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KEY TERMS 

Gender norms refer to attributes and behaviors deemed appropriate or desirable for men and women 

(Prentice & Carranza, 2002). Gender norms vary across countries and cultures and can change over time.  

Gender equity refers to “fairness and impartiality in the treatment of women and men in terms of rights, 

benefits, obligations, and opportunities” (FAO, 2016).  

Gender integration refers to “identifying, and then addressing, gender inequalities during strategy and 

project design, implementation, and monitoring and evaluation” (USAID, 2012:3). For example, taking women 

farmers’ transportation needs into account when recruiting farmers for a technical training can help ensure 

women farmers are not unintentionally excluded.  

Gender responsive agricultural development (GRAD) is being “responsive to both women’s and men’s 

roles, responsibilities, and priorities to effect sustainable change for small farming families” (BMGF, 2012:11). 

For example, when only a husband attends technical trainings, he may not transfer what he has learned to his 

wife. But when both the husband and wife attend trainings, both can obtain new technical knowledge. 
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BACKGROUND 

 

The U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID) launched the Gender Equality and 

Female Empowerment Policy in 2012 (USAID, 2012), which helped frame gender equity as a 

crosscutting theme in initiatives such as the Feed the Future Innovation Labs. Launched in 2013, 

the goal of the Feed the Future Soybean Innovation Lab is to provide the science necessary for men 

and women smallholder farmers in sub-Saharan Africa to share in rising demand for soybean as a 

cash and household food crop, thus further enabling developing countries to address economic 

development, food insecurity, and protein malnutrition. The Soybean Innovation Lab has ten diverse 

managed research areas—including Socioeconomic and Gender Equity Research (SGER).  

The Soybean Innovation Lab’s implementing partners hail from diverse disciplines and have 

different end-goals for their research areas. They operate in five sub-Saharan countries and 

represent 26 organizations focused on agricultural development, including universities, Ministries of 

Agriculture, and international organizations such as Catholic Relief Services (CRS), the Council for 

Scientific and Industrial Research (CSIR) / Savanna Agricultural Research Institute (SARI), the 

International Institute of Tropical Agriculture (IITA), and the Mennonite Economic Development 

Associates (MEDA). The capacity of the Soybean Innovation Lab to effectively implement gender 

responsive agricultural development can greatly impact the Lab’s ability to accomplish our mission 

to improve soybean sustainability and food security in our Feed the Future Zones of Influence in sub-

Saharan Africa. 

To gauge how our implementing partners consider gender in their Soybean Innovation Lab-

related activities, SGER developed the Soybean Innovation Lab Gender Responsive Agricultural 

Development Assessment (GRADA-SIL), which is an anonymous 27-item online survey. The 

GRADA-SIL was informed by communications with key personnel at USAID and other international 

development organizations, such as CRS, MEDA, and Save the Children, as well as by a review of 
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tools and other resources available from the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation (BMGF, 2012), Feed 

the Future (2013), Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO, 2016), Prentice & 

Carranza (2002), United Nations Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA, 2012), 

USAID, (n.d.; 2012), Wood (2005), and the World Cocoa Foundation (2016).  

The purpose of the GRADA-SIL is to assess perspectives on gender integration into Soybean 

Innovation Lab activities among the initiative’s researchers and partners (hereinafter referred to as 

implementing partners). For the baseline GRADA-SIL, SGER requested the participation of 

individuals in organizations affiliated with the Soybean Innovation Lab, including university- and 

institute-based researchers and collaborative partners.  The baseline GRADA-SIL results 1) will be 

used to help ensure that the Soybean Innovation Lab’s practices promote gender responsive 

agricultural development across our initiative’s activities and 2) will aid our understanding of the 

needs for better communication, training, tools, and resources among the Soybean Innovation Lab 

implementing partners in order to support gender responsive agricultural development.  

 

METHODS 

 

The GRADA-SIL is designed as an internal review to collect information on gender-

responsiveness among Soybean Innovation Lab implementing partners relative to particular 

agricultural activities (e.g., whether gender-disaggregated data is collected for smallholder farmers 

who attend technical trainings). The GRADA-SIL is also designed as a needs assessment to identify 

gaps and determine entry points to improve the Soybean Innovation Lab efforts to effectively 

implement gender responsive development into their agricultural activities. For purposes of this 

survey, we draw on USAID (2016) to define implementing partners as 1) researchers and program 

staff associated with one or more of the Soybean Innovation Lab’s ten Managed Research Areas 

(MRAs) and 2) local and international actors with whom Soybean Innovation Lab researchers and 
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program staff collaborate to implement any aspect of the initiative, including conducting and / or 

facilitating research, technical trainings, and monitoring and evaluation activities.  

The 27-item GRADA-SIL includes multiple choice, Likert-type scales, fill-in-the-blank, and 

open-ended responses. The GRADA-SIL also contained a list of key terms (see page 2 of this report) 

to assist in orienting Soybean Innovation Lab implementing partners to concepts related to gender 

responsive agricultural development. The online survey took approximately 15 minutes to complete. 

To encourage participation, potential participants were notified that all respondents’ names and 

emails were de-linked from their online responses. The GRADA-SIL was opened to participants in 

November 2016 through an initial email invitation from SGER to 241 contacts provided to SGER by 

the Soybean Innovation Lab. This email invitation included a unique link to a online survey to assist 

in maintaining the confidentiality of survey participants. Non-responders and non-completers of the 

survey were sent two reminder emails in December 2016. In March 2017, a third reminder email was 

sent to the remaining GRADA-SIL non-responders and non-completers. All study procedures were 

approved by the Institutional Review Board of Mississippi State University. The GRADA-SIL’s three 

sections include 1) Background / Demographics, 2) Gender Responsive Agricultural Development, 

and 3) Gender Integration into Soybean Innovation Lab Activities.  

Section One: Background (10 items). Items 1.1 through 1.4 in this section collected basic 

demographics information including participant’s gender, age, and educational attainment. For item 

1.2 (age), respondents selected one response from the following categories: 1) 18-24 years, 2) 25-

44 years, 3) 45-64 years, or 4) 65+ years. For item 1.3, “I primarily conduct my SIL activities in the 

following research site(s),” respondents were instructed to “check all that apply” from the following 

response categories: 1) Ethiopia, 2) Ghana, 3) Malawi, 4) Mozambique, 5) Tanzania, 6) United 

States, 7) Zambia, and 8) other [fill in the blank]. For this report, the responses to item 1.3 were 

collapsed into the following seven regions: 1) Central America / Caribbean (Costa Rica), 2) East 

Africa (Ethiopia, Kenya, Malawi, Mozambique, Rwanda, Tanzania, Zambia, and Zimbabwe), 3) 
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Europe (Switzerland), 4) North America (United States), 5) Southeast Asia (Indonesia), 6) Southern 

Asia (Pakistan), and 7) West Africa (Cote d’Ivoire, Ghana, Mali, Nigeria, and Sierra Leone).  

For item 1.4 (educational attainment), respondents selected one response from the following 

categories: 1) High school diploma or equivalent, 2) Bachelors or equivalent, 3) Masters or 

equivalent, 4) PhD or equivalent. 

