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Chapter 2

Theory

This chapter constitutes of two parts. Part I deals with the theoretical framework whereas Part II deals with the analytical approach used in this thesis. In the end of Part I a brief summery will be put forward combining the theoretical framework with the analytical approach.

Part I: Theoretical Framework

The following part deals with the theoretical framework of this thesis. This part involves two main sections. The first section focuses on resource management and livelihood strategies, issues that will be further addressed within the first part of the analysis. The second section deals with the household concept involving labour and gender issues; these theoretical discussions will be used within the third part of the analysis. 

The fist section begins with an elaboration on the concept of resources and their use within this analysis. The differentiation and definitions of resources are important for discussions generally involving different types of resources and their use. I introduce and discuss different approaches to resource management according to their usefulness within this thesis. The understanding of resource management issues has a wide range of implication in this research aiming at an understanding of the gender management of resources. Then livelihood strategies are discussed and linked to their involvement of different resources. The livelihood strategies are used as a tool for understanding household involvement in different activities and as such forms the base for understanding the gender division of labour and task assignment within the household. The second section of the theoretical framework elaborates upon the concept of households and the theoretical problems inherent in using the household as an analytical unit. Since the main analytical level used in this thesis is the household it is important to acknowledge the pros and cons of using this analytical level. In continuation hereof, different aspects of household labour is discussed. The issue of household labour forms a starting point in the analysis of gender division of labour and reflects gender opportunities within the household. Finally, gender structures according to household production are discussed in order to emphasise individual room for manoeuvre. These issues forms the focal points of the analysis and are therefore of utmost importance for the analysis of women’s involvement in different activities and their access to and control over resources.    

2.0 Resource Management

2.0.1 Resources

When focusing on resource management issues resources of different character are of interest. Although several authors have presented diferent definitions of resources, the point of departure for this thesis is the following differentiation, as presented by Altieri (1995). Altieri’s differentiation is chosen since it involves the main types of resources of interest for this thesis and provides clear definitions of each.

“Natural resources. Natural resources are the given elements of land, water, climate, and natural vegetation that are exploited by the farmer for agricultural production. The most important elements are the area of the farm, including its topography, the degree of fragmentation of the holding, its location with respect to markets; soil depth, chemical status, and physical attributes; availability of surface water and groundwater; average rainfall, evaporation, solar radiation, and temperature (and its seasonal and annual variability); and natural vegetation, which may be an important source of food, animal feed, construction materials, or medicines for humans, and which influences soil productivity in shifting cultivation systems. 

Human resources. The human resources consist of the people who live and work within the farm and use its resources for agricultural production, based on their traditional or economic incentives. The factors effecting these resources include (a) the number of people the farm has to support in relation to the workforce and its productivity, which governs the surplus available for sale, barter, or cultural obligations; (b) the capacity for work, as influenced by nutrition and health; (c) the inclination to work, as influenced by economic status and cultural attitudes toward leisure; and (d) the flexibility of the workforce to adapt to seasonal variations in work demand, i.e., the availability of hired labour and the degree of cooperation among farmers. 

Capital resources. Capital resources are the goods and services created, purchased, or borrowed by the people associated with the farm to facilitate their exploitation of natural resources for agricultural production. Capital resources can be grouped into four main categories: (a) permanent resources, such as lasting modifications to the land or water resources for the purpose of agricultural production; (b) semipermanent resources or those that depriciate and have to be replaced periodically, like barnes, fences, draft animals, implements; (c) operational resources, or consumable items used in the daily operations of the farm, like fertilizer, herbicides, manure, and seeds; and (d) potential resources, or those the farmer does not own but that may be commanded and that will eventually have to be repaid, like credit and assistance from relatives and friends. 

Production resources. Production resources include agricultural output of the farm such as crops and livestock, which become capital resources when sold, and residues (crop, manure) are nutrient inputs reinvested in the system” (Altieri 1995:48-49).

Although some agreement exist concerning definitions of most natural and productive resources, several different terms has been used referring to different aspects of what Altieri calls ‘human resources’. These have often been referred to as different forms of capital. Berkes & Folke (1998;6) uses ‘cultural capital’, to refer to the factors that provide human societies with means and adaptations to deal with natural environment and activity to modify it. Coleman (1990:300-21) uses the term ‘social capital’ to refer to features of social organisation such as trust, norms and networks. Whereas, Ostrom (1990:190,211) uses ‘social capital’ to refer to the richness of social organisation, and ‘institutional capital’ to refer to the supply of organisational ability and social structures. 

This differentiation in resources is of importance in the following when discussing resource management issues, since it involves both the utilisation of natural resources, human resources as well as social networks.
2.0.2 The concept of resource management

Resource management as a field of study was first established in the mid-1960s, although aspects of resource management had been studied previously. Since the 1970s most of the development in resource management science has concerned the environmental and social problems created by resource mismanagement. New approaches have occurred of which many have been reformist in nature, seeking to alleviate the excesses of classical resource management. Other approaches have been more radical, rejecting or questioning resource management altogether as a valid objective (Omara-Ojungu 1992; Berkes & Folke 1998). 

Berkes & Folke (1998) assume that resource management research is necessary but requires fundamentally new approaches, focusing on the resource manager rather than the resource itself. They seek to integrate two directions of resource management that fundamentally differ from the classical utilitarian approach, with its focus on resource use. The first new approach is the use of the system approach and adaptive management, with their emphasis on linkages and feed back controls. This approach replaces the view that resources can be treated as discrete entities in isolation from the rest of the ecosystem and social system (Jansson et al 1994). The second new approach requires an emphasis on institutions and property rights when improving the performance of natural resource systems. The importance of a social science of resource management has not generally been recognised, though several authors have developed new tools and approaches
. Among who Omara-Ojungu (1992) stresses the need for an integrated approach to resource management, including both biophysical and socio-economical systems in the analytical framework, and Hanna & Jentoft (1996) investigates the social and economic dimensions of the resource management. 

2.0.3 Accessibility of resources

The issues of common property resources are very important in resource management and have attracted much attention. Bromley (1992:4) stresses that there is ‘no such thing as a common property resource, there are only resources controlled and managed as common property, or as state property, or as private property’. He also points to the confusion created when ‘resources over which no property rights have been recognized’ are casually referred to as ‘common property resources’ rather than ‘open access’ resources.

