. Often, women are unpaid
family workers or casual workers in agriculture.
Social norms may also constrain women from
producing crops and participating in activities
dominated by men. The gender gap in land
productivity between female- and male-
managed farms of the same size is 24 percent.
On average, women earn 18.4 percent less
than men in wage employment in agriculture;
this means that women receive 82 cents for
every dollar earned by men.

Moving from primary agricultural production
to off-farm work in agrifood systems has
historically led to improved livelihoods for
both women and men. However, the roles of
women in off-farm work in agrifood
systems are more likely to be in less
profitable value chains and activities or
on worse terms than those of men due to
restrictive traditional social norms or poor
access to assets and resources.

Women’s greater burden of unpaid domestic
and care work, such as cleaning, cooking and
caring for household members, contributes
to inequalities in labour-market participation
and outcomes. This is particularly evident in
low- and middle-income countries. In rural
areas, women’s unpaid-work burden is greater
than that of men in large part because of the
time they spend collecting water. The COVID-19
pandemic underscored the disproportionate
burden women shoulder in unpaid care of

children and other family members and the
implications of this burden for women’s time
and employment.

Women's access to assets, services
and resources

Women'’s access to assets and resources key
to agrifood systems - such as land, inputs,
services, finance and digital technology -
continues to lag behind men’s. Gaps directly
related to agricultural production remain
substantial, but gender gaps in education,
finance and information and communications
technology, which are particularly important
for developing off-farm businesses and
employment opportunities in agrifood systems,
are closing more quickly. Nevertheless,
sustained, quality access to assets and
resources remains a challenge.

Women in agricultural households remain
significantly disadvantaged in landownership
compared with men; half the countries
reporting on Sustainable Development Goal
Indicator 5.a.2 have weak legal protections
for women’s land rights. The percentage of
men who have ownership or secure tenure
rights over agricultural land is twice that of
women in more than 40 percent of the
countries that have reported on women’s
landownership (Sustainable Development Goal
Indicator 5.a.1), and a larger percentage of
men than women have such rights in 40 of
46 countries reporting. Even so, the share of
women among landowners increased in 10 of
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in the field tending her
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18 countries over the last decade, with marked
improvements in several countries in sub-
Saharan Africa and southern Asia.

Progress has been slow in closing gaps in
women’s access to irrigation and in ownership
of livestock. On average, men own more
livestock than do women and are more likely
than women to own large livestock such as
cattle. These gaps have changed little in the
last decade, although gaps in ownership of
smaller species such as sheep and poultry
tend to be narrower.

Women in agriculture still have significantly
less access than men to inputs, including
improved seeds, fertilizers and mechanized
equipment. On a positive note, the gender gap
in access to mobile internet in low- and
middle-income countries fell from 25 percent
to 16 percent between 2017 and 2021, and the
gender gap in access to bank accounts narrowed
from 9 to 6 percentage points. Women are as
likely as men to adopt new technologies when
the necessary enabling factors are put in place
and they have equal access to complementary
resources.

Agency, norms and policies

Discriminatory social norms in agrifood
systems create power imbalances between
men and women and limit the choices
available to women, who usually are more
involved in unpaid care and domestic work.
Such norms commonly restrict women’s
mobility and limit their options for non-
domestic work and market activities and their
access to and control over assets and income.
Gender-based discrimination in social
institutions varies by region and country but
remains unacceptably high globally. This
constrains women’s full and productive

xxii

employment in agrifood systems (as sellers,
employers or employees) and affects their
ability to access and benefit from services,
technologies and rural organizations.

Advancing gender equality and women’s
empowerment is critical to women's well-
being and to society at large and thus has
intrinsic value. Significant advances in
measuring women’s empowerment in agrifood
systems over the past decade show that
women’s empowerment has a positive impact
on agricultural production, food security, diets
and child nutrition.

Addressing gender equality and women’s
empowerment means addressing constraining
social norms and rigid gender roles affecting
how women participate in agrifood systems.
Increasing attention has been placed on
addressing constraints created by
discriminatory social norms and gender-blind
policies and laws in agrifood systems. Projects
have increasingly aimed at increasing women’s
empowerment and at measuring the impact
of interventions on both agency and
empowerment. To do this effectively, men,
boys and community leaders must all be
engaged in gender-transformative processes.

Vv SRI LANKA - A woman
farmer watering crops.




GENDER-BASED
DISCRIMINATION IN
SOCIAL INSTITUTIONS

VARIES BY REGION AND
COUNTRY BUT REMAINS
UNACCEPTABLY
HIGH GLOBALLY.

The extent to which national policy
frameworks address gender issues improved
over the past decade. National policies and
budgets in East Africa and Latin America, for
example, have increasingly highlighted
structural gaps in access to land, inputs,
services, finance and digital technology and
included efforts to produce gender-responsive
outcomes. However, the extent to which
agricultural policies specifically address gender
equality and women’s empowerment varies.
Even though more than 75 percent of
agricultural policies that FAO analysed
recognized women’s roles and/or challenges
in agriculture, only 19 percent had gender
equality in agriculture or women’s rights as
explicit policy objectives. And only 13 percent
encouraged rural women’s participation in
the policy cycle.

Resilience and adaptation to shocks

Coping mechanisms and resilience to shocks
and stressors are shaped by gender
inequalities. Shocks and crises have a large
impact on women’s livelihoods in agrifood
systems, and these shocks and crises are
multiple and often overlapping. In many
countries, these shocks and crises occur in
contexts of very high gender inequalities.

The impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic and
the related economic crisis have been
intensified and shaped by gender inequalities
in agrifood-system livelihoods. Globally, 22
percent of women lost their jobs in off-farm
agrifood systems work in the first year of the
pandemic, compared with only 2 percent of
men. The gap in food insecurity between men
and women widened from 1.7 percentage points
in 2019 to 4.3 percentage points in 2021.
Women’s care burden also increased: in
Honduras and Uganda, for example, lockdown
measures increased girls’ domestic and care
burden and reduced their school attendance
more than they did those of boys. The incidence
and perceptions of gender-based violence
soared, especially domestic violence and abuse
against women and girls, largely as a result
of intrahousehold tensions caused by
lockdowns, school closures and food and
financial insecurities.

Women often have more sensitivity to climate
shocks and natural disasters than do men
and have different resilience capacity. While
women are not inherently more at risk from
climate change and shocks, resource and other
constraints can make them more sensitive to
their effects and less able to adapt to them,
increasing their vulnerability. For example,
women’s work burdens, including hours
worked in agriculture, tend to decline less
than men’s during climate shocks such as
heat stress. Discriminatory gender norms
limiting women’s mobility and their ability
to access extension services and climate
information present further obstacles to
climate adaptation. Women are also often
underrepresented in climate policy decision-
making at all levels.
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Conflict and insecurity remain key drivers
of food crises and food insecurity. Women
are often more vulnerable than men to acute
food insecurity because they face additional
risks, barriers and disadvantages. Violent
conflicts also have gender-differentiated
impacts on mobility, gender-based violence,
health and education outcomes, and political
and civic engagement. Conflict increases
employment in agriculture more for women
than for men. However, while it reduces the
working hours of both men and women,
women’s working hours are reduced less than
those of men.

GENDER-
TRANSFORMATIVE
APPROACHES SHOW

PROMISE IN CHANGING
NORMS, ARE COST-
EFFECTIVE AND HAVE
HIGH RETURNS.

XXiv

What has worked and how to move
forward

Reducing gender inequalities in livelihoods,
access to resources and resilience in agrifood
systems is a critical pathway towards gender
equality and women’s empowerment and
towards more just and sustainable agrifood
systems. These improvements are possible
when an enabling environment exists and
interventions are well designed to tackle the
multidimensional and interrelated challenges
facing women and men.

Gender-transformative approaches show
promise in changing discriminatory norms
across a broad array of areas. Available data
indicate that such approaches are cost-effective
and have high returns. However, more work
is needed on developing pathways to implement
gender-transformative approaches at scale.

It is also critical to improve productivity and
close gaps related to access to assets and
resources. Interventions alleviating women’s
workloads and improving their productivity
have been particularly successful when they
address care and unpaid domestic work burdens,
strengthen women’s capacities through
education and training, improve access to
technology and resources, and strengthen
land-tenure security. Access to child care has
a large positive effect on mothers’ employment
in and returns to agrifood-system activities.

Closing the gender gaps in landownership
and secure tenure is particularly important
as secure land rights have multiple positive
impacts. Gaps can be narrowed through a
combination of implementing reforms on land
registration, increasing land-rights awareness
and access to community-based legal aid, and
fostering women’s participation in local land
institutions. Additionally, services (such as

< KYRGYZSTAN - Rural
women harvesting
their crops.



extension) and resources (such as technology)
must be designed with women’s needs in mind.
Digital tools and
communications technology can facilitate
closing multiple gaps.

information and

Group-based approaches are important for
increasing women’s empowerment and
resilience to shocks and stressors such as
the COVID-19 pandemic and climate change.
They encourage the uptake of technology and
increase adaptive capacity. They can also
increase women’s participation in climate
policy processes.

Social protection programmes have increased
women’s employment and enhanced women's
resilience. They have facilitated climate
adaptation, improved well-being in contexts
where risks from climate change are high and
helped in the recovery from the COVID-19
pandemic and the impacts of extreme weather
events resulting from climate change.

As a way forward, three elements are critical.
First, the collection and use of high-quality
data, disaggregated by sex, age and other
forms of social and economic differentiation,
and the implementation of rigorous qualitative
and quantitative gender research are
paramount for monitoring, evaluating and
accelerating progress on gender equality in
agrifood systems. Despite improvements in
the past ten years, significant gaps remain in
the availability, scope and granularity of data,
and in the evidence on what works and under
what conditions for building more inclusive
agrifood systems.

Second, localized interventions which address <« KENYA - Two young
women inspect the
health status of local

multiple inequalities that have been proven
to close gender gaps and empower women
in agrifood systems should be carefully scaled
up, taking into consideration the local context.
While engaging with communities and
households on gender-biased local norms
through gender-transformative approaches
remains critical, to reach scale governments,
international organizations, civil society
organizations and the private sector must
influence positive changes in gender norms
and improve women’s access to resources
through national policies, campaigns and
large-scale integrated programmes. Only by
reaching scale can we achieve large benefits
for women’s well-being and significant gains
in economic growth and food security.

Finally, interventions must be designed to
close gender inequalities and empower
women. Interventions are more likely to bridge
gender gaps in agrifood systems and bring
about positive and lasting improvements in
women’s welfare when they integrate explicit
actions towards gender equality and women’s
empowerment. When possible, they should
use transformative approaches at community
and national level to address discriminatory
gender norms and attitudes. Doing so can
drive major improvements in incomes and
resilience.

THE INCREASE IN SEX-
DISAGGREGATED DATA
AND MEASUREMENT

OF EMPOWERMENT
ARE KEY TO EFFECTIVE

PROGRAMMING
AND POLICY.

chickens.
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NUMERICAL HIGHLIGHTS

Agrifood systems are a major employer of both women
and men. Globally, 36 percent of working women are
employed in agrifood systems, along with

38 percent of working men.