For item 1.5, “My Soybean Innovation Lab activities are most closely aligned with SIL 

Managed Research Area (MRA),” respondents were instructed to “check all that apply” from the 

following response categories: 1) MRA 1 Plant Breeding & Germplasm, 2) MRA 2 Grain & Seed 

Quality, 3) MRA 3 Production and Agronomy, 4) MRA 4 Plant Breeder Education, 5) MRA 5 

Utilization for Human Nutrition, 6) MRA 6 Utilization for Livestock Nutrition, 7) MRA 7 Gender & 

Socioeconomic Impacts, 8) MRA 8 Value Chains & Economic Impacts, 9) MRA 9 Environmental 

Impacts, 10) MRA 10 Seed Systems, 11) SIL Advisory Board Member.”    

For item 1.6, “The organization for which I primarily work on Soybean Innovation Lab 

activities is,” respondents were instructed to “check all that apply” from a list of 22 universities and 

organizations or to complete “other [fill in the blank].” For this report, the responses to item 1.6 were 

collapsed into the following organization types: 1) university, 2) research institute and / or 

governmental organization, 3) non-governmental organization (NGO), including foundations, and 4) 

for-profit organization. 

For item 1.7, “The title that best describes my role on Soybean Innovation Lab activities is,” 

respondents selected one response from the following categories: 1) senior researcher, senior 

management (e.g., PI, Co-PI, CEO, Chief of Party, Director, Deputy Director), 2) research scientist, 

postdoctoral fellow, research assistant, or program staff, 3) administrative or technical staff, 4) 

graduate student, 5) undergraduate student, 6) consultant, 7) SIL advisory board member, and 8) 

other [fill in the blank]. For this report, the responses for categories 4 and 5 were collapsed into one 

category, “graduate or undergraduate student.” 
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For item 1.8, “The decision-making authority that best describes my role on Soybean 

Innovation Lab activities is,” respondents selected one response from the following categories: 1) 

final decision-making authority (individually or as part of a group), 2) significant decision-making or 

influence (individually or as part of a group), 3) minimal decision-making or influence, or 4) no input.     

For item 1.9, “Including myself, ____ staff in my organization are working on Soybean 

Innovation Lab activities,” respondents selected one response from the following categories: 1) [fill 

in the blank], and 2) I don’t know.     

For item 1.10, “Among these [1.9 autofill] staff, ____ women in leadership roles are working 

on Soybean Innovation Lab activities: (if applicable, please include yourself),” respondents selected 

one response from the following categories: 1) [fill-in-the-blank], 2) I don’t know, and 3) none.         

Section Two: Gender Responsive Agricultural Development (5 items). For item 2.1, “In 

the research site(s) where my Soybean Innovation Lab activities are conducted, factors that 

negatively impact agricultural productivity include,” respondents were instructed to “check all that 

apply” from the following response categories: 1) ratio of men to women students in university 

agriculture programs is skewed, 2) ratio of men to women extension agents and technicians is 

skewed, 3) men farmers tend to have higher crop yields than women farmers, 4) women farmers 

lack equal access to agriculture inputs (e.g., seed, fertilizer, new technologies), 5) women farmers 

lack equal access to extension services, 6) women farmers lack equal control over income, 7) 

women farmers lack equal access to credit and financial services, 8) women farmers lack equal input 

into agriculture decisions, 9) women farmers lack land rights (e.g., right to own, inherit land), 10) 

women lack equal access to training or employment for processing crops, 11) other [fill in the blank], 

12) I don’t know, and 13) none.     

For item 2.2, “The following actions are currently built into my Soybean Innovation Lab 

activities,” respondents were instructed to “check all that apply” from the following response 

categories: 1) strategies to recruit more equal numbers of men and women students into university 

agriculture programs, 2) strategies to recruit more equal numbers of men and women extension 
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agents, technicians into programs or trainings, 3) strategies to recruit more equal numbers of men 

and women farmers into programs or trainings, 4) strategies to include more equal numbers of men 

and women farmers when allocating agriculture inputs (seed, fertilizer, new technologies, etc), 5) 

identify and work specifically with women farmers (while not excluding men farmers), 6) establish 

and/or support women's associations, 7) promote and encourage extension services to reach more 

women farmers, 8) promote and encourage credit or lending systems to reach more women farmers, 

9) identify factors that impact participation, benefits, and constraints of men and women farmers 

along the value chain, 10) other [fill in the blank], 11) I don’t know, and 12) none.     

For item 2.3, “Successes I’ve had supporting gender integration through my Soybean 

Innovation Lab activities include,” respondents were instructed to “check all that apply” from the 

following response categories: 1) collecting data on numbers of women students recruited into 

university agriculture programs, 2) collecting data on types of services and trainings provided to 

women farmers, 3) collecting data on numbers of women farmers served and / or trained, 4) 

encouraging extension services to reach more women farmers, 5) encouraging credit and lending 

services to reach more women farmers, 6) purposefully working with women's associations, 7) 

purposefully working with women in leadership roles (e.g., SIL researchers, advisors, implementing 

partners, champion soybean farmers, etc), 8) farmers who have participated in my SIL activities 

report increased access to services, trainings, agricultural inputs, and / or improved production/ 

income, 9) analyzing and using data about women’s engagement in SIL activities, 10) other [fill in 

the blank], 11) I don’t know, and 12) none.        

For item 2.4, “Challenges I’ve encountered supporting gender integration through my 

Soybean Innovation Lab activities include,” respondents were instructed to “check all that apply” 

from the following response categories: 1) unsure of what gender-related data to collect, 2) recruiting 

women students to participate in university agriculture programs, 3) collecting data on numbers of 

women students recruited into university agriculture programs, 4) collecting data on types of services 

and trainings provided to women farmers, 5) collecting data on numbers of women farmers served 
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and / or trained, 6) changing extension services that tend to focus on men farmers, 7) changing 

practices among credit and lending services that tend to focus on men, 8) establishing relationships 

with women's associations, 9) identifying women in leadership roles to participate as implementing 

partners, champion soybean farmers, etc., 10) influencing cultural practices that limit women’s 

participation in my SIL activities, 11) analyzing and using data about women’s engagement in SIL 

activities, 12) other [fill in the blank], 13) I don’t know, and 14) none.         

For item 2.5, “I measure impacts of my Soybean Innovation Lab activities using the following 

indicators,” respondents were instructed to “check all that apply” from the following response 

categories: 1a) number and 1b) gender of students in SIL-supported university agriculture programs, 

2a) number and 2b) gender of extension agents, technicians who receive SIL trainings, 3a) number 

and 3b) gender of farmers who receive SIL trainings, 4a) number and 4b) gender of farmers who 

receive SIL agricultural inputs (seed, fertilizer, inoculum, etc), 5a) number and 5b) gender of farmers 

who adopt new seed varieties, technologies, or management practices as a result of SIL activities, 

6a) number of private enterprises, producer organizations, trade associations, and community-based 

organizations (CBOs) who receive SIL trainings or assistance, 6b) number of women-led private 

enterprises, producer organizations, trade associations, and CBOs who receive SIL trainings or 

assistance, 7a) number of private enterprises, producer organizations, trade associations, and CBOs 

that have applied new technologies or management practices as a result of SIL activities, 7b) number 

of women-led private enterprises, producer organizations, trade associations, and CBOs that have 

applied new technologies or management practices as a result of SIL activities, 8) other [fill in the 

blank], 9) I don’t know, and 10) none.      

Section Three: Gender Integration into Soybean Innovation Lab Activities (12 items). 