Discussions concerning common property resources have mainly been concerned with resource types that share two key problems: first, control of access of users and secondly, how each user can secure equal user-rights. On the basis of these two problems, some resources are referred to as common property (or common pool) resources, and defined as a class of resources for which exclusion is difficult and joint use involves subtractability (Berkes 1989, 1996; Feeny et al 1990; McCay 1995). It is widely acknowledged that resources sharing the above characteristics tend to be susceptible to depletion and degradation (Berkes 1996). This commons’ dilemma has been referred to as ‘the tragedy of the commons’ (Hardin 1968). It was popularly believed that users of common property resources were trapped in an inexorable ‘tragedy of the commons’. However, many studies, especially since the mid-1980s, have shown that Hardin’s generalisation does not hold
. If the resource is freely open to access to any user, a tragedy of the commons eventually follows. However, many resources used by rural communities are not open-access but are used under communal property rights arrangements. Common property resources may be held in one of four basic property right regimes (Ostrom 1990; Bromley 1992; Feeny et al 1990). Open-access is the absence of well defined property rights; access is free and open to all. Private property refers to the situation in which an individual or co-operation has the right to exclude others and regulate the use of the resource. State property or state governance means that rights to the resource are vested exclusively in government control. Communal property or common property means that an identifiable community of users holds the resource. These four regimes are ideal, analytical types. In practice, resources tend to be held in overlapping combinations of these, and there is variation within each (Berkes 1996, Berkes & Folke 1998; Bromley 1992). However, property rights defining who has access, how much can be harvested, who can manage, and how rights are transferred are a necessary but not sufficient condition for avoiding overexploitation of a resource (Ostrom 1992). 

The discussion of resource property regimes is important in any resource management research, since it forms the basis for the institutionalisation of resource management. Consequently, issues of property regimes and tenure will be addressed when discussing different resources in the analysis of this thesis. Apart from common property of communal land, private property regimes and usufruct rights will be dealt with. Furthermore, issues of delegation of usufruct rights within the household will be discussed dealing with the discussion on the findings in chapter 6.   

2.0.4 Institutions

Much attention has been paid to the study and development of theory regarding institutions. Institutions has by North (1993) been defined as follows: 

“humanly devised constraints that structure human interaction. They are made up of formal constraints (rules, laws, constitutions), informal constraints (norms of behaviour, conventions and self-imposed codes of conduct), and their enforcement characteristics” (Berkes & Folke 1998; 5). 

The role of institutions is to deal with the fundamental management problems that arise from the basic characteristics of common property (Berkes & Folke 1998). 

Recent advantages in common-property theory have shown why institutions and property rights are important considerations for resource management (McCay 1995). Property rights arrangements in a given area may be complex because resource tenure often involves ‘bundles of rights’, including user rights, rights to exclude others, rights to manage, and the right to sell (Schlager & Ostrom 1992). Generally speaking, local social systems of rights and responsibilities develop for any resource considered important for a community. Even under rapidly changing conditions, there are usually incipient property rights; rules arise and evolve according to local needs (Berkes 1989). Ostrom (1990) found that the principles of successful common property regimes were concerned with two major issues; those dealing with access, group boundary and resource boundary issues; and those dealing with decision-making for joint use, including issues of representation, monitoring, sanctions, conflict resolution and legal recognition. Hardin’s ‘tragedy’ often results, from institutional failure to control access to the resource, and to make and enforce decisions for collective use rather than any inherent failure of common property (Berkes & Folke 1998).

When considering privately controlled resources the institutional approach contributes to understanding why the resource users do not always utilise the resources in a long-term rational and sustainable way. This can involve all aspects of the resource management such as social networks and migration which affects the resource management and make it impossible for the resource user to engage himself in long term sustainable usage, since the use of such strategies can prove to be the economically most rational both in short and long term for the individual (Lund & Engberg-Pedersen 1994).

I argue that the institutional approach can also be useful when discussing household management of resources and the intra-household management problems. As discussed above institutions are built upon certain rules and regulations. Using North’s definition of institutions as both formal and informal constraints, used in order to organise and regulate activities of individuals as well as groups, I argue that institutions are indeed part of household structure and organisation of production, livelihood strategies and resource management. Within this thesis the concept of institutions will be used as a frame for discussing the organisation of resource management at household and community levels.

2.1 Livelihood Strategies 

The concept of strategies is used in a wide context, as part of livelihood discussions. Different perceptions of the concept and its usefulness, as well as the level of operationalisation has been put forward by researchers (among others Hunt 1991; Dietz et al 1992; Scoones et al 1996). The livelihood strategy can be seen as the base for organisation of production. According to Hunt (1991) the diversification of household activities is a very important part of the strategy. The household divides its time between different production activities and tries to fulfill the basic needs in the most risk minimising way. There is no one-sided involvement in a few activities. Rural strategies often involve elements from activities such as agriculture, livestock rearing and wage labour in order to lessen the dependence on a single activity. Agriculture as a strategy is therefore only part of the rural population’s livelihood. It is increasingly the case that agriculture does not form the only or the main source of income for the rural populations. On the contrary rural households are increasingly dependent on non-agricultural income (Berry 1993). Nevertheless, employment in other sectors is combined both in space and time with the agricultural labour. Time is by Dietz et al (1992) seen as the basic value in the household, they argue that it is misleading to see the household as a unit
, since it is more likely to involve a diversification than a specialisation of activities within the household. 

Households have access to variable endowments of land, family labour, and capital which is the basis of diverse strategies (Tully 1990). These differences in resource access should be understood according to the different types of resources described earlier in this chapter
. The balance between opportunities for wage labour and agriculture depends on economical circumstances. Landless families or those with plots too small to provide subsistence must rent land to cultivate or sell their labour to survive. On very small farms, household members migrate so that subsistence farming is possible for those remaining behind. Larger farms offer more alternatives. Thus, farms are differentiated by economic opportunity, size and composition of household, as well as access to resources (Tully 1990; Birch-Thomsen et al 1996). The impact of degradation on productivity has further implications for the pace of differentiation. Limited land-holding and the decline in the quality of land threatens livelihood security for many poor farmers and an increasing number of rural households have to rely on wage labour to supplement their income (Morvaridi 1998). The decision for a family member to seek off-farm labour may be part of a household strategy to diversify the household income base and provide cash for investment, or it may represent an individual’s decision (Tully 1990). At the same time wage labour may have different effects on the economic well-being of individuals residing in the same household, since the transferring of household members to wage labour may affect the family availability of labour and thereby the on-farm production strategy. All of these factors influence livelihood strategies and determine where labour and capital will be invested in order to secure family maintenance best. Clearly, the impact of each of these factors on livelihood strategies depends on the particular social, economic, and political context in which a household operates (Tully 1990; Joekes et al 1994). 

Livelihood strategies relate to the resource management at household level. In order to understand the choice of activities to make a livelihood it is necessary to focus on the household, and the ways in which the activities of individual household members relate to activities conducted by other household members. The activities of individual household members as well as their use of time and natural resources can be seen as parts that together constitute the household livelihood strategy. The concept of livelihood strategy is used as a starting point in this thesis for analysing the household resource management and resource allocation. Furthermore the livelihood strategy is helpful in understanding intra-household division of labour and task assignment, and as such is a useful tool in gender studies. Within this research livelihood strategies provide a frame for understanding household opportunities and chooses affecting women’s access to and control over resources, and as such their room for manoeuvre.
2.2 Concept of Households 

As the focus of this research is mainly on social relations of production and reproduction, a discussion on domestic groups is indispensable. One of the most commonly used forms of organisation is the household.