For both women and men, this represents a decline of
about 10 percentage points since 2005, driven almost
exclusively by a reduction in employment in primary

agricultural production.

Globally, 21 percent of all
workers in the fishery and
aquaculture primary sector
are women and almost

50 percent of all workers in
the entire aquatic value chain
(including pre- and post-
harvest) are women. Female
workers are significantly
more likely than male workers
to work part-time or in other
vulnerable positions.

Women engaged in wage
employment in agriculture
earn 82 cents for every dollar
that men earn.

The gender gap in
land productivity
between female-
and male-managed
farms of the same
size is 24 percent.

Agrifood systems
are a more
important source

of livelihood for
women than for men
in many countries. In
sub-Saharan Africa,
66 percent of
women's
employment is in
agrifood systems,
compared with

60 percent of men's
employment.

In southern Asia,

T percent of
women in the labour
force work in
agrifood systems
versus 47 percent
of men.

Men have greater ownership or secure tenure
rights over agricultural land than do women in
40 of 46 countries reporting on Sustainable
Development Goal Indicator 5.a.1.




The gender gap in women'’s access to mobile internet in low- and middle-
income countries narrowed from 25 percent to 16 percent between 2017
and 2021, and the gender gap in access to bank accounts narrowed from
9 percentage points to 6 percentage points.

While 75 percent of The gap in food Globally, 22 percent
policy documents insecurity between of women lost their
relating to men and women jobs in the off-farm
agriculture and rural widened from segment of agrifood
development from 1.7 percentage systems in the first
68 countries points in 2019 to year of the COVID-19
recognize women'’s 4.3 percentage pandemic, compared
roles and/or points in 2021. with only 2 percent
women'’s challenges of men.

in agriculture and

rural development,
only 19 percent Closing the gender gap in farm productivity and

the wage gap in agrifood-system employment
would increase global gross domestic product by
1 percent (or nearly USD 1trillion). This would
reduce global food insecurity by about

2 percentage points, reducing the number of
food-insecure people by 45 million.
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included policy goals
related to gender.

If half of small-scale producers benefited from development interventions
which focused on empowering women, it would significantly raise the
incomes of an additional 58 million people and increase the resilience of an
additional 235 million people.




POLICY
HIGHLIGHTS

Increasing women’s empowerment is
essential for women’s well-being and has
a positive impact on agricultural production,
food security, diets and child nutrition.

Gender-transformative approaches to
change restrictive social norms are cost-
effective and have high returns, but more
work is needed on developing pathways to

implement gender-transformative
approaches at scale.

Access to formal child care has a large  * ITALY - Two small-
scale food producers

from the Syrian Arab
Republic visit the
vegetable gardens

of the University of
Gastronomic Sciences.

Enhancing women’s rights to own or have positive effect on mothers’ employment in

secure tenure over agricultural land has and returns to agrifood-system activities.

positive impacts on empowerment,

investment, natural-resource management,
access to services and institutions,
resilience and food security, reducing
gender-based violence and increasing
women’s bargaining power.

Improving women’s access to agricultural
extension is important to maximize food
security and nutritional outcomes and to
facilitate women’s participation across
agrifood systems.

INCREASING WOMEN'S EMPOWERMENT
IS ESSENTIAL FOR WOMEN'S WELL-
BEING AND HAS A POSITIVE IMPACT

ON AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION, FOOD
SECURITY, DIETS AND CHILD NUTRITION.
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ACCESS TO FORMAL CHILD CARE HAS
A LARGE POSITIVE EFFECT ON MOTHERS'

EMPLOYMENT IN AND RETURNS TO
AGRIFOOD-SYSTEM ACTIVITIES.

Group-based approaches are important
for increasing women’s empowerment and
resilience to shocks and stresses such as
the COVID-19 pandemic and climate
change. They have also proven effective
for increasing women’s participation in
climate policy processes, for increasing
uptake of technology and increasing
adaptive capacity.

Social protection programmes have
increased women’s employment and
enhanced women’s resilience. They have
also facilitated climate adaptation, improved
well-being in contexts where climate risk
is high and helped in recovering from the
effects of the COVID-19 pandemic and
climate shocks.

The increase in efforts to collect sex-
disaggregated data and measure
empowerment in its multiple dimensions
is central to improving the design and
effectiveness of programming and policy
in terms of gender equality and
empowerment.

However, major gaps remain in the
availability of sex-disaggregated data on
access to productive assets and services,
climate-change adaptation and resilience,
and nutrition. Data and research are also
limited on women and men who face
additional inequalities due to age,
socioeconomic status, ethnicity, Indigenous
identity and remoteness.
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CHAPTER1

INTRODUCTION

The State of Food and Agriculture (SOFA) 2010—11: Women in
Agriculture — Closing the gender gap for development' made the
business case for closing existing gender gaps in accessing
agricultural assets, inputs and services. It documented the
tremendous costs of gender inequality not only for women but
also for agriculture and, through agriculture, for the broader

economy and society as a whole.

Much has happened since 2011. The critical
importance of achieving gender equality and
empowering women as a goal of the 2030
Agenda for Sustainable Development is
increasingly recognized and accepted at all
levels of governance. Increased attention has
been given to gender equality in agricultural
policymaking, development and humanitarian
interventions, and institutional strengthening
and to enhancing women’s participation in
positions of leadership. Significant
improvements have been made in the
availability of sex-disaggregated data and
gender statistics. An increasing amount of
research has explored the nature and drivers
of women’s empowerment and gender equality.