For item 3.1, “When selecting staff within my organization to assist with my Soybean Innovation Lab 

activities, I take gender balance into account,” respondents selected one response from the following 

categories: 1) to a great extent, 2) to a moderate extent, 3) to a limited extent, 4) not at all, and 5) 

does not apply to my Soybean Innovation Lab activities. For item 3.2, “When recruiting extension 
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agents and technicians to participate in my SIL activities, I take gender balance into account,” 

respondents selected one response from the following categories, 1) to a great extent, 2) to a 

moderate extent, 3) to a limited extent, 4) not at all, and 5) does not apply to my Soybean Innovation 

Lab activities. For item 3.3, “When recruiting farmers to participate in my SIL activities, I take gender 

balance into account,” respondents selected one response from the following categories, 1) to a 

great extent, 2) to a moderate extent, 3) to a limited extent, 4) not at all, and 5) does not apply to my 

Soybean Innovation Lab activities.     

For item 3.4, “My Soybean Innovation Lab staff routinely,” respondents were instructed to 

“check all that apply” from the following response categories: 1) consider women farmers’ unique 

time constraints when planning SIL trainings and outreach (e.g., childcare), 2) consider gender 

norms that can constraint women farmers’ participation when planning SIL trainings and outreach 

(e.g., norms against women speaking up in public—even to ask extension agents farming questions), 

3) seek to recruit and train female extension agents and technicians to work directly with women 

farmers, 4) train male extension agents and technicians in how to work around unique barriers faced 

by women farmers, 5) train extension agents and technicians to work with both men and women 

farmers within the same household, 6) develop tools and techniques to meet the specific needs of 

women farmers (e.g., safety techniques specifically designed for women farmers who have infants 

with them in the fields), 7) determine how women farmers are participating in each part of the value 

chain, including as laborers, in farmers’ associations, in post-harvest processing, and marketing 

agriculture products, 8) work with women’s associations to provide training and mentoring to women 

in group settings, 9) other [fill in the blank], and 10) I don’t know. For item 3.5, “Please provide 

specific examples of any of the above activities performed by your staff,” respondents were asked 

to fill in the blank for the previous item (3.4).  

For item 3.6, “My Soybean Innovation Lab staff have received training to address the 

following barriers to women farmers’ agricultural productivity,” respondents were instructed to “check 

all that apply” from the following response categories: 1) lack of women extension agents and 
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technicians, 2) lack of women students in university agriculture programs, 3) unequal access to 

agriculture inputs (e.g. seed, fertilizer, new technologies), 4) unequal access to extension services, 

5) unequal control over use of income, 6) unequal access to credit and financial services, 7) unequal 

input into decisions about agricultural activities, 8) unequal land use rights (e.g., ownership, 

inheritance), 9) unequal access to training or employment for processing crops, 10) other [fill in the 

blank], 11) I don’t know, and 12) none. For item 3.7, “Please provide specific examples of any of the 

above activities performed by your staff,” respondents were asked to fill in the blank for the previous 

item (3.6). For item 3.8, “My Soybean Innovation Lab staff use country/region-specific knowledge to 

address barriers to women farmers’ agricultural productivity,” respondents selected one response 

from the following categories: 1) to a great extent, 2) to a moderate extent, 3) to a limited extent, 4) 

not at all, and 5) I don’t know. For item 3.9, “My Soybean Innovation Lab staff consider gender 

responsive agricultural development important to achieving SIL’s goals,” respondents selected one 

response from the following categories: 1) to a great extent, 2) to a moderate extent, 3) to a limited 

extent, 4) not at all, and 5) I don’t know. 

For item 3.10, “I think my Soybean Innovation Lab staff could benefit from the following 

training and/or resources,” respondents were instructed to “check all that apply” from the following 

response categories: 1) using gender-related data to monitor SIL impacts, 2) online resources for 

gender responsive agricultural development programming (assessment guidelines, etc), 3) 

sensitizing extension agents and technicians to gender equity’s positive impact on agricultural 

productivity, 4) sensitizing men and women farmers to gender equity’s positive impact on agricultural 

productivity, 5) raising awareness of constraints that can make it problematic for women farmers to 

attend SIL activities (e.g. heavy workload, childcare, transportation, gender/cultural norms), 6) 

promoting employment of women in extension services, 7) raising awareness that new technologies 

may impact men and women farmers differently, 8) other [fill in the blank], and 9) no additional 

training or resources needed. 
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For item 3.11, “How can the Soybean Innovation Lab assist you and/or your organization to 

improve gender responsive agricultural development to better achieve your Soybean Innovation Lab-

related goals?” respondents were instructed to provide their comments to this open-ended question. 

Likewise, for item 3.12, “Are there any additional comments on how to improve gender responsive 

agricultural development within Soybean Innovation Lab that you’d like to share?” respondents were 

instructed to provide their comments to this open-ended question.   

For the baseline GRADA-SIL, the sample population was 241 individuals. For this report, the 

survey response rate is defined as the “proportion of individuals in a sample population that 

participates in a survey” (Pedersen & Nielsen, 2016:229; AAPOR, 2016) and the survey retention 

rate is defined as the “ratio of respondents who complete the full survey; do not drop out” (Pedersen 

& Nielsen, 2016:240). Eighty-seven respondents partially completed the survey – for a 36% 

response rate, and 57 respondents fully completed the survey – for a 23.6% retention rate. The 

response and retention rates are in the expected range for online surveys (De Bruijne & Wijnant, 

2014, Guo, et al., 2016). The baseline results, summary, and implications are presented below. 

 

RESULTS: SECTION 1 
 

 Section One: Background. Of the 87 implementing 

partners who participated in the baseline GRADA-SIL, 65.5 

percent (57) were male, 49.4 percent (43) were between 

the ages of 25-44 years old, 46 percent (40) held a PhD or 

equivalent, and 47 percent (70) primarily conducted their 

Soybean Innovation Lab activities in East Africa (see Table 

1). In terms of the organizations for which respondents 

primarily work on SIL activities, 40.7 percent (35) indicated their organization was a university, 25.6  

Table 1. I primarily conduct my Soybean 

Innovation Lab activities in the following 

research site(s) (check all that apply*). (N=87) 

 % (n) 

East Africa 47 (70) 

West Africa 36.2 (54) 

North America 14.1 (21) 

Central America / Caribbean 0.7 (1) 

Europe 0.7 (1) 

South Asia 0.7 (1) 

Southeast Asia 0.7 (1) 
*Not all fields may sum to 100 as each respondent could 

select more than one response category for this check-all-that-

apply (CATA) question. 
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percent (22) indicated a research institute or 

governmental organization, 24.4 percent (21) 

indicated an NGO, and 9.3 percent (8) 

indicated a for-profit organization.  

Table 2 lists each of the Managed 

Research Areas (MRAs) to which Soybean 

Innovation Lab implementing partners are 

most closely aligned. Note that some 

implementing partners work exclusively within 

a particular MRA, while others do not belong 

to a particular MRA but may work across 

multiple MRAs. For this item, partners were 

given the option of selecting more than one 

MRA if they worked across MRAs. The largest 

percentage of implementing partners were 

mostly closely aligned with MRA 8 (19.5%), 

MRA 1 (18.4%), and MRA 3 (18.4%).  

As Table 3 indicates, 26.4 percent of 

respondents identified themselves as senior 

researchers or senior management (e.g. PI, 

Co-PI, etc.) and 34.5 percent of respondents 

identified themselves as research scientists, postdoctoral fellows, research assistants, or program 

staff. As Table 4 indicates, the majority (55.7%) of respondents reported that they have significant 

decision-making authority or influence – either individually or as part of a group – in their role on 

Soybean Innovation Lab activities.  

