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Abstract 

 
Women farmers in Ghana are responsible for 80% of agricultural output and make up the majority of 

the population who is concerned with household nutrition and food security. Yet, this study of the 

government of Ghana’s Medium term Agricultural Investment Program (METASIP) and IFAD’s 

Country Strategic Operations Program for Ghana (COSOP) did not find any evidence that point to 

these labor statistics or women producers’ potential as leaders in agricultural development. Rather, 

the findings point to strong support for the private sector as the knowledge holders to modernize 

Ghana's agriculture industry, despite strong gender equality policy dialogue advocating for shifts in 

gender dynamics, which would empower female producers as entrepreneurs and decision-makers. 

This study concludes that future studies need to delve into this disconnect between the gender 

mainstreaming policies that promote power shifts in gendered relations and the 

disempowering agricultural development programs and cooperation practices that are 

actually implemented in the West African context. 

 

I. Introduction 

  

 In Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA), the agriculture sector accounts for 34% of GDP and 

64% of employment (World Bank, 2008, p.27). Since women make up the majority of the 

work force in this sector accounting for 60% of total agricultural output in SSA (Food and 

Agriculture Organization (FAO), 2010-2011, Section on Men and Agriculture, para 2), it 

seems essential that women producers be considered central to any discussion or debate on 

how to strengthen the sector. In Ghana, this is especially true with the agricultural sector 

employing 55% of the work force and female producers responsible for 80% of agricultural 

production, mainly on smallholder and subsistence farms (Garcia, 2006). In addition, research 

has shown that the female producer plays a key role in ensuring long-term sustainable food 

security and the health of her household. Bukh (1979) and Lado (1992) studies of Ghanaian 

rural women farmers illustrate that even a minimal increase in women’s income from 

informal trading can result in higher nutrition for their households because this income is 

more regular than that generated by the male producers who migrate to urban areas to sell 

cash crops only twice a year.  Nevertheless, women producers are the most disadvantaged 

stakeholders as they usually have the least power over agricultural resources or household 

income. Author Nidhi Tandon (2010, p.506) illustrates this disadvantage in her article 

addressing how “poor women’s access to land for food growing and sourcing is under threat” 

and having a severe impact on women’s and children’s health. Hence, it is important for any 
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national, international or sub-regional agricultural policy aimed at improving food security to 

consider these issues.  

 

     The main objective of this major research paper (MRP) is to explore how 

agricultural investment policy documents of both the Government of Ghana and the U.N.’s 

International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD) identify and characterize support to 

women producers’ needs in terms of their access to resources and level of influence over 

agricultural development. From this standpoint, the MRP will investigate how Ghana’s 

Medium-Term Agriculture Investment Plan (METASIP) for 2010-2015 addresses these 

issues. It will also review IFAD’s most recent Country Strategic Opportunities Program 

(COSOP) for Ghana (2012), which focuses on addressing Ghana’s objectives of a) accelerated 

agricultural modernization and sustainable natural resource management and b) enhancing the 

competitiveness of Ghana’s private sector (IFAD, 2012, p.iv).  IFAD’s COSOP is the 

overarching policy document that outlines all its subsequent agricultural programming 

support in Ghana.  

 

    These documents were selected because they are the key strategic documents for 

Ghana that outline the investment priorities of both the national government and a key 

multilateral supporter specialized in agriculture (IFAD). Other more overarching policy 

documents such as Ghana’s Food and Agriculture Sector Development Policy (FASDP), 

while informative, do not outline concrete actions nor allocate specific funding to them as in 

the supportive investment plan (METASIP). While the MRP originally contemplated 

including an analysis of the West African regional agricultural policy (ECOWAP) or another 

country’s context, given the richness of detail already in the two Ghanaian documents this 

would have been impossible within the space limitations of the MRP. As well, the MRP did 

not select other bilateral donors to Ghana (i.e. Canada’s DFATD, U.K.’s DFID and USAID) 

because none was as specialized in supporting the needs of smallholder rural farmers as 

IFAD.  

 

     Kolavalli et al. (2010, p. 19) concur with this approach when they state: “Decision-

makers [in Ghana] may often pay little attention to policies, seeing them merely as broad 

statements of interests and objectives; budget allocations to different actions may better 



7 

 

indicate intent than policy statements do.” The analysis of the METASIP and IFAD’s COSOP 

will illustrate to what degree these investment documents for the agricultural sector address 

Ghana’s food security issues by reviewing in detail how the documents discursively frame 

and purport to address the needs and roles of female producers. This research will review to 

what degree these national investment plans support the needs of female producers to access 

the knowledge, capital and tools required to address food security issues.  