However, while some gender gaps have been
reduced, little or no progress has been
achieved in others. Women represent half of
the global population but continue to be

systematically disadvantaged across different
dimensions of welfare and economic
livelihoods. In 2021, for example, globally 31.9
percent of women were moderately or severely
food insecure compared with 27.6 percent of
men, a gap of 4.3 percentage points (see Box
1.1).> Women and girls face barriers and
constraints that men and boys do not as a
consequence of rigid gender norms and roles,
unequal power dynamics and discriminatory
social structures. The dramatic impact of the
COVID-19 pandemic exposed the fragility of
earlier gains in women’s empowerment and
highlighted the implications of the persistence
of structural inequalities and multiple and
intersecting forms of discrimination affecting
women and girls. These impediments to
women’s progress are compounded by the
additional challenges posed by climate,
economic and price shocks, conflicts and the
increasing risks of gender-based violence.
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4 TAJIKISTAN - A woman
harvesting a local variety of
apples.

SINCE 2011,
WHILE SOME GENDER
GAPS HAVE BEEN
REDUCED, LITTLE OR
NO PROGRESS HAS
BEEN ACHIEVED IN
OTHERS.

._ < INDIA - Workers in a
-

shrimp pre-processing
unit of a seafood plant.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

A global consensus on the interdependence of
development objectives emerged in the 2000
Millennium Development Goals and the 2015
Sustainable Development Goals. This
underlined the centrality of addressing gender
equality within a broader approach to
sustainable economic and social development.
In this report we thus move beyond the focus
of SOFA 2011 - women in agriculture - towards
one on broader gendered agrifood systems
within dynamic processes of agricultural,
rural and structural transformation. Moreover,
since 2011 the societal objective has moved
beyond reaching equality in economic activities
to gender equality and women’s empowerment,
both as goals in and of themselves and as
means to improve an array of welfare outcomes.
As a consequence, the policy space has moved
from closing gender gaps towards the adoption
of gender-transformative approaches, which
explicitly address both the formal and informal
structural constraints to equality and more
balanced power relations.

The status of women in agrifood systems goes far
beyond an update to the SOFA 2011 report on
women in agriculture, in that it provides a
comprehensive view of the status of women
in agrifood systems globally. It presents new
data and findings about how women participate
in, and benefit from, agrifood systems and
investigates how shocks in agrifood systems
have a differential impact on men, boys,
women and girls and the coping strategies
with which they have responded. The report
reflects not only on how gender equality and
women’s empowerment are central to the
transition towards sustainable and resilient
agrifood systems but also on how the
transformation of agrifood systems can
contribute to gender equality and women’s
empowerment. It provides a comprehensive
analysis of the available evidence on gender
equality and women’s empowerment in

agrifood systems that has been produced over
the last decade. The report also provides
policymakers and development actors with

an extensive review of what has worked and
makes specific recommendations on the way
forward.

The report highlights the centrality of
intersectionality - how multiple and often
overlapping and intersecting factors such as
age, gender, ethnicity, health, disability and
socioeconomic, marital and migration status
combine to create different modes of
discrimination, social exclusion, and privilege
- in addressing gender equality and women’s
empowerment (see Box 1.2). It also places
greater emphasis on the intertwined nature of
the social and economic dimensions of women’s
and men’s lives. The phenomenon of gender-
based violence is included where relevant
throughout the report (see Spotlight 1.3).

UGANDA - A woman
stores grain in a silo
to avoid post-harvest
losses.



FROM
AGRICULTURE
T0 AGRIFOOD
SYSTEMS

Moving from a focus on the status of women
in agriculture to women in agrifood systems
broadens substantially the coverage and the
findings of this report. Agrifood systems
comprise the entire range of actors and their
interlinked activities that add value in food
and non-food agricultural production and
related off-farm activities such as food storage,
aggregation, post-harvest handling,
transportation, processing, distribution,
marketing, disposal and consumption (Figure
1.1). Food systems - a subset of agrifood
systems - comprise all food products derived
from crop and livestock production, forestry,
fisheries and aquaculture and from other

sources such as synthetic biology. Globally,
these food systems produce some 11 billion
tonnes of food each year and almost four
billion people worldwide live in households
linked to food systems livelihoods.?

Agrifood systems also interact with non-food
supply chains. This includes purchase of inputs
such as fertilizer, pesticides and farm and
fishing equipment and provision of inputs for
the production of non-food commodities (e.g.
cotton for textiles). Agrifood systems and their
diverse production systems are in turn shaped
and influenced by broader economic, social
and natural environments.

The key actors in agrifood systems include
primary producers; service providers such as
those supplying inputs and post-harvest,
storage, transport and food processing services;
and food distributors, wholesalers and retailers.
Households and men and women within
households participate as self-employed
production units and small businesses, wage
workers and as final consumers.

Figure 1.1 Conceptual framework for agrifood systems

AGRIFOOD SYSTEMS

¢ SOURCE: FAO, IFAD,
UNICEF, WFP &
WHO. 2021. The State
of Food Security and
Nutrition in the World
2021. Transforming
food systems for food
security, improved
nutrition and affordable
healthy diets for all.
Rome, FAO. https://doi.
0rg/10.4060/cb4474en

NON-AGRICULTURAL
ORIGIN

FOOD SYSTEMS

Actors and activities involved in the

production, storage, aggregation,

post-harvest handling, transport,
processing, distribution, marketing,

disposal and consumption of food.