Table 2. My Soybean Innovation Lab (SIL) activities are most 

closely aligned with SIL Managed Research Area (MRA) (check 

all that apply*). (N=87) 

  % (n) 

MRA 1 Plant Breeding and Germplasm 18.4 (16) 

MRA 2 
Seed Quality and Smallholder 

Innovation Research 

8.0 (7) 

MRA 3 Production and Agronomy 18.4 (16) 

MRA 4 Plant Breeder Education 3.4 (3) 

MRA 5 Utilization for Human Nutrition 16.1 (14) 

MRA 6 Utilization for Livestock Nutrition 2.3 (2) 

MRA 7 
Socioeconomic and Gender Equity 

Research 

5.7 (5) 

MRA 8 
Value Chains and Economic 

Impacts 

19.5 (17) 

MRA 9 Environmental Impacts 2.3 (2) 

MRA 10 Seed Systems 4.6 (4) 

— SIL Advisory Board 1.1 (1) 
*Not all fields may sum to 100 as each respondent could select more than one 
response category for this check-all-that-apply (CATA) question. 

Table 3.  The title that best describes my role on Soybean 

Innovation Lab activities is (single fixed choice response). 

(N=87) 

 % (n) 

Senior researcher, senior management (e.g., PI, 

Co-PI, CEO, Chief of Party, Director, etc.) 

26.4 (23) 

Research scientist, postdoctoral fellow, research 

assistant, program staff 

34.5 (30) 

Administrative or technical staff  13.8 (12) 

Graduate or undergraduate student 9.2 (8) 

Consultant 4.6 (4) 

SIL advisory board member  2.3 (2) 

Other (Soybean and soymilk producer) 1.1 (1) 

Non-responder 8.0 (7) 

Table 4. The decision-making authority that best describes my 

role on Soybean Innovation Lab activities is (single fixed choice 

response). (n=79) 

 % (n) 

Final decision-making authority 15.2 (12) 

Significant decision-making or influence 55.7 (44) 

Minimal decision-making or influence 15.2 (12) 

No input into decision-making 13.9 (11) 
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Respondents were asked to provide the number of individuals within their organization who 

are involved in Soybean Innovation Lab activities. Two respondents appeared to have reported the 

total number of staff in their entire organization (e.g., more than 200 staff members), rather than 

those staff working on Soybean Innovation Lab activities. These two outliers were removed from our 

calculation of the overall number of staff working on Soybean Innovation Lab activities. The average 

number of staff per organization who work on Soybean Innovation Lab activities was 10.3 (range = 

0-30, SD = 6.2). Respondents were then asked to report the number of women in leadership roles 

within their organization who work on Soybean Innovation Lab activities. The average number of 

women in leadership roles per organization who work on Soybean Innovation Lab activities was 1.8 

(range = 0-10, SD = 1.9).  

 

RESULTS: SECTION 2 
 

 Section Two: Gender Responsive 

Agricultural Development. This section 

focused on strategies that Soybean 

Innovation Lab implementing partners have 

applied in their own work to increase gender 

responsive agricultural development. For 

each of the five items in this section, 

respondents could select multiple responses. 

Respondents were asked about gender-

related factors that negatively impact 

agricultural productivity in the research site(s) 

where their Soybean Innovation Lab activities 

Table 5. In the research site(s) where my Soybean Innovation 

Lab activities are conducted, factors that negatively impact 

agricultural productivity include (check all that apply*). (N=87) 

 % (n) 

Men and women farmers have different access 

to agricultural inputs 

52.5 (31) 

Women farmers lack equal control over income 52.5 (31) 

Women farmers lack equal access to agricultural 

inputs  

50.9 (30) 

Women farmers lack land rights  45.8 (27) 

Ratio of men to women extension 

agents/technicians is skewed 

42.4 (25) 

Women farmers lack equal access to credit and 

financial services 

39.0 (23) 

Women farmers lack equal input into agricultural 

decisions 

39.0 (23) 

Women lack equal access to training or 

employment for processing crops 

39.0 (23) 

Women farmers lack equal access to extension 

services 

32.2 (19) 

Ratio of men to women in university agriculture 

programs is skewed 

32.2 (19) 

Men tend to have higher crop yields than women  30.5 (18) 

Don’t know of any negative impacts 10.2 (6) 

There are no negative impacts 1.7 (1) 
*Not all fields may sum to 100 as each respondent could select more than one 
response category for this CATA question. 
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are conducted. As Table 5 indicates, three factors that were indicated by more than 50 percent of 

respondents as negatively impacting agricultural productivity in their Soybean Innovation Lab 

research sites were: 1) women farmers lack equal control over income, 2) men and women farmers 

have different access to agricultural inputs, and 3) women farmers lack land rights. 

Respondents were asked to specify other factors that negatively impact agricultural 

productivity in their Soybean Innovation Lab research sites. Three respondents noted that women 

lack access to markets, and one of these respondents added that men also have trouble accessing 

markets. Other responses included 

both gender-specific and other 

factors, such as: 1) women have 

better access to training regarding 

soybean preparation, 2) abiotic and 

biotic stress, 3) poor soil, 4) drought, 

diseases, and unpredictable rainfall, 

5) lack of women in leadership roles in 

some sites, 6) lack of land ownership 

among both men and women, and       

7) women lack equal input into some 

types of agricultural decision-making. 

Respondents were asked what, if any, actions are currently built into their Soybean 

Innovation Lab activities to increase gender equity. As Table 6 indicates, more than one third of 

respondents reported that the following actions were built into their Soybean Innovation Lab 

activities: 1) identify and work specifically with women farmers (while not excluding men farmers), 2) 

strategies to recruit more equal numbers of men and women farmers into programs or trainings, 3) 

promote/encourage extension services to reach more women farmers, 4) identify factors that impact 

participation, benefits, and constraints of men and women farmers along the value chain, and 5) 

Table 6. The following actions are currently built into my SIL activities 

(check all that apply*). (N=87) 

 % (n) 

Identify and work specifically with women farmers (while 

not excluding men farmers) 

46.0 (29) 

Strategies to recruit more equal numbers of men and 

women farmers into programs or trainings 

44.4 (28) 

Promote/encourage extension services to reach more 

women farmers 

41.3 (26) 

Identify factors that impact participation, benefits, and 

constraints of men and women farmers along the value 

chain 

39.7 (25) 

Establish and/or support women’s associations 33.3 (21) 

Strategies to identify more equal numbers of men and 

women farmers when allocating agriculture inputs (seed, 

fertilizer, new technologies, etc.) 

31.8 (20) 

Promote/encourage credit or lending systems to reach 

more women farmers 

15.9 (10) 

Strategies to recruit more equal numbers of men and 

women extension agents/ technicians into programs or 

trainings 

12.7 (8) 

Strategies to recruit more equal numbers of men and 

women students into university agriculture programs 

11.1 (7) 

Don’t know 9.5 (6) 

None 7.9 (5) 
*Not all fields may sum to 100 as each respondent could select more than one response category 
for this CATA question. 
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establish and/or support women’s associations. Five respondents reported that no actions are 

currently built into their Soybean Innovation Lab activities to increase gender equity. 