 

 A Feminist Political Ecology (FPE) theoretical framework will guide this review. FPE 

has greatly evolved since Rocheleau et al.‘s 1996 founding work, which brought together the 

concepts of gendered relations and environmental science discourse in order to “deal with the 

complex context in which gender interacts with class, race, culture and national identity to 

shape our experiences of and interests in the environment (1996: p.5).” On one end of the 

spectrum, an FPE discourse we could describe as “post-colonial” has evolved to address the 

core issue of difference as perceived outside of established westernized capitalist structures in 

order to advocate for the complete reform of oppressive structures (Mohanty, 2002; Mollett & 

Faria, 2013). At the other end of the FPE spectrum, we can distinguish a more “liberal 

revisionist” for how globalization impacts the lives of both genders and how marginalized 

women working in the informal sector link up to these larger capitalist systems (Hanson et al. 

2002). Such authors also consider these unequal relational issues beyond the household and 

community level in hopes of informing larger policy development to support the 

establishment of sustainable livelihoods (Elmhirst, 2011, p.129-130).  Working from this 

liberal revisionist standpoint, this FPE analysis will assess the two documents on how they 

address two thematic indicators drawn from Rocheleau et al. (1996, p.289-293): a) the value 

of women producers’ local knowledge as essential to effective food security and b) the link 

between the environment and survival and how women are central to this survival.  

 

 The MRP will also be guided by the literature addressing gender mainstreaming and 

will analyze the two documents with this approach in mind as it relates to how these 

documents address the empowerment of women producers. This MRP’s goal is not to engage 

in the larger (and important!) critical debate deconstructing the merits of a Women in 

Development (WID) or the Gender and Development (GAD) approach. Rather, this MRP 



8 

 

uses a gender mainstreaming analysis within a liberal revisionist FPE framework in order to 

identify to what degree such neoliberal policies truly plan to support the needs of female 

producers.  As such, this MRP will inform a current research gap in the academic discourse 

on gender mainstreaming (e.g. Razavi & Miller, 1995; Moser, 2005;  Nelson et al., 2002) by 

illustrating entrenched and unequal gender roles and relations in the agricultural sector 

(Garcia, 2006). This MRP’s policy and programming insights aim to address what Parpart 

(2014) has described as well-worn and familiar solutions to better gender integration, which 

typically only call on revised institutional gender training and strengthening women’s 

institutions among others (2014: p. 387). Ultimately, the MRP’s gender mainstreaming 

analysis while operating within a liberal revisionist FPE approach will focus on the 

presentation of women producers within these investment plans, but will do so with a GAD 

vision of analyzing the full scale of the smallholder farmers’ situation, which include the role 

of men. The discussion that will follow the case study will provide these initial insights to 

facilitate the work of agricultural policy makers and program implementers.  

 

 This MRP defines each of the above-mentioned FPE themes in the following ways. 

Theme one places the emphasis on women’s local knowledge to ensure effective food 

security, which can be interpreted to mean that as key actors in the agricultural production 

value chain, female producers must be integrated into key decision-making functions that 

include the transformation, storage and selling components of the food production process. 

This description of the integration of the female producer in the agricultural production 

decision-making process will form the core of the first thematic analysis of the MRP.  

Theme two stipulates that in order to survive a female producer must cultivate food from her 

family plot to feed her children. To do so, she needs access to capital and tools to ensure 

effective food production. Articulation of how women will access capital, knowledge and 

tools will be the key indicators for this analysis. These themes are covered in the literature 

whether we explore it at the community or household level with authors like Nadasen (2012) 

and Chu (2011), who link household nutrition and health to women’s increased control over 

finances (theme 2). We can also explore it at the international level with authors like 

Wilkinson and Rocha (2009) and Christy et al. (2009), which illustrate how capturing 

smallholder farmers’ knowledge can help to ensure greater agricultural production and food 
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security (theme 1). The only difference is that this MRP will look at these issues through a 

distinct, gender-sensitive lens informed by FPE indicators and the gender mainstreaming 

approach, with the objective of showing how national agricultural investments in Ghana 

respond to the needs of female producers in addressing household food security and 

agricultural development.  