2.2.1 Altruism or bargaining
Considerable controversy currently exists between two schools of thought concerning the conceptual modelling of the household by economists. One school assumes the existence of a single household utility function, which reflects the household’s tastes and preferences. In the early 1960s the economist Gary Becker broke with the conventional economics and developed a new approach to household economics, which combined arguments about the economic rationality of household behaviour with neo-classical ‘theory of the firm’ (Becker 1965). The approach referred to as the ‘beckarian approach’ considers the household, and not the individual, to be the most relevant unit of utility maximisation, and allows the household to be treated as a single unit. Likewise, the household is seen as a unit of both production and consumption. The decisions within the household are considered to aim at the minimisation of costs of household production and maximising the utility of household consumption. This model, known as the ‘New Household Economics’ hereafter referred to as NHE, considers all household decisions to be based on economical considerations. Becker (1965) assumes that household members subordinate themselves in order to pursue common household goals. This implies that all household members behave in a purely altruistic fashion. Becker also assumes that a benevolent dictator who sets the goals of the household as a whole rules the household. He coined the term ‘altruistic dictator’ in referring to the situation where the household head, typically the patriarch, is the ultimate authority in the household (Evans 1991; Senauer 1990).  

The criticism on the NHE model has first of all been that its basic premise is not born out by empirical evidence. In reality, in the same way that families and households do not necessarily overlap, so are production and consumption units not necessarily unified at the household level. The second limitation of the NHE is its explanation of the household division of labour in terms of comparative advantage. The NHE does not acknowledge that non-economic and ideological factors play an important role in the gender division of labour. Gender as well as age and status are all critical determinants in differentiating the mobilisation and allocation of family labour to different activities. The third limitation of the NHE concerns the use of altruism to deal with the issues as decision-making and resource allocation. Equally controversial is the idea that they are distributed equally such that all family members have access to pooled resources sufficient to meet their personal and collective needs (Moser 1993).

This criticism of the constraints in the capacity of the NHE model to handle the dynamics of intra-household inequalities has resulted in the promotion of other models of the ‘bargaining household’. It assumes that preferences vary among family members and sees a bargaining process as reconciling those differences. It recognises that family decisions are more properly modelled as negotiations among primarily self-interested individuals in which members contend and exchange to gain their individual ends. Such models (e.g. Folbre 1984) emphasise the family/household as the site of women’s oppression and as the locus of conflict of interest between women and men. This new focus on power and ideology recognises that outcome of bargaining and negotiation between household members is never simply determined by economic factors, socially and historically specific views about rights, responsibilities and needs of particular individuals are often important (Moore 1994)
. 

2.2.2 The household as an analytical unit 
Current critiques of the household point to the enormous variability in household forms, structures and activities both within and between societies (Moore 1994). Recent development in the study of the household has been a move away from the ideology of the household as a ‘haven from a heartless world’ (Moore 1994:86), where relations between family members are characterised by sharing, and are seen as essentially equal and co-operative. Moser (1993) points to some general assumptions still prevalent in many studies involving household analysis, which relates to the structure of low-income households, to divisions of labour within them, and to power and control over resource allocations between different members in such households. The first flaw relates to the household, which is assumed to be nuclear in its structure, and with a male head. This implies the failure to recognise that low-income households are not homogeneous in terms of family structure and recognising the prevalence of, both de jure and de facto, female-headed households
. The second flaw is the assumption that the household functions as a natural socio-economic unit, within which there are equal control over resources and power of decision-making. This stereotype derives from the assumption that the family, a social unit based on kinship, marriage and parenthood, and the household, a residential unit based on co-residence for such purposes as production, reproduction, consumption and socialisation, are ‘naturally’ and universally synonymous units. In this ‘one pot, one roof model’ as described by Lehman (1986) the family live and work together as the basic labour unit, sharing both work and the proceeds of their labour. As Young (1990) has argued, this is based upon a conflation of the two concepts of households and families. In many developing countries the household can be regarded as a kinship unit consisting of one or more nuclear families from the same kin sharing common residence and resources, cooking jointly and pooling income. It is important to make a distinction between ‘family’ as a grouping based on real or fictitious genealogical ties and ‘household’ as a unit of residence and shared resources (Morvaridi 1998). In contrast to the ‘one pot one roof’ definition of the household, Feldstein (1986) identifies it as ‘a system of resources allocated between individuals, in which members share some goals, benefits and resources, are independent on some, and in conflict on others’. Therefor when focusing on the concept of households there is a definitional problem because the concept entails units of residence, consumption and/or production (Crehan 1992; Preston 1992; Haidar 1996; Hunt 1991). There is no such thing as the household; rather a household consists of a set of properties that may include household composition, intra-household relations, mode of accumulation, social and economic status, or any combination of these (Kabeer & Joekes 1991; Evans 1991). Consequently, a multitude of household structures exists both within and between societies, making it an ambiguous unit of analysis. Social organisation and spatial mobility change the household composition constantly, making it intricate to determine who are members of a household (Kabeer 1994). The third flaw relates to the gender division of labour and the perception of the male as the ‘breadwinner’ and the female as the ‘housewife’ and ‘homemaker’
, since the conduction of work within the household is flexible it is misleading to refer such stereotypes (Moser 1993; Preston 1992). 

A further tendency of household-level analysis, that of looking at households rather than inside them, ignores the importance of intra-household dynamics (Hunt 1991). Another premise, at the intra-household level, that requires particular scrutiny from a gender perspective, concerns the household as a joint decision-maker. This relates particularly to questions of power and control over the distribution of resources between household members in matters affecting their livelihood (Moser 1993). The organisation of rural livelihoods can not be understood by looking at households as groups of autonomous individuals with individual interests, competing over resources. Neither should the household be seen as a single unit with a single decision-making head (Kabeer & Joekes 1991; Whatmore 1991; Hunt 1991; Crehan 1992; Haidar 1996). Certain people within the household make decisions and other less-empowered household members follow them. Since few families operate in democratic fashion, household strategies necessarily embody relationships of power, domination and subordination (Wolf 1997). The negotiations taking place within the household is determined by individual’s capacity to exercise power. The ability to influence the husband’s decisions depends on the social and material resources available to women along with the interpretative schemes, e.g. the perceived significance of their contributions to the household enterprise, and norms they can draw upon vis-à-vis their husbands (Kabeer 1994; Sen 1990). When women’s access to resources is limited, men have the greatest power in making decisions even though such decisions involve women’s labour in household production (Morvaridi 1993).