Respondents also specified a number of additional actions that are currently built into their 

Soybean Innovation Lab activities to increase gender equity, including: 1) only recruiting women to 

operate a milk processing plant and distribute soy milk, 2) promoting female sales agents to connect 

women to markets, 3) including female instructors in university plant breeding programs, 4) including 

women scientists in internship programs for university students. Qualitative responses included:  

 

 

“Extension services remains a real problem in [country omitted]. Extension 

services offers very low pay and the number of extension personnel is very 

thin. Over time we have advocated for more female extensionists. [B]ut this 

has proved to be very difficult to achieve. Also, there appears to be great 

variation in the quality of extension staff encountered.” 

 

“We encourage women to be active; all farming here is done by the family, so 

there are always women doing farming. The people doing farming are often 

less educated and poor. It is common that men are married to more than 

one woman, so it is normal that the women manage the farm and the man 

does the heavier work on all the different farms that are managed by his 

different wives.” 

 

 

Respondents were asked to specify particular successes that they had supporting gender 

integration through their Soybean Innovation Lab activities. More than one third of respondents noted 

that successes included 1) purposefully working with women’s associations, 2) purposefully working 

with women in leadership roles (e.g., SIL researchers, advisors, implementing partners, champion  
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soybean farmers, etc.), 3) analyzing and 

using data about women’s engagement in 

SIL activities, and 4) collecting data on 

numbers of women served and/or trained 

(see Table 7).  

In a qualitative response, one 

respondent noted that his/her 

organization has had success supporting 

gender integration into their Soybean 

Innovation Lab activities by purposefully 

“focusing on diversity and inclusion when 

hiring people…to ensure that we strike a 

balance between race, gender, and 

including women into leadership 

positions.” 

 As a follow-up to the previous 

question, respondents were asked to 

specify particular challenges that they 

had encountered supporting gender 

integration through their Soybean 

Innovation Lab activities. As Table 8 

indicates, nearly one third of respondents 

reported that influencing cultural 

practices that limit women’s participation 

in Soybean Innovation Lab activities is a 

challenge, while approximately 20 

Table 7. Successes I’ve had supporting gender integration through 

my Soybean Innovation Lab activities include (check all that apply*). 

(N=87) 

 % (n) 

Purposefully working with women’s associations 40.3 (25) 

Purposefully working with women in leadership roles  40.3 (25) 

Analyzing and using data about women’s engagement 

in SIL activities 

35.5 (22) 

Collecting data on numbers of women served/trained 35.5 (22) 

Encouraging extension services to reach more 

women farmers 

32.3 (20) 

Farmers who have participated in my SIL activities 

report increased access to services, trainings, 

agricultural inputs, and/or improved production or 

income 

24.2 (15) 

Collecting data on types of services/trainings provided 

to women farmers 

17.7 (11) 

Encouraging credit and lending services to reach 

more women farmers 

13.5 (9) 

Collecting data on numbers of women students 

recruited into university agriculture programs 

11.3 (7) 

Don’t know 4.8 (3) 

None 12.9 (8) 
*Not all fields may sum to 100 as each respondent could select more than one response 
category for this CATA question. 

Table 8.  Challenges I’ve encountered supporting gender integration 

through my Soybean Innovation Lab activities include (check all that 

apply*). (N=87) 

 % (n) 

Influencing cultural practices that limit women’s 

participation in my SIL activities 

31.8 (20) 

Identifying women in leadership roles to participate as 

implementing partners, champion soybean farmers, 

etc. 

20.6 (13) 

Collecting data on number of women farmers 

served/trained 

19.1 (12) 

Changing extension services that tend to focus on 

men farmers 

19.1 (12) 

Establishing relationships with women’s associations 14.3 (9) 

Analyzing and using data about women’s 

engagement in SIL activities 

14.3 (9) 

Unsure of what gender-related data to collect 14.3 (9) 

Collecting data on types of services/trainings provided 

to women farmers 

9.5 (6) 

Recruiting women students to participate in university 

agriculture programs 

7.9 (5) 

Changing practices among credit and lending 

services that tend to focus on men 

6.4 (4) 

Collecting data on numbers of women students 

recruited into university agriculture programs 

4.8 (3) 

Don’t know 6.4 (4) 

None 19.1 (12) 
*Not all fields may sum to 100 as each respondent could select more than one response 
category for this CATA question. 
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percent noted that challenges included 1) identifying women in leadership roles to participate as 

implementing partners, champion soybean farmers, etc., 2) collecting data on numbers of women 

farmers served/trained, and 3) changing extension outreach that tends to focus on men farmers. In 

a qualitative response, one respondent noted that “changing extension services to focus more on 

women farmers is a long-term challenge.” Another respondent noted that their Soybean Innovation 

Lab activities are more focused “on variety development than working directly with farmers.” 

 Finally, we asked 

respondents to specify the 

indicators that they use to 

measure the impacts of 

their Soybean Innovation 

Lab activities. As Table 9 

indicates, nearly half of 

respondents (47.6%) re-

ported that they are 

tracking the number of 

farmers who receive 

Soybean Innovation Lab 

trainings, and 41.3 percent 

reported that they are 

tracking the gender of 

farmers who receive Soybean Innovation Lab trainings.  

Similarly, 38.1 percent report that they are tracking the number of farmers who adopt new 

seed varieties, technologies, or management practices as a result of Soybean Innovation Lab 

activities (38.1%). One respondent note that his/her organization also collects the “number and 

Table 9. I measure impacts of my SIL activities using the following indicators (check all 

that apply*). (N=87) 

 % (n) 

Number of students in SIL-supported university agriculture programs 12.7 (8) 

Gender of students in SIL-supported university agriculture programs 14.3 (9) 

Number of extension agents, technicians who receive SIL trainings 31.8 (20) 

Gender of extension agents, technicians who receive SIL trainings 25.4 (16) 

Number of farmers who receive SIL trainings 47.6 (30) 

Gender of farmers who receive SIL trainings 41.3 (26) 

Number of farmers who receive SIL agricultural inputs (seed, fertilizer, 

inoculum, etc) 

31.8 (20) 

Gender of farmers who receive SIL agricultural inputs (seed, fertilizer, 

inoculum, etc) 

31.8 (20) 

Number of farmers who adopt new seed varieties, technologies, or 

management practices as a result of SIL activities 

38.1 (24) 

Gender of farmers who adopt new seed varieties, technologies, or 

management practices as a result of SIL activities 

30.2 (19) 

Number of private enterprises, producer organizations, trade 
associations, and community-based organizations (CBOs) who 
receive SIL trainings or assistance 

23.8 (15) 

Number of women-led private enterprises, producer organizations, 

trade associations, and CBOs who receive SIL trainings or 

assistance 

17.5 (11) 

Number of private enterprises, producer organizations, trade 

associations, and CBOs that have applied new technologies or 

management practices as a result of SIL activities 

28.6 (18) 

Number of women-led private enterprises, producer organizations, 

trade associations, and CBOs that have applied new technologies or 

management practices as a result of SIL activities 

15.9 (10) 

Don’t know 4.8 (3) 

None 6.4 (4) 
*Not all fields may sum to 100 as each respondent could select more than one response category for this CATA 
question. 
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gender of instructors who deliver course content to WACCI graduate programs” (emphasis added), 

which is the West African Centre for Crop Improvement housed within the University of Ghana. 

 

RESULTS: SECTION 3 
 

 Section Three: Gender Integration into Soybean Innovation Lab Activities. This section 

consisted of 12 items, including two open-ended questions. These items were designed to examine 

specific ways that implementing partners are integrating gender into their Soybean Innovation Lab 

activities. First, we asked the extent to which respondents take gender balance into account when 

1) selecting staff within their organization to assist with their Soybean Innovation Lab activities, 2) 

recruiting extension agents/technicians to participate in their Soybean Innovation Lab activities, and 

3) recruiting farmers to participate in their Soybean Innovation Lab activities.  