 

 Following from the above-mentioned research objective and theoretical framework, 

this MRP will address the following questions:  

1) How does Ghana’s METASIP support the smallholder female producer in terms of the 

following aspects:   

a) her role as a key stakeholder in decision-making in agricultural production? 

b) her need to access the capital, knowledge and technology to produce food for her family   

    and ensure a livelihood? 

2) How does the support offered to female producers in IFAD’s COSOP differ with Ghana’s 

METASIP, with regard to the two criteria noted above? 

3) How does the framing of the female producer in terms of the support she receives impact 

food security and agricultural development in Ghana and how can this national and 

multilateral support be improved in the future? 

The research approach and methodology section that follows the literature review will outline 

how the MRP will measure and evaluate how METASIP’s and IFAD’s COSOP 

comparatively support the needs of female producers. In general, the term support will refer 

to the amount of support provided to actively engage women’s agricultural associations in 

addressing agricultural development objectives (theme 1) and the types of assistance provided 

to women producers in accessing required resources (theme 2).  

 

II. Literature Review 

 

 This literature review will explore the following three elements critical to addressing 

this important issue in SSA: 1) the livelihoods of smallholder farmers in SSA and food 

security, 2) the needs of women producers in SSA, and 3) gender mainstreaming in 

agricultural policy development. Finally, the literature review will situate the current research 
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topic of how Ghana’s national investment plan and IFAD’s support to this plan consider the 

needs of female producers in order to illustrate its academic contribution. 

 

The Livelihoods of Small-Holder Farmers in SSA and Food Security 

 There is an extensive body of literature on the productive role of smallholder/small-

scale farmers in SSA’s agricultural development. While many authors claim the smallholder 

is the key stakeholder in enhancing agricultural production and ensuring food security, not 

everyone agrees. Writers like Collier and Dercon (2009) present smallholders as ill equipped 

to rise to the challenge, stating outright “African smallholders have not chosen to be 

entrepreneurs, they are in this activity by default. Having the single most important sector of 

Africa’s economies almost exclusively run by these reluctant micro-entrepreneurs is a recipe 

for continued divergence of the sector from global agricultural performance (Collier and 

Dercon, 2009, p.12).” Nevertheless, a great majority of academics and researchers as well as 

some multi-lateral organizations like the World Bank in its 2008 World Development Report 

feel that smallholders have the productive ability to contribution to regional and international 

markets.  As Wiggins (2009, p.17) concludes: “Finally, will smallholder development deliver 

food security? It will help: more food availability is likely to tend to push down food prices, 

while increased incomes for the poor are likely to mean greater access to food.”  

 

 However, it is clear that a policy approach that solely focuses on the development of 

agricultural entrepreneurs does not account for the complexity inherent in smallholders’ 

livelihood strategies, which may include various responses when new resources or 

technologies become available. In the typology proposed by Dorward et al. (2009), some may 

“hang-in” their present farm-based production systems or to identify a new, market 

opportunity by “stepping up” with a capital investment in growing a crop farming enterprise, 

while others may “step out” of agriculture entirely by accumulating capital and assets to move 

into another more lucrative venture. In the context of Ghana, Kanyamurwa et al. (2013) noted 

that for smallholder Ghanaian female coffee cash crop producers the introduction of export-

oriented agricultural ventures did not automatically result in greater household food security 

or well-being and that improving women smallholder farmers’ access to land and inputs was 

essential in properly addressing these issues. 

 



11 

 

 Nevertheless, one perspective promoted by international institutions like the World 

Bank and the United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD) proposes a 

global food system as a win-win model where small-scale farmers, laborers and traders from 

developing countries are integrated into the international agricultural value chain. This 

perspective is especially evident in the World Bank’s 2008 Development Report “Agriculture 

for Development”, which emphasizes the importance of investing in agriculture to secure 

long-term economic growth and development objectives. This economic analysis of 

development is especially clear when the World Bank explains its three pathways out of 

poverty (similar to the model of Dorward et al, 2009) as agricultural entrepreneurship, farm 

and non-farm labor and migration to urban areas to earn income outside rural areas (World 

Bank, 2008, p.72). These pathways to development via agriculture adopt the economic dictum 

that poor rural farmers can diversify their farming operations via cash crop production or that 

those who cannot shift to cash cropping have the ability to move out of farming into laboring 

options (World Bank, 2008, p.72). The World Bank illustrates the value of this economic 

analysis by quoting examples of African countries, among others, where these economic 

pathways to poverty reduction (i.e. investing in cash crops) have been successful.  