Internal household structures both produce and are produced by larger-scale cultural, economic and political processes. It has been emphasised that households cannot be seen as isolated units, rather they should be understood within their social and economic context (Moore 1992; 1994). Recent work on household as analytical units argues for an analytical framework, which look into different aspects of the household, the most important being its organisation and functions. Some authors have argued that an adequate analysis of the household economy must consider both the internal dynamics of household organisation and its relationship with the local and global economy (e.g. Evans 1991; Tully 1990). Therefore, rather than focusing on the household as the major actor in the rural economy, it is best conceived as a nexus encompassing the strands of the social, economic, and political networks which are the context for economic action.

Despite its ambiguity the concept of households will be used in this thesis, because it facilitates the analysis of different aspects of household organisation and resource allocation. Moreover, it entails the basic level of production, re-production, and distribution of resources, highlighting the differences in gender relations. Furthermore, as pointed out by Moore (1988) the household is of utmost importance when considering women’s labour. 

“Households are important in feminist analysis because they organise a large part of women’s domestic/reproductive labour. As a result, both the composition and the organisation of households have a direct impact on women’s lives, and in particular on their ability to gain access to resources, to labour and to income” (Moore1988:55)
.
However it is important to keep the inherent problems in mind when using the household as an analytical unit
.

2.3 Labour 

When discussing small-scale farmers and their mode of production, the work of the Russian economist A.V. Chayanov must be considered
. Chayanov sees the household and the family labour as a determinant factor in the small-scale farm production
. The household labour is seen in the context of the demographic cycle and the individual lifecycles in such a way that the consumer/worker ratio becomes of great importance.

Chayanov’s model is based on four main assumptions, which are both its theoretical strength and its empirical weakness: First, all households have flexible access to abundant arable land. Secondly, there should be no opportunities for hired labour or off-farm employment. Thirdly, the peasant community has a social norm for the households’ minimum acceptable consumption level. Finally, farm outputs should mainly be for home consumption or sold at local markets (Ellis 1988, Leinbach & Smith 1994, Netting 1993). Especially the first and second assumptions are quite difficult to identify empirically. Nevertheless, several authors (among others Durrenberger & Tannenbaum 1992; Lainbach & Smith 1994) have despite these rather rigid premise operationalised Chayanov’s theory in empirical studies. This has been done in communities with limited access to land and in communities where peasant households engage in both off-farm employment and/or use hired labour and still maintain the basic characteristics of small-scale farmers. 

Chayanov was the first to differentiate small peasant household farms from larger capitalist farms by pointing out those special, economic characteristics that differed between the two. He identified two major differences (Netting 1993). First, the small peasant household farm relies on household labour rather than hired labour, and secondly, it produces mainly for consumption rather than sale. Therefore, their strategy concerning labour allocation reflects decisions made that maximise gains and minimise costs, rather than maximise profits on the market (Netting 1993). Although the small-scale peasants may not be integrated in the market economy and therefore may lack the causally related categories of price, capital, interest, and rent of standard economics, Chayanov still assumes that they have their own economic rationality, which is based on satisfaction of family needs - in Chayanov’s terms, marginal utility - and the drudgery of labour
. The main factor influencing the investment of labour is the demographic structure of the household, the size of the household and the ratio between consumers and workers. The consumer/worker ratio influences the marginal utility, thus, the lower the consumer/worker ratio; the greater the working capacity of a household, and the less each worker has to work (Durrenberger & Tannenbaum 1992, Ellis 1988, Netting 1993). Simultaneously the continuously domestic cycle of household structural change as well as the individual lifecycle influences the consumer/worker ratio
. Consequently, the household consumer/worker ratio will vary over time. Chayanov described the developmental cycle of the peasant household as a mechanism organising production and consumption, identifying the labour force as the limiting factor of the production on the family farm (Netting 1993). 

2.3.1 Family labour availability

The domestic cycle and life cycle as mentioned above affect the availability of family labour. These cycles again basically follow the composition of household members. Marriage or combinations of families into large household structures may temporarily adjust available labour. However, cyclical processes continually transform labour endowments independently of need. Newly established nuclear households usually consist of one adult of each sex. Consequently tasks which require the co-operation of two or more men or women can not be carried out with household labour alone. As children mature, this deficit is resolved, but when sons and daughters establish their own households or accept long-term, off-farm employment, labour surpluses may become deficits. Therefore, the availability of labour changes as families expands and contracts. Even when members remain constant, radical shifts may occur in labour availability. Because family labour is differentiated, labour shortages can be absolute or restricted to a particular type of labour. If the household does not have enough men for male tasks, it may have a labour shortage even if female workers are underemployed and visa versa. Insufficient labour can be a problem throughout the year or may be limited to parts of the agricultural cycle (Tully 1990; Berry 1993). 

A number of strategies may be followed in order to cope with labour shortage. The labour can be augmented or reorganised and continue its current economic practices or the system of production can be changed to reduce labour requirements (Tully 1990). Family labour may be increased by extending the number of hours worked, or the family structure may be manipulated to secure greater access to labour. For example parents in nuclear households may retain control of their children’s labour by denying them the means to marry. Extended families may encourage the marriage of sons to obtain the labour of daughters in law. Finally, friends, neighbours, or relatives may provide unpaid reciprocal labour (Tully 1990). Berry (1993) argues that the control of labour is becoming a problem in many rural households, as the peasant’s experience that it becomes increasingly difficult to mobilise labour because of greater mobilisation and diversification of income sources. This is especially true for labour mobilisation through social networks. During seasonal deficit, occasional and discretionary activities can be temporarily postponed until demanding activities are completed. When there is a shortage of a particular type of labour, substitutions may occur. However, not all activities lend themselves to substitution. Male labour seldom replaces that of females when work occur in locations identified with women. Women face similar restrictions. Thus, the sexual division of labour is more often maintained when there are spatial and temporal restrictions on male and female behaviour. Shortage in farm labour often mean that women increase their labour, and when households possess minimum labour, that of women and children becomes disproportionately important. Another way of dealing with labour shortage is for farmers to change the way in which tasks are carried out. Thus, there is a distinction between necessary and optimal labour inputs, which may be exploited by labour poor farmers who maintain viability but decrease productivity (Tully 1990).

2.3.2 Wage labour

As mentioned above one of Chayanovs assumptions is the lack of household opportunity to hire or undertake wage labour. Because of fluctuations in household composition which accompany the domestic cycle, most farm households, however, employ labour, sell their labour off-farm, or both (Tully 1990). The labour market therefore offers farm families a source of labour and income. The integration of these possibilities into farm economic strategies has important effects on household structure, labour organisation, and farm management (Berry 1993). The availability of a labour market further influences the household domestic cycle, since it allow sons to establish independent nuclear households supported by wages and to withdraw their unpaid labour from the family farm (Tully 1990). Thus, off-farm income contributes to an increase in the proportion of nuclear families. At the same time, joint or extended families may be encouraged by market forces, since the increasing pressure on land may inflate prices and thereby unable sons to obtain sufficient land to farm separately, encouraging continued sharing of resources in joint or extended households (Tully 1990). Thus, household structures itself to some extent dependent upon external economic factors. Such factors influence the consumer/worker ratio put forward by Chayanov.