For the subsample 

of implementing partners 

for whom these activities 

were applicable (n=57), 

more than 20 percent of 

respondents reported that 

they take gender balance 

into account “to a great 

extent” across all three activities (see Table 10). 

  We asked our implementing partners about gender responsive agricultural development 

strategies that staff at their organization routinely employ when engaging in Soybean Innovation Lab 

activities. As Table 11 indicates, nearly one half of respondents reported that staff at their 

organization routinely 1) consider women farmers’ unique time constraints when planning Soybean  

Table 10.  When selecting staff within my organization to assist with my Soybean 

Innovation Lab (SIL) activities, I take gender balance into account (single fixed choice 

response). (n=57) 

 Not   
at all 

 

% (n) 

To a 
limited 
extent 
% (n) 

To a 

moderate 

extent 

% (n) 

To a    

great 

extent 

% (n) 

Does   

not apply 

 

% (n) 

Selecting staff within my 

organization to assist with 

my SIL activities  

3.4 (3) 10.3 (9) 13.8 (12) 24.1 (21) 13.8 (12) 

Recruiting extension 

agents/technicians to 

participate in my SIL 

activities 

3.4 (3) 5.7 (5) 11.5 (10) 21.8 (19) 23 (20) 

Recruiting farmers to 

participate in my SIL 

activities 

3.4 (3) 1.1 (1) 9.2 (8) 32.2 (28) 19.5 (17) 
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Innovation Lab trainings and 

outreach (45.5%), 2) consider 

gender norms that can constrain 

women farmers’ participation 

when planning Soybean 

Innovation Lab trainings and 

outreach (45.5%), and  

3) determine how women 

farmers are participating in each 

part of the value chain, including 

as laborers, in farmers’ 

associations, in post-harvest 

processing, and marketing agriculture products (40%).  

When asked to provide specific examples of any of the Soybean Innovation Lab activities 

performed by their staff that the respondents had selected in Table 10, our implementing partners 

provided a rich and diverse list of qualitative responses related to how their staff routinely take gender 

into account when conducting Soybean Innovation Lab activities. These responses included: 

 

“Allowing agronomy meetings times and locations to be decided by women 
participants (in lieu of providing childcare).” 

 
“Recruiting women farmers and sales agents to link to buyers and financial 
service providers.” 

 
“Considering women’s roles, time, voice, control, etc. in soya value chain 
mapping.” 

 
“Promoting male gender activists to promote gender equity in the field.” 
 
“Taking the gender of interns into consideration when making 
arrangements/ plans.” 

Table 11. My Soybean Innovation Lab (SIL) staff members routinely: (check all 

that apply*). (n=57) 

 % (n) 

Consider women farmers’ unique time constraints when planning 

SIL trainings and outreach (e.g. childcare) 

45.5 (25) 

Consider gender norms that can constrain women farmers’ 

participation when planning SIL trainings and outreach (e.g., 

norms against women speaking up in public – even to ask 

extension agents farming questions) 

45.5 (25) 

Determine how women farmers are participating in each part of 

the value chain, including as laborers, in farmers’ associations, 

in post-harvest processing, and marketing agriculture products 

40.0 (22) 

Seek to recruit and train female extension agents/technicians to 

work directly with women farmers 

20.0 (11) 

Train extension agents/technicians to work with both men and 

women farmers within the same household 

20.0 (11) 

Train male extension agents/technicians in how to work around 

unique barriers faced by women farmers 

16.4 (9) 

Work with women’s associations to provide training and mentoring 

to women in group settings 

16.4 (9) 

Develop tools and techniques to meet the specific needs of 

women farmers (e.g. safety techniques specifically designed for 

women farmers who have infants with them in the fields) 

14.5 (8) 

Don’t know 16.4 (9) 
*Not all fields may sum to 100 as each respondent could select more than one response category for this 
CATA question. 
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“Encouraging women to take lead roles in soybean processing trainings.” 
“Giving priority to women’s plots for conducting field experiments and 
demonstrations.” 

 
“Working with women’s associations and giving then agronomic advice.” 
 
“Providing women with land to work.” 
 
“Setting up housing based on gender balance.” 
 
“Hiring someone to watch all the other women's children while they 
worked.” 

 
“Including both men and women MoFA extension agents in the training and 
discussions.” 

 
“Conducting demonstrations using women as hosts.” 
 
“Conducting soybean utilizations nutrition trainings with women's 
groups.” 

 
“Planning trainings on non-market days.” 
 
“Adopting FGDs [focus group discussion] to take care of all participants.” 
 
“Assigning female facilitators to women.” 

 

 

Other implementing partners shared detailed accounts of specific examples of how their staff 

took gender into account when conducting Soybean Innovation Lab activities, including: 

 

“[We] plan timing of village visits with women's schedules in mind. [We] 

specifically ask CRS* partners to directly address this and ensure female 

participation, [and we] specifically ask SARI** to include women in 

laboratory trainings.” [*Catholic Relief Services, **Savanna Agricultural Research Institute] 
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 “[We] employed and trained men and women in on-station soybean 

agronomic and production practices through the Soybean Management with 

Appropriate Research and Technology (SMART) concept in [three villages 

omitted].” 

 

 “[We] coordinated listening sessions with in-country partner for women's 

groups in villages in [West African country].” 

 

“[We] determined how women farmers employed as laborers in the SMART 

farm understand the agronomic and production practices used in the farm 

setting including post-harvest losses in soybean.” 

 

“[We obtain] permission in advance from local male leaders for the training 

and participation of the village women in our programs. [We structure] the 

training site to allow our target female participants to have equal or even 

primary access to our demonstration spots while still allowing the male 

participants to feel involved. [Trainers make] eye contact while speaking to 

men and women so men feel involved in our typical women-oriented 

messaging about food preparations. This is done with the goal of having the 

men buy-in to the proposed meal improvements we anticipate the women 

will want to implement.” 

 

“Our collected data always include both her and his activities and 

perceptions related to the value chain. It is not assumed that the male (or 

female) can answer for the entire household or that her 'voice' does not count 

when it comes to understanding agriculture, farming, etc.” 
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“We promote cottage industry production of soy products, such as soymilk 

and blended porridge to improve household diets and local sales, almost 

exclusively among women.” 

  

“Our technician team includes equal numbers of females and males. We       

believe this is critical to ensure balance. We NEVER want a photo taken of 

our activities that shows men largely in attendance at an activity under our 

multiple projects. This indicates failure for us.” 