 

 This international dialogue is supported by academic research that promotes this 

economic development perspective of agricultural growth in developing countries. Authors 

like Wilkinson and Rocha (2009) and Ralph Christy et al. (2009) emphasize the importance of 

developing the economic potential of the agricultural industries of developing countries to 

ensure poverty reduction and increase food production and security. Wilkinson and Rocha 

(2009)’s empirical review of  the agricultural processing sector in developing countries from 

across the globe validates the World Bank’s conclusion that more developing countries should 

invest in cash crops for export to increase domestic income. Their research found that those 

developing countries that adopted global agricultural system standards were well 

compensated by the profits generated by an increase in trade access (Wilkinson and Rocha, 

2009, p.78). Meanwhile, Christy et al’s (2009) review of the business climate for creating 

competitive agricultural industries in developing countries resembles UNCTAD’s notions of 

increased investment and pro-market national policies. More specifically, Christy et al. (2009, 

p.170) argue that “Given the rise of contract farming, vertical coordination and supply chain 
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management of large food companies, efficiency and equity in the sector are undermined 

without strong laws.” To Christy et al. (2009) small farmers are well served by the 

establishment of laws that regulate contracting with large agro-industries. However, this is 

consistent with the neoliberal view in support of the larger international perspective that 

promotes the integration of small-scale and subsistence farmers into the global agricultural 

market value chain.  

 

 One issue with this theoretical perspective is that it does not consider women’s limited 

access to agricultural production resources or to income returned to the household as a result 

of cash crop production. Essentially, it presents a gender-blind, optimistic, pro-market 

narrative that does not account for any of the downsides for smallholders, and especially for 

female producers. Authors like Nadasen (2012) and Chu (2011) demonstrate through their 

studies the inequalities that female producers in SSA experience as they are excluded from the 

decision-making process and relegated to more informal tasks such as subsistence farming. 

Nadasen (2012, p.43) makes this point especially clear when she explains how “the prevalent 

form[s] of rural land tenure in sub-Saharan Africa... are deeply steeped in patriarchal 

practices.” As illustrated, cash crop production is male-dominated and existing international 

policies that advocate for the integration of smallholder farmers into the agricultural value 

chain are not considering the ingrained inequalities that persist in rural SSA. One reason this 

unequal dynamic is important to address is because the female producer is key to ensuring 

food security and the health of households in SSA. This is demonstrated by Bukh’s (1979) 

and Lado’s (1992) studies, which link women’s income increases to improved household 

nutrition.   

 

 What is most astounding in this academic analysis of food security and agricultural 

development is the Food and Agricultural Organization (FAO)‘s assertion that the existence 

of over 780 million people suffering from chronic hunger is an aberrant situation that is 

symptomatic of a food system that is inaccessible and unequally distributed (FAO, 2002, p.9). 

Authors like Frances Moore Lappé (2011) have popularized this message by arguing that 

chronic hunger is not due to a lack of food, and that a democratic cooperative food system 

could make food accessible to all. The Cooperative model for female producers in SSA has 
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proven to be successful in some cases as illustrated by Ayirebi women in Ghana (Dei, 1994). 

This study found that during the economic crisis of the 1980s these women had adopted 

innovative strategies that ensured the establishment of a local subsistence agriculture by 

banding together to fill the void left by the exit of immigrant agricultural laborers (Dei, 1994, 

p.139). Gray and Kevane (1999, p.29) confirm this cooperative tendency among female 

producers with concrete examples from Ghana and Kenya, which show how some female 

agricultural cooperatives succeeded in pooling their resources to obtain land from their 

respective governments. However, these movements have not succeeded in helping women 

secure long-term sustainable food security as unequal gender dynamics persist in the 

household.  
 

The Needs of Female Producers in SSA 

 This portion of the literature review seeks to illustrate how existing literature on the 

impacts of the global food system, including private land acquisitions and foreign direct 

investment, have affected female producers in SSA. Academic discourse on this issue occurs 

at two levels: the national policy level, which remains quite critical in nature and at the 

household level, which illustrates different cultural realities and their impact on the female 

producer and her ability to contribute to agricultural growth. 