The availability of family labour and the understanding of the processes shaping it are of relevance to the discussion of both the overall household livelihood strategy and resource management. Since small-scale farming is, as argued by Chayanov, mainly dependent on family labour the availability and changes within this labour force affect the gender division of labour and women’s workload as well as task assignment. The labour available to a household is therefore of utmost importance to women with regard to shaping their resource allocation within the household. Chayanovs concept of consumer/worker ratio will be used within the analysis, in chapter 5, part I, in order to analyse its significance on household livelihood strategies.   

2.4 Concept of Gender 

Ester Boserup’s (1970) pioneering analysis of women’s agricultural roles and the impact of economic development on these roles challenged the former perception of the sexual division of labour between men as ‘breadwinners’ and women as ‘homemakers’. Her book Women’s role in Economic Development was the groundbreaking work on women’s involvement in productive activities in developing countries. Research since then has documented the importance of female labour in agriculture (among others writing on the Middle East, Kandiyoti 1990; Morsy 1990; Mundy & Smith 1990; Shami & Taminian 1990; Tully 1990). 

Boserup (1970) argues that women’s share in agricultural work is connected to the type of production and farming system practised. She argues that where the plough is used men mainly do this and only the hand operations are carried out by women, and she therefore concludes that women’s role in production are of secondary importance. Boserup sees this development as a consequence of population growth. Boserup places the Arab cultures in one of two categories
, describing women’s position in rural communities.

“The second group is found where plough cultivation predominates and where women do less work than men. In such communities we may expect to find that only a tiny minority of marriages, if any, are polygamous; that a dowry is usually paid by the girl’s family; that a wife is entirely dependent upon her husband for economic support; and that the husband has an obligation to support his wife and children, at least as long as the marriage is in force” (Boserup 1970:50). 

Boserup points to the fact that the distinction between two major types of communities is a simplification. She argues that rural women in North Africa and West Asia, countries under Arab influence, are primarily engaged in domestic activities. This is so because of three independent factors which has decreased the need for women’s labour outside the household: the existence of a large class of landless labourers; a high extent of animal draught power; and a cultural tradition which favours women’s confinement within the domestic sphere. These conditions leave little need or space for female participation in the agricultural production except in the harvest season (Boserup 1970).

Boserup (1970) describes how rapid population growth has prompted a change to ploughing in areas, which did not formerly practise plough cultivation. These changes, she argues cause a radical change in the division of labour by sex, and will often be followed by a decrease in women’s workload within the agricultural sphere, since preparation of the land by hand and the need for weeding decreases. This advantage for the women, as Boserup describes the diminishing workload, occurs with an introduction of the plough, where population density still permits extensive plough cultivation without irrigation. However, women’s workload does not diminish where population pressure increases to the point where agricultural intensification is necessary. Where irrigation is possible it increase the need for weeding, which is an activity carried out by women. Boserup describes the gender roles in farming as follows:

” .....In somewhat more densely populated regions, where the agricultural system is that of extensive plough cultivation, women do little farm work and men do much more. Finally, in regions of intensive cultivation of irrigated land, both men and women must put hard work into agriculture in order to earn enough to support a family on a small piece of land” (Boserup 1970:35).
Tully (1990) disagrees with Boserup’s argument, she argues that it is a misconception that women do little agricultural work within the Arab World. Although men in some areas do most of the agricultural work, whilst women focus on domestic production and animal husbandry; in others, women manage domestic and agricultural production whilst men work outside agriculture. Therefor, although sex is a good indicator of labour inputs to domestic activities, it is an inadequate index of participation in agriculture. 

2.4.1 Gender division of labour

Rather than agricultural work being assigned to one sex, the participation varies according to task, crop and technique. Men are responsible for activities that are seasonally dependent, involving mechanics and techniques or associated with commercial inputs, whereas women assist in many of these tasks, but primarily provide intensive non-mechanised labour and manual assistance required by most mechanical procedures. As such the primary distinctions between male and female agricultural labour are based on differences in technique and timing. These distinctions are reflected in differing contributions to crops grown for sale and those consumed by the family. Commonly women are less responsible for the former and more for the latter than men. Men tent to work in peak season bursts, to prepare land for cultivation or to harvest crops, whilst women often increase their contributions during peak periods, when timing is important and provide regular labour inputs throughout the agricultural cycle (Sachs 1996; Tully 1990). 

The gender division of labour occurs both in agricultural work concerned with land, cultivation, home-gardening and wild plants, and in the livestock production (Sachs 1996; Tully 1990). Crops are associated with the gender that controls the management and disposition of the crop rather than with those individuals who actually work on the crop. The gender assignments and designations vary from place to place, but the characteristic pattern is that men’s crops are more likely to be of the following types: grain or tree; non-food; raised for market. Women’s crops are typically vegetable or root; food; raised for subsistence; or raised for local consumption (Sachs 1996). In most regions of the world, rural women raise a wide diversity of plant species in gardens on small plots of land near the houses. Women’s gardens often enable families to survive during difficult times, for instance, during periods of drought or in seasons when grain crops are in short supply. Uncultivated areas provide food, medicine, building materials, tools, and utensils in subsistence economies. Although wild plants seldom provide the bulk of a subsistence diet in societies today, wild plants collected by women often supply important nutritional supplements and provide a fallback during droughts (Sachs 1996). 

In most cropping systems, tasks fall either to men or women. Gender division of tasks varies but some clear general patterns emerge. In almost all locations, women cook and process food. Labour-intensive activities such as transplanting, weeding, and harvesting often fall to women. Whereas land preparation activities go to men whether performed with tractor or animal traction (Tully 1990; Sachs 1996). As in crop production, the division of labour between women and men who work with animals has often been pronounced. Both men and women are involved in the care of domestic animals. However, women and men raise animals under different types of systems and circumstances. The general trends, in many regions of the world, in the gender division of animal production, are for women to raise poultry. Women’s animals typically live close to the household, often subsisting on household waste products, whereas men’s animals graze pastures or rangeland. Both men and women care for sheep, goats and pigs, whereas men are typically responsible for raising cattle. Another differentiation is for women to tend small-scale livestock operation, whereas men are more likely to control production of a larger number of animals (Tully 1990; Sachs 1996).  

2.4.2 Reproduction and production

One of the common critiques on Boserup’s book is that it fails to elucidate the crucial role of the household as the focal point of reproduction, nor does it explain the social relations among household members and in determining women’s role in economic development (Beneria & Sen 1997). Although Boserup (1970) was one of the first authors to point out the importance of women’s subsistence activities, particularly in rural areas in predominantly agricultural countries, she saw these activities mostly as subsistence production, not as domestic work (Beneria 1997). Boserup did not consider the reproduction and its importance in household livelihoods. The reproduction within the household is three-fold: social reproduction, the reproduction of the labour force, and the human or biological reproduction (Moore 1992). The bulk of domestic work consists of the production of use values through the combination of commodities bought in the market and the domestic labour time. 