AGRICULTURE - CROPS,
LIVESTOCK, FORESTRY, FISHERIES

AND AQUACULTURE

Non-food

Non-food
supply chains
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Agrifood systems are dynamic and
changing

Agrifood systems are dynamic and continually
changing, both driving and being influenced
by processes of agricultural, rural and
structural transformation.+ Agrifood systems
historically have been successful in providing
enough food for a growing world population
and have contributed to poverty reduction and
increased welfare, but this has been at the
cost of increasingly negative nutritional and
health outcomes,
unsustainability and inequality. A concerted
and directed effort is required to move agrifood
systems towards nutritional, environmental
and equality objectives.

environmental

Most employment for both women and men
is found in agrifood systems in low- and
middle-income countries and specifically in
agricultural (including crop, livestock, fisheries
and forestry) production, which continues to
be the main motor of economic development
and poverty reduction. But as economies
develop, the proportion of men and women
working in agrifood systems falls (Figure 1.2,
Panel A). This trend is driven primarily by a

reduction of employment in agricultural
production. Within agrifood-systems
employment, the composition shifts from
agricultural production (Figure 1.2, Panel B)
to off-farm activities, including transport,
processing, distribution, storage and marketing
(Figure 1.2, Panel C). The gender differences
in these patterns are described in detail in
Chapter 2.
Agricultural, rural and structural
transformation, and the shift of employment
out of agriculture and agrifood systems they
imply, are accompanied by increases in labour
productivity and an improving average
standard of living. The shift of employment
in agrifood systems from agriculture to non-
agricultural, off-farm activities is part of this
process. As this occurs, better-paid jobs for
both men and women are increasingly found
in off-farm activities in agrifood systems and
outside agrifood systems. However, as is
described in Chapter 2 of this report, women
do not benefit as much as men from the
opportunities provided by this process. This
is true in agricultural production, the off-farm
segment of agrifood systems and outside
agrifood systems.

WOMEN DO NOT BENEFIT AS MUCH
AS MEN FROM THE OPPORTUNITIES

PROVIDED BY AGRICULTURAL AND
RURAL TRANSFORMATION.




Figure 1.2 Proportion of men and women employed in agrifood systems, with countries
ordered by log of GDP Women

Panel A: Share of employment in AFS vs In (GDP per capita in PPP) in 2019 for women and men l Men
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

From agrifood systems to gender-
responsive agrifood systems

Taking the framework for gendered agrifood
systems from Njuki et al. (2022)° as a starting
point (Figure 1.3), we look at women’s
participation in all parts of agrifood systems,
on and off farm (production, processing,
distribution, marketing, entrepreneurship and
consumption). This framework facilitates a
focus on specific outcomes generated by
agrifood systems such as nutrition,
empowerment, sustainability and a wider
range of livelihoods; considers a broad set of
resources, policies and norms; and addresses
new challenges and shocks such as climate
change and COVID-19, and the growing overlap
of these challenges with conflict. Value chains
within agrifood systems (including agricultural
production, processing, distribution and
storage, and marketing), the food environment
and consumer behaviour are all subject to
biophysical, environmental, technological,
infrastructural, political, economic,
sociocultural and demographic drivers (blue
boxes in Figure 1.3). Each of these drivers is
conditioned by structural inequalities linked
to gender and/or intersecting social and
economic differentiation, which are referred
to throughout this report.

The drivers are also influenced by shocks and
vulnerabilities (as described in Chapter 5) that
often have different impacts on women and
men, girls and boys, in part due to gendered
and social group-specific differences in access
to resources, services and local institutions
that can mitigate the negative impacts of
shocks.” These shocks and vulnerabilities may
arise from a range of idiosyncratic risks
(limited to a specific individual and/or
household) and covariate risks (shared by a
broader community or region). Chapter 5
focuses primarily on three covariate risks: the

yseqy HWD/OV:I@'-;

COVID-19 pandemic, climate
change and conflict.

Agrifood systems are themselves
characterized by structural
inequalities linked to gender and/
or intersecting social and
economic differentiation at the
individual or structural level,
which are rooted in formal or
informal institutions and practices
(dark green box in Figure 1.3).
Chapter 3 covers structural
inequalities in the access to and
control over assets, resources,
services and information, while Chapter 4
examines women’s agency, gender and social
norms and policies and governance.

The interaction of the various elements of
agrifood systems with the drivers and formal
and informal structural and individual
inequalities influences outcomes of gender
equality and women’s empowerment and
dietary, economic, livelihood and environment
outcomes. Chapter 2 examines the implications
for economic and livelihood outcomes, while
Chapter 4 examines dietary outcomes and
gender equality and women’s empowerment.

< BANGLADESH -
Two women work
to dry fish.

AGRIFOOD
SYSTEMS ARE
CHARACTERIZED

BY STRUCTURAL
INEQUALITIES
LINKED TO
GENDER.




Figure 1.3 Framework for gendered agrifood systems
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

TAKING A
GENDER-
TRANSFORMATIVE
APPROACH

In addition to taking a gendered agrifood-
system approach, the report reflects current
thinking around gender equality and women’s
empowerment in agriculture and agrifood
systems. This has evolved from focusing on
gender gaps to promoting gender-
transformative change. Gender-transformative
change hinges on challenging formal and
informal structural constraints to equality
and power relations that maintain and
exacerbate inequalities and hinder women’s
empowerment.® 8

Addressing these structural constraints requires
fostering individual and systemic change across
the formal and informal spheres of life at
multiple interrelated scales (society, state,
markets, community, groups, household and
individual) and across the domains of agency,
relations and structures.® 7 % © Gender-
transformative approaches entail moving
beyond stand-alone interventions targeting
single areas of constraint — such as women’s
limited access to resources and services —
towards designing and implementing solutions
that could change the system in a lasting
manner by removing the underlying structural
constraints and building positive and equal
non-discriminatory gender norms and roles,
with more equitable gender relations within
households, communities and organizations.® ™
Chapter 6 reviews recent experiences with
gender-transformative approaches.