 

 

 

We asked our Soybean 

Innovation Lab implementing 

partners if they had received any 

training that addressed specific 

barriers to women farmers’ 

agricultural productivity listed in 

Table 12. Thirty-five percent of 

respondents reported that they 

had not received any training that addressed these specific barriers. Nearly a quarter of respondents 

reported that they had received training that addressed unequal access to agriculture inputs (e.g., 

seed, fertilizer, new technologies, and 20 percent reported that they had received training related to 

unequal access to extension services and to unequal control over use of income. When asked to 

provide specific examples of any of the activities performed by their staff that the respondents had 

selected in Table 12, qualitative responses from our implementing partners included: 

 

Table 12. My SIL staff have received training to address the following barriers to 

women farmers’ agricultural productivity (check all that apply*). (N=87) 

 % (n) 

Unequal access to agriculture inputs (e.g., seed, fertilizer, new 

technologies) 

24.6 (14) 

Unequal access to extension services 21.1 (12) 

Unequal control over use of income 19.3 (11) 

Unequal input into decisions about agricultural activities 17.5 (10) 

Lack of women extension agents/technicians 15.8 (9) 

Unequal land use rights (e.g., ownership, inheritance) 15.8 (9) 

Unequal access to credit and financial services 14.0 (8) 

Unequal access to training or employment for processing crops 14.0 (8) 

Lack of women students in university agriculture programs 5.3 (3) 

Don’t know 14.0 (8) 

None 35.1 (20) 
*Not all fields may sum to 100 as each respondent could select more than one response category for this 
CATA question. 
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“Crop budgeting and cost management.” 

“Gender concepts (gender and sex, gender division of labour, access to and 
control over resources, equality and equity).”  

“Gender mainstreaming and analysis.” 

“Planning and facilitating a gender session (facilitation techniques; etc.).” 

“ADVANCE II* baseline report, and gender assessment report.”               
[*Agricultural Development and Value Chain Enhancement II (ADVANCE II) Project] 

“On-line and in-person trainings and webinars on the topic of gender                                   
in agriculture. 

 

 

SUMMARY OF RESULTS 
 

The Soybean Innovation Lab’s Gender Responsive Agricultural Development Assessment 

(GRADA-SIL) was designed as an internal audit to gauge how the Soybean Innovation Lab 

implementing partners integrate gender equity into their Soybean Innovation Lab-related activities. 

For this baseline survey, we defined implementing partners as 1) researchers and program staff 

associated with one or more of the Soybean Innovation Lab’s ten Managed Research Areas and 2) 

local and international actors with whom Soybean Innovation Lab researchers collaborate to 

implement any aspects of the initiative, such as to conduct or facilitate research, technical trainings, 

and monitoring and evaluation activities (USAID, 2016). 

At the time that the baseline GRADA-SIL was administered, the majority of implementing 

partners conducted their Soybean Innovation Lab activities in East Africa, West Africa, and the U.S.  

A majority of respondents noted that they had final (15.2%) or significant (55.7%) decision-making 

authority relative to their role on Soybean Innovation Lab activities. A majority of respondents noted 

that factors that negatively impact agricultural productivity in the research site(s) where their 
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Soybean Innovation Lab activities are conducted include women farmers 1) lack equal access to 

agricultural inputs, 2) lack equal control over income, and 3) lack equal access to agricultural inputs. 

Forty percent or more of respondents noted that actions currently built into their Soybean Innovation 

Lab activities to increase gender equity included 1) identifying and working specifically with women 

farmers (while not excluding men farmers) (46.0%), 2) implementing strategies to recruit more equal 

numbers of men and women farmers into programs and trainings (44.4%), 3) promoting or 

encouraging extension services to reach more women farmers (41.3%), and 4) identifying factors 

that impact participation, benefits, and constraints of men and women farmers along the value chain. 

Forty percent of respondents noted that successes they’ve had supporting gender integration 

through their Soybean Innovation Lab activities included 1) purposefully working with women’s 

associations, and 2) purposefully working with women in leadership roles, such as champion 

soybean farmers. Approximately thirty percent of respondents reported that successes they have 

experiences with supporting gender integration through their Soybean Innovation Lab activities 

included 1) analyzing and using data about women’s engagement in Soybean Innovation Lab 

activities (35.5%), 2) collecting gender-disaggregated data on numbers of women served or trained 

(35.5%), and 3) encouraging extension services to reach more women farmers (32.3%). 

Approximately twenty percent or more of respondents reported that challenges they have 

experiences supporting gender integration through their Soybean Innovation Lab activities included 

1) influencing cultural practices that limit women’s participation in their Soybean Innovation Lab 

activities (31.8%), 2) identifying women in leadership roles to participate as implementing partners, 

champion soybean farmers, etc., 3) collecting data on number of women farmers served or trained 

(19.1%), and 4) changing extension services that tend to focus on men farmers (19.1%). 

The most frequently reported indicators that respondents used to measure impacts of their 

Soybean Innovation Lab activities included collecting data on the 1) number of farmers who receive 

Soybean Innovation Lab trainings (47.6%), 2) gender of farmers who receive Soybean Innovation 

Lab trainings (41.3%), and 3) number of farmers who adopt new seed varieties, technologies, or 
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management practices as a result of Soybean Innovation Lab activities (38.1%). More than one-third 

of respondents reported that they take gender balance into account to a moderate or great extent 

when 1) selecting staff within their organization to assist with their Soybean Innovation Lab activities 

(37.9%), 2) recruiting extension agents or technicians to participate in their Soybean Innovation Lab 

activities (33.3%), and 3) recruiting farmers to participate in their Soybean Innovation Lab activities 

(41.4%).  

Forty percent or more of respondents reported that their staff members who work on Soybean 

Innovation Lab activities 1) routinely consider women farmers’ unique time constraints when planning 

Soybean Innovation Lab trainings and outreach (e.g., childcare time constraints) (45.5%), 2) 

routinely consider gender norms that can constrain women farmers’ participation when planning 

Soybean Innovation Lab trainings and outreach (e.g., norms against women speaking up in public – 

even to ask extension agents farming-related questions) (45.5%), and 3) routinely determine how 

women farmers are participating in each part of the value chain, including as laborers, in farmers’ 

associations, in post-harvest processing, and marketing agriculture products (40%). Approximately 

twenty percent of respondents reported that their staff members who work on Soybean Innovation 

Lab activities have received training to address specific barriers to women farmers’ agricultural 

productivity including 1) unequal access to agriculture inputs (e.g., seed, fertilizer, new technologies) 

(24.6%), 2) unequal access to extension services (21.1%), 3) unequal control over use of income 

(19.3%), and 4) unequal input into decisions about agricultural activities (17.5%).  

The baseline GRADA-SIL results will be used to inform strategies to improve gender 

integration into activities of Managed Research Areas (MRAs) of the Soybean Innovation Lab as 

applicable in order to improve efforts to “effect sustainable change for small farming families” (BMGF, 

2012:11). Of particular note is the need for increased outreach to extension agents who are at the 

frontline of gender responsive agricultural development and may, therefore, be able to effectively 

sustain changes in cultural and gender norms to bring women smallholder farmers on par with their 

male counterparts.  
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IMPLICATIONS 
 

Although the baseline GRADA-SIL was collected among a small sample of respondents, it 

is notable that the percentage of Soybean Innovation Lab implementing partners who reported that 

they 1) were aware of, 2) had encountered, or 3) were responsive to gender disparities was below 

50 percent across nearly all questions. Bearing in mind that the majority of GRADA-SIL respondents 

self-identified as either senior researchers / senior management (category one) or as research 

scientists / postdoctoral fellows / research assistants / program staff (category two), these results 

suggest a need to further heighten awareness of gender inequalities in agriculture that negatively 

impact women farmers’ agricultural productivity and the extent to which various Soybean Innovation 

Lab research and development activities are impacted by such gender inequalities.  