 

 Authors like Cotula et al. (2009) and Tandon (2010) assess the impact of foreign 

investment and land acquisition in Africa as having adverse impacts on the livelihoods and 

survival of local farmers. These authors mainly analyze the contractual arrangements between 

foreign investors and national African governments and how current practice contributes to 

further impoverishing the poor. Tandon’s (2010, p.506) article reaches a step further by 

exploring how “poor women’s access to land for food growing and sourcing is under threat” 

and having a severe impact on women’s and children’s health. The author also explains that 

despite current policies addressing equitable agricultural development for men and women, 

the reality remains that women often receive fewer resources and technologies than men
1
 

(Tandon, 2010, p.506).  

                                                 
1
 It is important to note that higher-level continental and sub-regional African policies such as the Comprehensive 

African Agricultural Development Program (CAADP) and the Economic West African States’ Agricultural Policy 

(ECOWAP) consider women as central to food security by identifying them as playing a central determining role in the 

production, the transformation and commercialization of agricultural products, which is a strategy aligned with the larger 
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 Authors like Lastarria-Cornhiel (1997) and Daley (2010) concur with this perspective. 

In her review of the impact of private land acquisitions in Africa, Lastarria-Cornhiel (1997) 

concludes that the move towards private land ownership has further disadvantaged women 

producers. To illustrate this point Lastarria-Cornhiel (1997) uses a variety of country-specific 

examples. For instance, in the case of Cameroon, Lastarria-Cornhiel (1997, p.1327) describes 

how “Massa women in north Cameroon have little control over the cash crops they grow as 

they must turn over the proceeds from their rice paddies to their husbands or risk being 

beaten.” In her article addressing commercial pressures on land in Africa, Daley (2010) 

illustrates how private investment in land has disadvantaged women in Zambia: “in Choma 

District, 248 families lost access to valuable farming and grazing lands, and five lost their 

homes. Women reported lower levels of food production and a need to find alternative 

livelihoods (Daley, 2010, p.6).” Both Daley (2010) and Lastarria-Cornhiel (1997) recommend 

strengthening the multinational context by developing policies that are more women-friendly 

and consider entrenched gender discrimination (Daley, 2010, p.7) as well as women’s access 

to property and capital (Lastarria-Cornhiel 1997, p.1329). Hence, there is an active scholarly 

narrative that discounts the benefits of foreign direct investment in agriculture and land as 

beneficial to women, although it still operates within a neoliberal market-oriented narrative.  

 

 Other authors like Uraguchi (2010) and Mutopo (2010) have conducted research at the 

household-level in African countries to explore women’s food security realities and inequities 

as well as their various coping strategies. Uraguchi (2010, p.494) found that food price hikes 

resulted in substantially higher workloads for women who, in many cases, had to withdraw 

their children from school in order to cope. As well, Uraguchi (2010, p.497) found that 

women had the least access to food during the food price hike crisis and as a result their 

children were starving. Mutopo (2010, p.474)‘s study of women traders from Zimbabwe 

found that the typical household’s coping strategy to send women to trade in South Africa has 

shifted gender relations where women have more control over the household’s finances and 

men are increasingly taking on child rearing and domestic responsibilities. These authors 

                                                                                                                                                                    
market-oriented narrative on integrating smallholder farmers into the global agricultural value chain (ECOWAS, 2009, 

p.3).  
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illustrate how a global market food system, which brings about volatile price fluctuations, can 

drastically affect the dynamics in a household. In their article on how to address the needs of 

poor female farmers in SSA and South Asia, Quisumbing and Pandolfelli (2010) conclude 

that all policies aimed at addressing the needs of female producers take care to consider the 

specific cultural and socio-economic dynamics that exist in the different districts of a 

particular country (Quisumbing and Pandolfelli, 2010, p.588). Hence, the household and 

community-level academic dialogue while critical still provides some possible areas for 

eventual intervention and support that would respond to the needs of women producers. What 

is lacking is how to translate these solutions into regional and national policies, programs and 

projects that can benefit female producers in West Africa.  

 

Gender Mainstreaming in Agricultural Policy Development 

 Addressing gender equality issues in the developing country context is a recent 

phenomenon that arose during the West’s second wave of feminism, which addressed the 

right of women to study, work, divorce, control property and their body (Martinez, 2009, 

p.89). From these early stirrings arose the U.N.’s first global conference on women held in 

Mexico in 1975, which set out to develop a World Action Plan that would support women’s 

rights and orient future aid targeting women. One of these priorities concerned “the 

integration and full participation of women in development (WID) (Martinez, 2009, p.89).” 