Women’s empowerment has become
increasingly recognized as an objective in and

of itself, as well as a means for achieving

10

improved welfare outcomes for women, their
families and communities. Kabeer (1999)
defines empowerment as “the process by
which those who have been denied the ability
to make strategic life choices acquire such an
ability.”s This process incorporates three
interrelated and interacting domains:
resources, agency and achievements. Resources
include access to actual and future claims to
material, human and social resources, which
are influenced by local rules, norms and
different institutions within each context.
Agency is the ability to set one’s own goals
and act to achieve them. It includes processes
of decision-making, negotiation, deception
and manipulation. Achievements are well-
being outcomes that, within the context of
agrifood systems, include returns to labour,
agricultural productivity and food security.
Gender gaps in access to the resources defined
above, in agricultural productivity and in
benefits derived from engaging with agrifood
systems are visible manifestations or symptoms
of structural constraints to equality. This
report considers all three domains of resources,
agency and achievements in Chapters 2, 3 and
4 to track progress towards women’s
empowerment in order to achieve gender
equality in agrifood systems.

+ NIGER - A group of
women at work, basket
weaving and cracking
local nuts.



IMPROVEMENTS IN

THE AVAILABILITY OF

SEX-DISAGGREGATED

DATA

The broader focus of this report is facilitated
by a significant increase in the availability of
sex-disaggregated data. We have at our
disposal many more different kinds of data
than were available in 2011. A multitude of
qualitative studies have emerged in recent
years. More abundant sex-disaggregated global
data are available across a variety of domains,
including food insecurity, labour and access
to finance and digital services. The
establishment of the 17 Sustainable
Development Goals and corresponding
indicators has fostered increased availability
of country-level data on key dimensions of
women’s empowerment, such as access to
land. National household and labour-force
surveys have also enhanced the availability
of sex-disaggregated data and gender statistics.
This has been accompanied by a large increase
in project and stand-alone household surveys
with a primary focus on gender equality and
women’s empowerment, with corresponding
sex-disaggregated detail.

Using this enhanced sex-disaggregated data,
the report has tried to move beyond comparison

RIGOROUS
EVIDENCE ON
SUCCESSFUL STRATEGIES
TO CLOSE GENDER GAPS
IN AGRIFOOD SYSTEMS
REMAINS LIMITED.

between female- and male-headed households,
given the ample literature that underscores
the limitations of such analysis. However, this
has not been entirely possible because in many
low- and middle-income countries farm
activities in the household are carried out
jointly by multiple household members and
because of the still-limited availability of sex
disaggregated data across time and space.
Nationally representative sex-disaggregated
data related to self-employment activities (in
agriculture and off-farm), time use and access
to assets are mostly available only in a relatively
small number of countries in the Living
Standards Measurement Study - Integrated
Surveys on Agriculture (LSMS-ISA) and Living
Standards Measurement Study — Plus (LSMS+)
initiatives. For this reason, much of the cross-
country comparative analysis of access to and
use of productive resources, technology and
extension is still limited to female versus male
household head (and derivations thereof).

Despite a large increase in projects and
interventions fostering gender equality and
women’s empowerment in rural areas, along
with related studies and analysis, available
evidence documenting successful strategies
to close gender gaps remains limited. Relatively
few impact evaluations have been carried out
and these often fail to capture change in the
underlying discriminatory social norms and
entrenched unequal power dynamics sustaining
gender inequality. The strategies documented
are of relatively small scale and offer
incremental steps towards the achievement
of gender equality and women’s empowerment.

11
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

STRUCTURE OF
THE REPORT

Chapter 2 provides an overview of women’s
work and productivity in agrifood systems. It
provides a wealth of new data related to the
participation of women and men in various
parts of agrifood systems; where and how
women participate in agrifood value chains;
the quality of work in which women are
engaged, including the gender wage gap in
agrifood-systems employment; and the
differences in land and labour productivity
between men and women.

Chapter 3 investigates how women’s access
to and control over assets, resources, services
and local institutions has evolved in the last
decade. It presents new data regarding women’s
access to land and water resources, including
security of access to these resources;
reconsiders women’s access to the traditional
complimentary resources and services
necessary for agricultural production; and
presents recent data on digital agriculture and
rural women’s access to information and
communications technologies.

Chapter 4 examines the role of agency in
empowering women, drawing on new research
that defines, measures and attributes women’s
choices, bargaining power, preferences,
capabilities and aspirations in agrifood
systems. It reviews a growing body of evidence
on the positive association of empowerment
with improvements in diets, child nutrition,
productivity and household-level food security.
The chapter also investigates the informal
social norms and roles that influence gender
relationships, as well as the more formal laws,

12

policies and institutions that shape women’s
participation in agrifood systems.

Chapter 5 assesses how shocks and crises
impact the opportunities and challenges for
women and men in agrifood systems. It
reviews the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic,
climate change and conflicts, emphasizing
the overlapping nature of crises and the
pathways through which these crises have
specific impacts on women and girls.

Chapter 6 draws out the main lessons learned
from each of the previous chapters. In doing
so, it highlights what has worked in improving
women’s role in agrifood systems in practice
and recommends actions for the future. The
chapter presents key elements that are common
across most successful interventions and
provides insights on what works.
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BOX 1.1

GENDER GAPS IN FOOD INSECURITY:

EXPLORING DIFFERENCES ACROSS COUNTRIES AND DEMOGRAPHIC CATEGORIES

Women are more food insecure than men in
every region and the gap has widened since
the outbreak of the COVID-19 pandemic.!
Globally, the gap between men and women in
the prevalence of moderate or severe food
insecurity (Sustainable Development Goal
Indicator 2.1.2) increased from 1.7 percentage
points in 2019 to 4.3 percentage points in 2021,
driven largely by the widening differences in
Latin America and the Caribbean and Asia.
More than 939 million women aged 15 or older

experienced moderate to severe food insecurity
in 2021, compared with 813 million men in
the same age class (Figure A).