Domestic work plays a crucial role for the functioning of the economic system. Women’s unique responsibility for this work results in a weak position on the labour market and increases dependency on the male wage. This circle of events both inforce and reinforce the asymmetric gender relations. Women are often burdened with the problems of a ‘double day’ to the extent that they are also engaged in productive activities outside the household (Beneria & Sen 1997; Haidar 1996). Yet nowhere does Boserup indicate how central women’s primary involvement in household activities is to an understanding of their subordination and their role in the economy.

Moser (1993) defines both women’s reproductive role as well as their productive one. 

“The reproductive role comprises the childbearing/rearing responsibilities and domestic tasks undertaken by women, required to guarantee the maintenance and reproduction of the labour force. It includes not only biological reproduction but also the care and maintenance of the workforce (husband and working children) and the future workforce (infants and school-going children)” (Moser 1993:29).

“The productive role comprises work done by both women and men for payment in cash or kind. It includes both market production with an exchange value, and subsistence/home production with an actual use-value, but also a potential exchange value. For women in agricultural production this includes work as independent farmers, peasants’ wives and wage workers” (Moser 1993:31).
Moser argues that although the ideology of patriarchy has served to reinforce the stereotypes of the male ‘breadwinner’ and the female ‘home-maker’, women do have an important productive role. However, the gender division of labour show that even when both men and women participate in productive work this is done unequally. Definitions of ‘productive’ work are fraught with complexities, since they overlap. Sen (1990) points to the importance of focusing on the social organisation when analysing production. She argues that the so-called productive activities may have the consequence of neglecting other chores, such as housework, food preparation and the care of children. Household activities have been viewed in many contradictory ways in the assessment of production. On the one hand, the reproductive activities are recognised for their importance, and on the other hand, these activities that produce or support the sustenance, survival and reproduction are typically not regarded as contributing to output and are often classified as unproductive. However, it is important to take an integrated view of the patterns of activities both within the domestic sphere and outside, which together make up the production processes in traditional as well as modern societies (Haidar 1996; Sen 1990). The relations between the sexes are obviously much conditioned by the way these different activities sustain and support each other, and the respective positions depend inter alia on the particular pattern of interaction.

The gender division of labour is highly relevant in determining women’s access to resources. Incorporating reproductive as well as productive activities in the analysis of women’s work is necessary for the understanding of women’s access to different resources and their involvement in resource management. The concept of gender is used in the discription of women’s activities and task assignment. Furthermore the issues presented above are highly relevant in the analysis of women’s access to different resources and their control over the same. 

Combining Theory and Analysis

The analysis is based upon a hierarchical model involving different analytical levels, as shown in figure 2.1.

Figure 2.1 Hierarchical model for analytical levels

                               



The different theoretical discussions are not equally relevant at all levels, whereas some theoretical points can be addressed at different levels, others are relevant only at one specific level of analysis. The former can be true for parts of the resource management discussion, the latter relates to theoretical issues of e.g. household livelihood strategies. 
Figure 2.2  Analytical levels and their theoretical related discussions












The mentioned theoretical issues can be placed within the framework shown in figure 2.2, which forms the basis for the levels of analysis of different aspects. The boxes illustrate different analytical levels and theoretical discussions. Figure 2.2 show three different levels, inter-box level, box level and intra-box level. Each will briefly be addressed in the following.

· Inter-box level: the focus on different levels and there interaction is illustrated by arrows connecting the different boxes, the larger arrows indicating the main focus within this thesis. Focusing on gender necessities the analysis of interaction between the household and the individual. 

· Box level: show the different analytical levels. These are divided into two main parts. Boxes with headings in green relates to the analytical levels addressed in this thesis, whereas boxes with headings in red relates to analytical levels not included in the thesis, but of relevance for the understanding. 
· Intra-box level: each analytical level relates to different theoretical discussions, which are listed in the different analytical levels. These theoretical discussions are divided into two groups. The blue points within the boxes refers to theoretical discussions addressed in the theoretical framework, The black headings refers to issues, mainly of structural character. Incorporating these issues into the research calls for an analytical approach involving structures mainly relating to social structures such as norms, marriage and inheritance practises. 

The figure provides an overview for levels and issues of relevance to the objective addressed in this thesis. Although several of the mentioned levels are not addressed in the analysis it is important to keep in mind that they affect women’s role in the management of resources. Although the factors, which are not addressed in this thesis, might not affect women’s involvement in resource management directly, the influences should not be neglected. The overall frame, under which the organisation of women’s life in general and the management of resources in particular takes place, are set by the state, the civil society as well as Islam and traditions.        

Part II: Analytical Approach

The following part deals with the analytical approach adapted for this research. The first section is concerned with questions of theory of science, whereas the second section brings definitions of concepts.

2.5 Theory of science

Within this section concerning theory of science, I first elaborate upon the ontological point of departure for this study. Turning to the epistemological choices I argue for the appropriateness of an actor-oriented approach. Finally I deal with methodological issues of theory and research. 

2.5.1 Ontology

My point of departure, drawing on Giddens’ theory of structuration, is that social structures are both enabling and constraining. Social actors are affected by and affect structural features, through the process of reproduction. 

Giddens’ structuration theory is largely ontological in its orientation. Human social activities he argues, are ‘recursive’ in the sense of being continually recreated by social actors. At the core of Giddens’ theory lie the concepts of ‘structure’, ‘action’, ‘social system’, ‘social practice’, ‘context’ and ‘duality of structure’. Giddens sees structures as sets of rules (constraints) and resources (capacities or possibilities). Rules imply ‘methodological procedures’ of social interaction relating to the constitution of meaning on the one hand and the sanctioning of social conduct on the other. In social practices they are translated into rule-resource sets composed of semantic and moral rules along with resources based on authority and property (Giddens 1993a; Wolffensperger 1991). Any given social practice involves an overlapping, loosely connected set of rules, which can be either informal, as social norms, or formal, as laws and bureaucratic regulations. Different sets of rules and resources may co-exist, implying that actors have a choice. Actors continuously monitor their actions and reflect over the consequences in order to strategize (Giddens 1993a; Davis 1991; Peet 1998). Resources refer to the facilities or bases of power to which an actor has access in the course of interaction with others (Peet 1998; Holst-Jensen 1999), these are asymmetrically distributed and can be both enabling as well as constraining (Davis 1991). 