Early approaches to support this integration were to place the emphasis of providing all 

women (regardless of cultural context) with access to the workforce and to an education. 

These early approaches were highly criticized by feminists from the South who stated that 

they did not consider the “inherent inequalities between men and women in the private sphere 

(such as daily tasks related to child care and domestic work) and neglected the real needs of 

the women it sought to help, ultimately imposing an additional burden of work on them 

(Martinez, 2009, p.91).” 

 

 What emerged from these initial feminist stirrings were a string of gender and 

development movements: Women in Development (1975-1985), Gender and Development 

(1980s) and, finally, the mainstreaming approach to gender equality in Development (second 

half of 1990s to present day) (Martinez, 2009, p.88-96). In 1975, the concept of Women in 

Development (WID) took hold in international development circles in the North, the goal of 
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which was to “address the oppression of women from the vantage point of transforming 

‘traditional’ economic and social relationships in society (Martinez, 2009, p.90).” This would 

be done by ensuring women living in developing countries would have access to an education, 

credit and advanced agricultural technology (Martinez, 2009, p.90). This initial WID dialogue 

led to the rise of the Gender and Development (GAD) approach, which attempted to define 

the empowerment of women in developing countries in a much wider and holistic manner. 

This approach emphasized the transformation of “gendered relationships of power with the 

goal of instituting fair and equitable development”, which would involve men in addressing 

power inequities (Martinez, 2009, p.96).  

 

 In the second half of the 1990s, following the 1995 Beijing UN World Conference on 

Women, the gender mainstreaming approach to development began to take hold. This 

initiative was a culmination of local, national and international women’s movements to 

encourage the “systematic integration of gender into all levels of society, politics and 

programs and in all facets of development (Martinez, 2009, p. 95-97).” On a cursory level this 

movement would appear to address the concerns of a GAD approach to women’s 

empowerment in the development context. However, there are rising criticisms that while this 

approach keeps gender equality issues on development agencies’ radar, it has become a 

bureaucratic exercise that has not shifted gender power relations (Martinez, 2009, p.99; 

Rathgeber, 2005, p.589). More specifically, many authors critique gender mainstreaming 

efforts (e.g. Martinez, 2009; Rathgeber, 2005; Parpart, 2014) which simply equate “gender” to 

“women” (Rathgeber, 2005: p.58). To Rathgeber (2005), this reduces gender mainstreaming 

to a WID approach that does not include an analysis of masculinities and the role of men in 

the gender dynamic (Rathgeber, 2005: p. 589).  

 

 From this standpoint, the literature review now turns to how a GAD approach to 

gender mainstreaming can be integrated into effective development policy and programming 

with a special emphasis on agricultural development. A review of the literature illustrates two 

very distinct narratives on this subject: a) one dominated by multi-lateral organizations such 

as the ILO, World Bank and IFAD that defend the integration of women into the formal 

economic sphere and b) an academic discourse that dismisses the effectiveness of such 
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“gender mainstreaming” rhetoric and calls for more concrete policy interventions that address 

the need to properly support and empower women in decision-making in the household and 

wider community. 

  

 The World Bank has published extensively on this issue and has developed some 

concrete gender mainstreaming policy guides that are well read and utilized by development 

practitioners. The World Bank’s most recent gender action plan presents an overall policy 

framework, which defines economic empowerment as “making markets work for women and 

empowering women to compete in markets. Approaches to attaining this overall objective is 

to implement programs that support female entrepreneurs in accessing business services, 

credit lines, land for agricultural production and day care centers for their children (World 

Bank, 2006, p.5).  IFAD’s approach is similar in the way its policy-making guide on gender 

mainstreaming emphasizes the desire to integrate vulnerable women producers into the formal 

agricultural value chain: “Strengthening women’s access to, and control over, resources and 

services in both the economic and social spheres unleashes the productive potential of half of 

the population (IFAD, 2012, p.13).” The ILO, on the other hand, does address a more social 

justice issue in its gender policy hand book as illustrated by its very definition of gender 

mainstreaming: “Mainstreaming is not about adding a “woman’s component” or even a 