The gender gap varies considerably across
countries. Most of the 24 countries where food
insecurity is significantly higher among women
than among men are concentrated in Africa,
Asija and Latin America and the Caribbean
(Figure B). Food insecurity is significantly
higher among men in only four countries.

v SOURCE: FAOSTAT,
Suite of Food
Security Indicators,
15 January 2023.
https://www.fao.org/
faostat/en/#data/FS

Figure A The gender gap in moderate or severe food insecurity has widened since 2019
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

BOX 1.1

GENDER GAPS IN FOOD INSECURITY (2019-2021):

EXPLORING DIFFERENCES ACROSS COUNTRIES AND DEMOGRAPHIC CATEGORIES

Figure B Many more countries show significantly higher food insecurity among women than

M Significantly higher food insecurity among women

B Difference in men and women's food insecurity is not significant

Significantly higher food insecurity among men

No data

An econometric analysis of Food Insecurity
Experience Scale (FIES)i data collected through
the Gallup® World Poll (GWP)i from more than
700 000 individuals in 121 countries before
and after the outbreak of the COVID-19
pandemic shows that women in rural areas
and men and women in the 25-34 age group
have been disproportionally affected since the
outbreak of the COVID-19 pandemic (Figure
C).v At the global level, people between the
age of 15 and 24 and those over 65 are generally

14

more food secure, and females in the age group
25-3/4 are more food secure than those aged
35-64. The differences by sex, residence and
age are significant even after controlling for
income, education, employment, marital status
and household composition, indicating that
other unobserved factors, including gender
norms and discrimination, continue to hinder
women’s food security in rural areas.

2 SOURCE: FAOSTAT, Suite
of Food Security Indicators,
15 January 2023. https://
www.fao.org/faostat/
en/#data/FS

1~ NOTES: Final boundary
between the Sudan and
South Sudan has not
yet been determined.
Dotted line represents
approximately the Line
of Control in Jammu and
Kashmir agreed upon by
India and Pakistan. The
final status of Jammu and
Kashmir has not yet been
agreed upon by the parties.
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BOX 1.1

GENDER GAPS IN FOOD INSECURITY:

EXPLORING DIFFERENCES ACROSS COUNTRIES AND DEMOGRAPHIC CATEGORIES

Figure C Food insecurity has disproportionally increased among rural women

since the outbreak of the COVID-19 pandemic
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Women often have lower levels of education
and less full-time employment and participation
in the labour force than do men and come
from households with less income. At least 57
percent of the current gap in food insecurity
between women and men would disappear if
these three gender gaps were eliminated."

NOTE: Mane et al. (forthcoming) use a Tobit

model to analyse the socioeconomic
determinants of food insecurity (Figure C),
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defined as the probability of moderate or severe
food insecurity, by regressing it on the
following variables: Female = 1 if sex is female;
Rural = 1 if individual lives in a rural area;
four age groups (15-24, 25-34, 35-64 and 65
plus); and other control variables (marital
status, employment status; education level,
number of household members aged 15 or
more, the number of household member
younger than 15 and income per capita in
international USD purchasing power parity).

i. FAO, IFAD, United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF), WFP & World Health Organization (WHO). 2022. The State of Food
Security and Nutrition in the World 2022. Repurposing food and agricultural policies to make healthy diets more affordable. Rome,

FAO. https://doi.org/10.4060/cco639en

ii. Cafiero, C., Viviani, S. & Nord, M. 2018. Food security measurement in a global context: The Food Insecurity Experience
Scale. Measurement, 116: 146-152. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.measurement.2017.10.065

iii.

=

Gallup. 2022. Country data set details. In: Gallup. Cited 15 December 2022.

https://www.gallup.com/services/177797/country-data-set-details.aspx
iv. Mane, E., Macchioni, G.A., Cafiero, C. & Viviani, S. (forthcoming). Why are women more food insecure than men? Exploring
socio—economic drivers and the role of COVID-19 in widening the global gender gap. Background paper for The status of women in

agrifood systems, 2023. Rome, FAO.

< NOTES: Lines

represent 95%
confidence intervals.

SOURCE: Mane, E.,
Macchioni, G.A.,
Cafiero, C. & Viviani,
S. (forthcoming).
Why are women

more food insecure
than men? Exploring
socio-economic
drivers and the role of
COVID-19 in widening
the global gender gap.
Background paper for
The status of women

in agrifood systems,
2023. Rome, FAO.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

BOX 1.2

INTERSECTIONALITY: BEYOND GENDER CONSIDERATIONS IN AGRIFOOD SYSTEMS

The behaviour, choices and opportunities of
women and men are shaped by multiple
overlapping and compounding factors that
lead to social and economic differentiation
(Figure A). At the individual (or intrapersonal)
level, these factors include gender, age,
ethnicity, religion, disability and marital,
economic, migration and health status. Social
and economic differentiation are also
influenced by context-specific social norms,

roles and traditions (interpersonal); public
and private institutions, policies and
governance (structural); and the broader
climate and environment (ecological). Adopting
an intersectional perspective to gender equality
and women’s empowerment involves explicit
recognition of all these factors in problem
analysis and the design of programmes and
policies.!