In Table 5, GRADA-SIL respondents identified a number of widely recognized consequences 

of gender inequalities in agriculture. However, surprisingly few respondents reported that these 

negatively impacted agricultural productivity in their Soybean Innovation Lab research sites / 

activities. For example, only 32 percent of respondents reported that women farmers’ lack of equal 

input into agricultural decision-making negatively impacts agricultural productivity in their Soybean 

Innovation Lab sites / activities. Likewise, only 46 percent of respondents reported that women 

farmers’ lack of land rights negatively impacts agricultural productivity in their Soybean Innovation 

Lab sites / activities. And only 52 percent of respondents reported that women farmers’ lack of equal 

control over income negatively impacting agricultural productivity in their Soybean Innovation Lab 

sites / activities.  

However, various studies indicate that women farmers’ lack of equal input into agricultural 

decision-making, control over income, and land rights can help to explain persistent disparities 

between men and women farmers’ agricultural productivity. For example, women farmers’ 
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landholdings are often “less fertile and more distant from the homestead” (Quisumbing et al, 2014: 

318) and women farmers “tend to own smaller plots than men…and to cultivate smaller plots than 

men” (Doss & Morris, 2001:35). Early results from SGER’s 2017 Land Tenure & Allocation Focus 

Group Discussions (Rico Mendez, Ragsdale, Read-Wahidi, forthcoming), which were conducted 

among 72 men and women farmers in Ghana’s Northern Region, indicate that women farmers 

typically have access to plots that are one-half (or less) the size of their husband’s plot allotment, 

and that a wife’s plot allotment is often further reduced when her husband takes a second wife and 

her plot allotment is subdivided between herself and the new wife. Preliminary results from the 2017 

Land Tenure & Allocation Focus Group Discussions also indicate that women farmers often have 

few pathways to production decision-making and control over the land they are allocated 

(customarily by their husbands) to farm, whether it be for household consumption or for cash-crop 

production.  

SGER results from the baseline Women’s Empowerment in Agriculture Index + Soybean 

Modules (WEAI+ Wave I) – which was enumerated in Ghana’s Northern Region in 2014 – were 

echoed in the results the 2017 Land Tenure & Allocation Focus Group Discussions. For example, 

the WEAI+ Wave I results indicated that men farmers were significantly more likely to be adequately 

empowered across WEAI indicators even after controlling for education, socioeconomic status, and 

regional district (Ragsdale, Read-Wahidi & Wei, 2016). And this remained the case even among 

men and women farmers within the same household – of whom the vast majority were husband-wife 

dyads. Women farmers were significantly more likely to lack adequate empowerment in 1) productive 

decision-making, 2) control over purchase, sale, or transfer of assets, and 3) speaking in public 

(ibid.). In addition, men farmers were significantly more likely to report having input into all or most 

food crop farming decisions as compared to women farmers, while women farmers more likely to 

report having input into very few food crop farming decisions (ibid.).  

GRADA-SIL responses related to specific strategies currently built into Soybean Innovation 

Lab activities were lower than expected, even among more general strategies that should apply to 
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all or most Soybean Innovation Lab implementing partners. In Table 6, for example, only 41 percent 

of respondents reported that promoting and / or encouraging extension services to reach more 

women farmers was currently built into their Soybean Innovation Lab activities. Likewise, only 44 

percent of respondents reported that using strategies to recruit more equal numbers of men and 

women farmers into programs or trainings was currently built into their Soybean Innovation Lab 

activities. And only 46 percent of respondents reported that identifying and working specifically with 

women farmers (while not excluding men farmers) was currently built into their Soybean Innovation 

Lab activities.  

In terms of challenges that implementing partners have encountered supporting gender 

integration through their Soybean Innovation Lab activities (see Table 8), we anticipated that 

influencing cultural practices that limit women’s participation in Soybean Innovation Lab activities 

would achieve a score at or near 100 percent. This assumption was based on extant literature that 

gender norms and cultural practices that negatively impact women farmers’ agricultural productivity 

can be resistant to change among smallholder farming communities, such as those in which Soybean 

Innovation Lab activities are conducted.  However, as Table 8 indicates, only 19 percent of 

respondents noted that changing extension services that tend to focus on men farmers posed a 

challenge to gender integration within their Soybean Innovation Lab activities. Likewise, only 21 

percent of respondents noted that identifying women in leadership roles to participate as 

implementing partners, champion soybean farmers, etc., posed a challenge to gender integration 

within their Soybean Innovation Lab activities. And only 32 percent of respondents noted that 

influencing cultural practices that limit women farmers’ participation posed a challenge to gender 

integration within their Soybean Innovation Lab activities.  

In terms of measuring the impacts of their Soybean Innovation Lab activities using specific 

indicators (see Table 9), 32 percent of respondents reported that they tracked both the number and 

gender of farmers who receive Soybean Innovation Lab agricultural inputs (seed, fertilizer, inoculum, 

etc). However, for the other indicators in Table 9, disparities were reported between the number and 
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gender of persons tracked. For example, although 32 percent of respondents reported tracked the 

number of extension agents and technicians who receive Soybean Innovation Lab trainings, only 25 

percent tracked the gender of extension agents and technicians who receive these trainings. 

Likewise, 38 percent of respondents tracked the number of farmers who adopt new seed varieties, 

technologies, or management practices as a result of Soybean Innovation Lab activities, while only 

30 percent tracked the gender of farmers who adopt new seed varieties, technologies, or 

management practices as a result of Soybean Innovation Lab activities. And 48 percent of 

respondents tracked the number of farmers who receive Soybean Innovation Lab trainings, while 

only 41 percent track the gender of farmers who receive these trainings. 

When asked what types of training their Soybean Innovation Lab staff have received to 

address barriers to women farmers’ agricultural productivity, response percentages ranged from 5 

to 25 percent across the nine trainings listed (see Table 12). For example, a minority of respondents 

reported that their staff have received training to address women farmers’ unequal access to 

agricultural inputs (25 percent), unequal access to extension services (21 percent), unequal control 

over use of income (19 percent), unequal input into decisions about agricultural activities (18 

percent), lack of women extension agents / technicians (16 percent), and unequal land use rights (16 

percent),  

When taken as a whole, the baseline GRADA-SIL results are compelling given that, as 

Keleher and Franklin (2008) note, “Gender norms are powerful, pervasive values and attitudes about 

gender-based social roles and behaviours that are deeply embedded in social structures. Gender 

norms manifest at various levels, including within households and families, communities, 

neighbourhoods, and wider society. They ensure the maintenance of social order, punishing or 

sanctioning deviance from those norms, interacting to produce outcomes which are frequently 

inequitable” (2008:43).  The baseline GRADA-SIL results highlight the critical need to continuously 

embed gender responsiveness into agricultural development activities.  They also highlight the need 

to 1) educate implementing partners as to what gendered barriers to agricultural productivity may 
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looks like across different ‘boots on the ground’ agricultural development projects and across 

different components of a single agricultural development project, 2) continue to develop better 

measures of gender integration within agricultural development projects, and 3) how to better gauge 

the impact of gender responsiveness on agricultural development projects. The baseline GRADA-

SIL results reinforce the need to work with research scientists, program staff, and other implementing 

partners on the front end to ensure that gender responsiveness is built into agricultural development 

activities from the beginning. The results also highlight a need to offer continued support and / or 

training to research scientists, program staff, and other implementing partners throughout a project 

to help them identify and find culturally appropriate ways to reduce the impact of gender inequality 

on women farmers’ agricultural productivity. A next step is to further analyze the baseline GRADA-

SIL results across Soybean Innovation Lab Managed Research Areas (MRAs) and across Soybean 

Innovation Lab sites to guide us in developing tailored training to continue to address gendered 

barriers that negatively impact women farmers’ agricultural productivity. 
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