“gender equality component” into an existing activity. It means bringing the experience, 

knowledge, and interests of women and men to bear on the development agenda...The goal of 

mainstreaming gender equality is thus the transformation of unequal social and institutional 

structures into equal and just structures for both men and women (ILO, 2010, p.4).” An 

important tool recommended by the ILO to help facilitate this social and institutional change 

is gender budgeting, which it defines as follows: “Rather than having a specific provision in 

the budget of local authorities for programs targeting women and girls, gender budgeting 

implies... an analysis of the entire budget in terms of its benefits for women and men (ILO, 

2010, p.4).”  Nevertheless, the narrative remains clear that for U.N. organizations, the most 

important aspect of gender empowerment is the link with the formal economy. However, 

ILO’s gender budgeting tool can be quite effective in not only providing women with access 

to income-generating resources, but also to increased equality with male counterparts.  
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 Another stream of thought argues that the dominant gender mainstreaming narrative 

does not help to create more opportunities for women in terms of decision-making in the 

household or in their respective communities. For example, Razavi and Miller (1995), Moser 

(2005) and Nelson et al. (2002) point to the ineffective implementation of the gender 

mainstreaming approach to development. Following an extensive review of post-Beijing 

policy implementation of gender mainstreaming by 14 international institutions including 

governments, NGOs and international U.N. organizations,  Moser (2005, p.19) found that in a 

majority of cases “Policy commitments to gender mainstreaming frequently evaporate in 

planning and implementation processes.” The results of the Moser (2005) study concludes 

that development organizations should address this shortfall by implementing ongoing and 

culturally sensitive gender training as well as making sure that women’s voices are heard via 

appropriate forums and engagement with women’s civil society organizations
 
(Moser, 2005, 

p.18). Similarly, Nelson et al. (2002, p.58)’s study on gendered effects of climate change 

concludes that future agricultural and economic policies should “challenge stereotypes about 

gender roles, women's unpaid time, and their centrality in coping strategies, and take account 

of the varied and changing relationships between people, poverty, and their environments.” 

However, Parpart (2014, p. 387) criticizes these types of recommendations as examples of 

approaches that have been tried by development institutions with no real results. Rather, 

Parpart suggests that instead of adopting the same old approaches such as the ones espoused 

by Moser (2005), practitioners should adopt a riskier and more transformative gender 

approach that is spearheaded by leaders willing to push the envelope and demand structural 

changes in existing power relations (Parpart, 2014, p. 291). Martinez (2009) would agree 

when she states that to “transform gendered relationships of power with the goal of instituting 

fair and equitable development...requires replacing the capitalist market model with an 

alternative model …based on cooperation and equality between the sexes in terms of access, 

management and control of resources and earnings (2009 , p.96).” Parpart (2014, p.291) 

argues, however, that there is potential for existing development agencies to inspire this type 

of change within existing institutions, which support a neoliberal agenda.  

 

 Hence, gender mainstreaming scholarly analysis seems somewhat divided along WID 

and GAD perspectives. On the one hand, authors like Moser (2005) and Nelson et al. (2002) 
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seem to be pointing to a WID-like reform that focuses on women as beneficiaries who should 

be further empowered and heard via more accountable GE methods and support to women’s 

civil society organizations. On the other hand, authors like Rathgeber (2005), Martinez (2009) 

and Parpart (2014) promote a more GAD-like approach that questions the existing power 

structure, which disadvantages both women and men. This MRP will attempt to adopt a 

GAD-like gender mainstreaming analysis that is aligned with Parpart’s perspective. That is, 

this MRP will account for both women and men relational dynamics as they make up the 

smallholder farming group under study as defined by the liberal revisionist FPE theoretical 

framework.  

 

III.  Methodology 

 

 The research objective outlined above was operationalized using the comparative case 

study approach and a mix of qualitative and quantitative content analysis. A comparative case 

study methodology was adopted to explore how Ghana’s METASIP and IFAD’s COSOP in 

Ghana are addressing the needs of female producers in terms of influence in decision-making 

and access to resources. According to Roy (2003), it is best to choose a case study that is 

exemplary or would clearly demonstrate the research issue at hand.  

 

  This MRP chose to study the METASIP produced by Ghana’s Ministry of Food and 

Agriculture (MOFA) out of a policy suite that includes an overarching policy for food and 

agriculture sector development (FASDEP II ) because it is the only MOFA document that 

outlines in detail the national budgetary investment priorities for the agricultural sector. As for 

IFAD’s COSOP,  it was selected out of a policy suite of over 32 policies and strategies 

because the COSOP is the only IFAD country-specific strategic investment plan to a 

country’s own agricultural development goals, which aims to support the efficient 

development of the agricultural sector. Also, as a U.N. specialized agency for agricultural 

development and research, it was determined that the COSOP in Ghana would be more 

specialized in addressing the needs of smallholder farmers and female producers. 