Figure A Multilevel conceptualization of intersectionality

ECOLOGICAL
climate, environment, pandemics

STRUCTURAL
policies, institutions, governance

This report stresses the importance of an
intersectional perspective in research, policies
and programmes to support development of
inclusive agrifood systems. Examples in this
report include migrant women wage workers
in global commodity chains (Chapter 2); time
use agency and household structure in Nepal
(Chapter 2); mobile internet use along the
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INTERPERSONAL
norms, expectations, traditions

INTRAPERSONAL
gender, age, religion,
ethnicity, marital status,
socioeconomic status

rural-urban divide (Chapter 3); women’s
monogamy/polygamy marital status and
experience of intimate-partner violence in
cash-transfer programmes in Ghana and Mali
(Chapter 3); and the gender specificities of
child labour and climate change in Coéte
d’Ivoire, Ethiopia, Nepal and Peru (Chapter 5).
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GLOBALLY,
ONE-THIRD OF
WOMEN HAVE BEEN

SUBJECTED TO
PHYSICAL AND/OR
SEXUAL VIOLENCE IN
THEIR LIFETIME.

Gender-based violence (GBV) refers to harmful
acts targeted towards men and women or
groups of individuals based on gender.! Such
acts cause economic, psychological, physical
and/or sexual harm and are deeply entrenched
in gender inequality, power imbalances and
harmful social norms. GBV transcends
economic, geographic and social boundaries
and has long-lasting consequences for the
individuals directly affected and for their
families and communities. It may be
perpetrated by intimate partners, relatives,
friends, acquaintances or strangers; online or
offline; and in private or public spaces.

GBV highlights the increased vulnerability of
women and girls to violence as a result of their
subordinate status in society, unequal power
relations and gender roles.i GBV is also
increasingly being used to refer to men and
boys and to people who do not follow traditional
gender roles including LGBTIQ+ - an inclusive
term representing individuals who identify
as lesbian, gay, bisexual, trans and gender
diverse, intersex, queer and questioning.i

Estimates of gender-based violence

Globally, one-third of women have been
subjected to physical and/or sexual violence
in their lifetime.ii Most of this is intimate-
partner violence (IPV) perpetrated by men
against women: 27 percent of women between
the ages of 15-49 who have been in a
relationship have suffered some form of IPV.
Thirty-eight percent of all murders of women
are committed by intimate partners.’ Such
numbers are considered underestimations
given that GBYV, including IPV, is typically
underreported.’ Violence against men, boys
and LGBTIQ+ people is often overlooked and
severely underreported because of the stigma
attached to such violence and because the
victims lack resources and support.“

Reported levels of physical and sexual violence
vary widely by context, but such violence
occurs in every setting. Figure A shows the
percentage of rural women reporting physical
and sexual violence in selected countries
around the world since 2015. Women reporting
any physical violence ranges from 7 percent
in Armenia to 64 percent in Sierra Leone,
while any sexual violence ranges from 1 percent
in Armenia to 28 percent in Papua New Guinea.
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FIGURE A Physical and sexual violence among rural women remains high
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Relevance of gender-based violence for agrifood systems

Globally, violence against women is estimated
to cost USD 1.5 trillion annually, equivalent to
2 percent of global GDP.¥i viii Global crises and
the recent COVID-19 pandemic have further
increased violence against women and girls,
with significant implications on their
livelihoods and food security.
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GBV inhibits rural development and the
achievement of food security and nutrition
through several channels. It leads to large
costs at individual, family, community and
societal levels and to governments and the
private sector. While GBV is historically rooted
in unequal power relationships between men

H Africa
Asia & the Pacific
Americas
M Near East & North Africa
[ | Europe & Central Asia

M Africa
Asia & the Pacific
Americas
[l Near East & North Africa
M Europe & Central Asia

« NOTE: Among women of
reproductive age (15-49
years in most surveys).
Estimates retrieved from
country reports, except
Senegal, which were
calculated.

SOURCE: ICF. 2014-2021.
Demographic and Health
Surveys (various). Funded
by the United States
Agency for International
Development. Rockville,
MD, USA, ICF.
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and women, it is both a cause and consequence
of poverty and food insecurity.* As a result, it
may lead to increased household tensions and
reinforce inequality and discrimination, driving
further GBV. Loss of income, productivity and
resilience and increased medical costs from
GBV may exacerbate poverty.* For rural women
and girls, increased poverty-related stress and
food scarcity and restricted freedom of
movement may lead to increased dependence
on male partners and negative coping
mechanisms such as transactional sex and
other forms of sexual exploitation.*

To combat GBV in agrifood systems and
beyond, governments and humanitarian and
development actors have explicitly focused on
increasing gender equality and freedom. For
example, the United States Agency for
International Development (USAID), the African
Union and UNICEF have incorporated the
objective of ending violence against women
and girls in their gender equality and women’s
empowerment strategies. They also emphasize
the need to do no harm, adopt multisectoral
strategies and engage men and boys as allies
for transformational change.

NOTES:

Effective laws, policies and institutions, and
women’s representation in leadership and
decision-making are also crucial in the fight
against GBV.* xiil Because men and boys serve
as gatekeepers in roles of household and
community leadership and may perpetuate
GBV and unequal gender norms, engaging
them as allies in addressing GBV is integral
to the process towards the elimination of
violence against women and girls.

Addressing gender-based violence
in this report

Throughout this report, we highlight how GBV
manifests within agrifood systems; take stock
of the limited evidence on GBV across value
chains, food environments and consumer
behaviour; provide examples of what works
to address and prevent GBV; and identify gaps
in existing knowledge to orient future research.
The report highlights how recent events such
as the COVID-19 pandemic, conflict and
recurring extreme weather and climate events
have the potential to trigger and exacerbate
GBV among already vulnerable populations.
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