Figure 2.3 visualises the principal components of structural properties, structures, and structuring principles in Giddens’ structuration theory. In replacing the conventional dualism between agency and structure with a ‘duality’ Giddens distinguishes social systems, involving situated activities of human subjects, from agentless structures; these are bound together by rules and resource instituted by knowledgeable, capable subjects (Peet 1998; Wolffensperger 1991). Embedded in the duality principle is the idea that agency produces institutions to the extent that these institutions are involved in the production of a specific social activity (Wolffensperger 1991). Systems interaction entails the situated transformative and communicative activities of different actors that are expressed in communication, exertion of power, and enaction of or resistance to sanctions (Giddens 1993a).

Figure 2.3  Giddens’ structuration theory

Source: Peet, R (1998): Modern Geographical Thought. p. 157.

Although Giddens do not incorporate gender relations in the structuration theory it is a useful theoretical framework for incorporating gender relations, since it includes both agency and structure (Giddens 1993a; Wolffensperger 1991; Davis 1991). Wolffensperger (1991) introduces the concepts of engendered structure and twofold reproduction in order to recognise the relationship between gender differences and social systems. The concept of engendered structure refers to the interconnection of gender, agency and social system, whereas twofold reproduction refers to the simultaneous production and reproduction of social system and gender. Power is an integral element of agency and refers to the range of interventions of which an actor is capable and knowledgeable (Wolffensperger 1991; Davis 1991; Giddens 1993b). In this conceptualisation power is seen as dynamic, processual contextual and complex (Davis 1991; Komter 1991; Villareal 1992).

Within the context of this research the structures refers primarily to the social structures of family and kinship. The reproduction of structures takes place within this setting. The social structures in this context should be understood as norms and rules related to kinship, involving marriage arrangements and inheritance practices. Norms determining the gender division of labour and task assignment according to sex, age and social status are other structures involved in the analysis. Whereas some of these structures are undergoing changes others are rigid. Household institutions determining resource allocation and management within the household are however, one of the most important structures in relation to gender and resource management. Although the household as an institution is affected by all the above mentioned structures, the implementation of rules and norms, as well as enforcement and sanctioning are carried out within the household structure.

2.5.2 Epistemology
Acknowledging the presence of both structures and actors I reflect upon the epistemological choice to be made in the conduction of research. Hollis (1994) describes four different points for analysis, as illustrated in figure 2.4. The system and agent approach are defined as naturalistic in its belief, while the ‘game’ and actor approaches are based upon a hermeneutic aim of social science.

Figure 2.4  Analytical points
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Source: Hollis, M. (1994): The philosophy of social science - an introduction. p.19.

Both terms’ ‘systems’ and ‘games’ refer to the structural approach. However, Hollis distinguishes between the structural approach in the two directions of science. Since the point of departure is within the social science the choice is to be made within this, as Hollis calls ‘understanding’. Further distinction is made between the holism and the individual approach to analysis. The central proposition of the hermeneutic social science is that the social world must be understood from within, rather than explained from without (Hollis 1994). Instead of seeking the causes of behaviour, one is to seek the meaning of action. Actions derive their meaning from the shared ideas and rules of social life, and are performed by actors (Hollis 1994). As such the holistic and the individual approach, when concerned with actions are difficult to distinguish since one can not exist without the other. An analysis therefore optimally would involve both aspects. Nevertheless, analysis necessitates a further focus in order to capture the processes involved, and only rarely involve both aspects of the holistic and individually approaches.       

The focus within this research falls upon the individual approach. Epistemologically, I have adapted an actor-oriented approach, which has the social actors and their diverse interactions as its centre of attention. Within this approach individual actors are ascribed capacity to use social relations and to strategize in their interaction with other actors to enhance their room for manoeuvre (Villareal 1992; Long 1992; Holt-Jensen 1999). All social actors exercise some power. Through everyday practices and conscious decisions, actors mould and renegotiate structures embedded in their social space. Nevertheless, it is important to emphasise that actions are subdued institutional, normative structures and processes, which may enable or restrict individual’s practices (Giddens 1993; Davis 1991). 

The focus on the social-actors, however, does not prohibit this research in dealing with structures. Structures will be addressed in this thesis and are in focus when analysing social structures’ influence on women’s access to resources
. Consequently an analysis of women’s access and control over resources and their general role in resource management necessitates an investigation of these structures in order to understand women’s room for manoeuvre, as well as the household strategies concerning women’s activities and involvement in the management of resources.  

2.5.3 Methodology

The focus in this thesis is not put upon a single theory and the aim to verify or reject it. Rather, different theoretical discussions are used as a point of departure for discussing the empirical findings. This is done in order to create understanding of social processes involved in the management of resources, which are especially relevant when focusing on gender. As theory is used within this thesis it is regarded, not as general regularities, but rather as an interpretation or explanation over contextual relationships within the level of interest. The research is mainly based on an empirical study analysing the possible affects of structures and mechanisms, in a limited case, in order to achieve an understanding of the functions of necessary and contingent relations. This implies that the study is mainly seen as a case, providing understanding of events and relations, in order to identify different social processes, structures and mechanisms affecting the study object, rather than searching for regularities.

The analytical approach used in this thesis is mainly inductive in its character. This implies that the analysis has its starting point within the empirical. This approach necessitates the need for qualitative data, which describes and creates understanding of the socio-cultural interpretations, relations and identities, without aiming at general theory. Instead the approach seeks to explain the phenomenon, involved in the interpretation and observation, through cases which can supply good or critical examples, illustrating general points (Bitsch Olsen & Pedersen 1997). The theoretical/empirical relation has been a continuously process of interaction. Whereas some theoretical issues were prevalent immediately, others emerged as informants raised important issues. Also the need for changes occurred as the analysis proceeded.  
2.6 Definitions

Further discussions within this thesis necessitate some definitions of commonly used concepts in order to avoid misconceptions. 

Middle East

The Middle East, as referred to in this thesis, constitutes of North Africa and West Asia. In this context Turkey forms the northern and Iran the eastern border. The western border is formed by Morocco and the southern by Sahara. This means that countries as Mauritania and Sudan are not included, since the issues addressed in this thesis can not be generalised according to these countries.

Household

The household as an analytical unit is used in this research, although I acknowledge the flaws in this term. However, within the empirical historical and regional context some modifications and definitions of the household are nesaccary
. I define the household as an economic independent unit, making its own economic decisions. Although exchange of labour and produce may occur between households, especially within the same extended family or between networks of households, within kinship groups and in the community. Control over income is situated within the household, although some decisions regarding production involving extended family resources are subdued the extended family structure. The informants involved within this research identify the household; as such it is their own perception of the household which forms the base for the analysis rather than an imposed definition.

Furthermore, distinction is made between extended and nuclear households. Extended households are perceived as households structured with parent(s), married son(s) and their families. Nuclear households are defined as households structured of one married couple and their unmarried children. However, the limits of these concepts are rather vague and continuously changing.

Extended family

Family structure where uncles, aunts and cousins are regarded as close relatives with an obligation to help and support each other. The extended family is relevant, since some resources are subdued the extended family structure, with independent nuclear households having some degree of access to these resources.  

Resources

The terms ‘social resources’, ‘material resources’ and ‘natural resources’ are used when referring to these types of resources in general as described in section 2.0.1. The human resources (Altieri 1995); cultural capital (Berkes & Folke 1998); social and institutional capital (Ostrom 1990) are in the following incorporated in one single term and will be referred to as social resources. The term social resources involves both labour, social networks and gender structures within the household labour force.

Assets

Household assets refer to household room for manoeuvre, and consist of the availability of natural resources, material resources and social resources within a household. The social resources, in terms of assets, refer to knowledge, seniority, labour and social networks. The material resources involve land, livestock and capital, whereas the natural resources involve access to natural vegetation.
Productivity

Productivity refers to the output or yield of, or net income from, a valued product per unit of resource input. The basic input being land, labour or capital (Mitchell 1997; 58).

Stability

Stability refers to the constancy of productivity relative to small disturbing forces occurring from normal fluctuations and cycles in the surrounding environment (Mitchell 1997; 58).
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� These includes among others Ostrom, Elinor (1990): Governing the Commons: The Evolution of Institutions for Collective Action. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge; on institutions and collective action; Omara-Ojungu, Peter H. (1992): Resource Management in Developing Countries. Longman Scientific & Technical, New York; on integrated approaches; Bromley, Daniel W. (ed.) (1992): Making the Commons Work. ICS Press, San Francisco; Hanna, Susan S. & M. Munasinghe (eds.) (1995): Property Rights and the Environment. Social and Ecological Issues. Beijer International Institute of Ecological Economics and the World Bank, Washington, D.C; Hanna, Susan S.; Folke, Carl & Karl-Goran Maler (eds.) (1996): Rights to Nature. Island Press, Washington, D.C; on property rights; Berkes, Fikret (1989): Common Property Resources. Ecology and Community-Based Sustainable Development. Belhaven, London; and Baaland, Jean-Marie & Jean-Philippe Platteau (1996): Halting Degradation of Natural Resources: Is There a Role for Rural Communities? FAO/Clarendon Press, Oxford; on community based resource management; and Ascher, William & Robert Healy (1990): Natural Resource Policymaking in Developing Countries. Duke University Press, Durham; on natural resource policy making.





� See cases in Berkes, Fikret (1989): Common Property Resources. Ecology and Community-Based Sustainable Development. Belhaven, London; Ostrom, Elinor (1990): Governing the Commons: The Evolution of Institutions for Collective Action. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge; Bromley, Daniel W. (ed.) (1992): Making the Commons Work. ICS Press, San Francisco; Berkes, Fikret & Carl Folke (eds.) (1998): Linking Social and Ecological Systems. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge; Berkes, Fikret (1996): Social Systems, Ecological Systems, and Property Rights, pp.87-107, in: Hanna, S.S.; Folke, C. & K.-G. Maler (eds.): Rights to Nature. Island Press, Washington, D.C.; Lane, C & I. Scoones (1993): Barabaig natural resource management, in: Young, M.D. & O.T. Solbrig (eds.): The World’s Savannas. Economic Driving Forces, Ecological Constraints and Policy Options for Sustainable Land Use. UNESCO & The Parthenon Publishing Group, Paris.


� As will be discussed later in this chapter, section 2.2 concepts of households.


� See section 2.0.1 for definition of resources.


� This has been further elaborated on by Sen, Amartya K. (1990): Gender and Co-operative Conflicts, pp.123-149, in: Tinker, I. (ed.): Persistent Inequalities. Oxford University Press, Oxford; Senauer, Benjamin (1990): Impact of the Value of Women’s Time on Food and Nutrition, pp.150-161, in: Tinker, I. (ed.): Persistent Inequalities. Oxford University Press, Oxford; and Moore, Henrietta L. (1992): Households and Gender Relations. The Modelling of the Economy, pp. 131-148, in: Ortiz & Lees (Eds.) Understanding Economic Process. University Press of America.


� While there are considerable regional variations, the number of de facto female-headed households is increasing rather than declining (Moser, Caroline O.N. 1993:17: Gender Planning and Development: Theory, Practice & Training. Routledge, London).


� This last assumption will be discussed further later in this chapter, section 2.4 concept of gender.      





� These issues will be further addressed in section 2.4 concept of gender.


� For a definition of household as used within this thesis see section 2.6 definitions.


� The work of Chayanov has been described by e.g. Netting, Robert McC. (1993): Smallholders, Householders. Farm Families and the Ecology of Intensive, Sustainable Agriculture. Standford University Press, California; Ellis, Frank (1988): Peasant Economics. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.


� The empirical background of Chayanov’s theory was based upon data on peasant agriculture and demography, collected by the Czarist State (Ellis 1988, Netting 1993). However, Chaynanov intended his theoretical ideas to apply in both non-European and European states.


� Chayanov used drudgery of labour as a measure of people’s declination to work beyond the level they find pleasurable, the logic being: ‘the longer one works, the greater the disinclination to work’ (Durrenberger & Tannenbaumer 1992). 


� The transformation cycle is by some authors described as the domestic cycle (among others Tully, Dorene R. (1990): Household Labor Issues in West Asia and North Africa, pp.67-92, in: Tully, D. (ed.): Labor and Rainfed Agriculture in West Asia and North Africa. Kluwer Academic Publishers, Dordrecht; Shami, Seteney & Taminian, Lucine (1990): Women’s participation in the Jordanian labour force: A comparison of urban and rural patterns, pp.1-73, in: Shami, S.; Taminian, L.; Morsy, S.; El Bakri, Z.B. & E. Kameir (Eds.) Women in Arab Society. UNESCO, Paris.). A distinction is made between three different household types within a Middle Eastern context (Eikelman, Dale F. (1998): The Middle East and Central Asia. An Anthropological Approach. Printice-Hall Inc., New Jersey; Bates, Daniel & Amal Rassam (1983): Peoples and Cultures of the Middle East. Prentice-Hall, Inc., Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey; Tully, Dorene R. (1990): Household Labor Issues in West Asia and North Africa, pp.67-92, in: Tully, D. (ed.): Labor and Rainfed Agriculture in West Asia and North Africa. Kluwer Academic Publishers, Dordrecht). First, the nuclear household comprised of an unmarried person or a married couple with or without unmarried children. Secondly, the extended household comprised of an older couple with married sons still residing in the household. Thirdly, the joint fraternal household comprised of brothers who choose to continue to reside together after their parent’s death. The domestic cycle determines to some extent the household room for manoeuvre, since the availability of household labour varies between the different household types.





� Only the second category will be addressed here.


� See the empirical analysis Chapter 5, part II.


� For a discussion on the concept of household see section 2.4 in this chapter. 