 

 Ghana was chosen as the case study’s context because of its history of political 

stability as one of the few countries in SSA that has maintained a democratic government 
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since 1992, which has elected four presidents (Economist Intelligence Unit, 2013). As well, 

Ghana has a range of favorable development indicators above the SSA averages, including 

declining poverty levels (from 42% in 1992 to 20% in 2006; MOFA, 2012, p. 8), and its 

equitable income distribution with a Gini quotient of 42% (UNDP, 2012, p.162-163). 

However, this same country continues to struggle in terms of gender equality as the majority 

of the household duties, including caring for children, continues to be shouldered by women 

who form 85% of those who take on this responsibility (World Bank, Indicators Database, 

2012). In addition, infant mortality rates are quite high with 69 deaths for every 1000 births, a 

rate that has not improved since 2005
 
(UNDP, 2011). Therefore, while Ghana appears to be 

progressing in certain areas, it continues to struggle in terms of ensuring women have equal 

opportunities to sustain livelihoods to ensure overall family well-being. In addition, the most 

recent Comprehensive Food Security and Vulnerability Analysis (CFSVA) found that “16% 

of all households, or 680,000 people, were considered either severely or moderately food 

insecure at the time of the survey (MOFA, 2012, p.4).” This food insecurity is especially 

detrimental for female headed households:  “30% of households headed by a woman are 

either severely or moderately food insecure compared with 15% of male-headed households. 

For women heads of household, their lack of access to larger farms restricts their ability to 

feed their households from their own production. Their lack of skills and education often 

prevent them from finding good income-earning opportunities (MOFA, 2012, p.8).” 

 

From this food insecure context, it is important to note that most households’ food 

supply is dependent on smallholder production as is the agricultural industry. Smallholder 

farmers, defined as cultivating five acres or less, represent 62% of farming households in 

northern Ghana who depend on agriculture for their livelihoods and subsistence and 49% are 

poor and face constraints such as shouldering high input costs for marginal agricultural 

outputs (MOFA, 2012, p.9). In economic terms, agricultural production accounts for 42% of 

overall employment and 23% of GDP (World Bank, Indicators Database, 2012). Ghana was 

chosen as the case study context because despite its status as an example of human 

development success, it is clear that the country continues to face challenges in addressing the 

food security needs of its poorest households, many of whom are women. 
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 The analytical process consisted of a comparison between METASIP and COSOP and 

measured how each investment plan and strategy supports the needs of female producers. As a 

result, the MRP coded the content of the afore-mentioned investment documents using a 

descriptive statistical method that presented both a quantitative and qualitative set of data. 

Using the axial coding method, the analysis identified relationships between emerging themes 

within the content of the individual investment and strategy documents according to a pre-

determined set of indicators, which defined the concept of support. Once each document was 

analyzed, the MRP reviewed how each level of intervention (national government and 

international organization) defined its ability to support engagement with women’s 

agricultural associations in addressing agricultural development objectives (theme 1) and the 

needs of female producers to access resources (theme 2). This individual analysis illustrated 

how each level of intervention promotes engagement with female producer associations as 

knowledge keepers of Ghana’s agricultural development and defines the needs of female 

producers in accessing resources.   

 

It was hypothesized that the government investment plan (Ghana’s METASIP) will 

not actively promote engagement with the female producer  in the development of the 

agricultural sector to address food security and will only provide a token mention of her 

specific needs in accessing resources. It is also hypothesized that the international support 

program (IFAD’s COSOP) will promote active engagement with the female producer in order 

to address agricultural development and food security and provide a more comprehensive 

account of the needs of female producers in accessing resources. As a result, the overall 

objective is to use this qualitative axial analysis to compare how national government 

investment priorities regarding female producers may differ from those of an international 

organization specialized in rural agricultural development with a strong track record of 

addressing the needs of the most impoverished. The findings of this content analysis resulted 

in recommendations to policy-makers on how to better support the needs of female producers 

as key stakeholders and decision-makers in agricultural development.    

 

 To proceed with this analysis, the MRP used an open coding method “to generate an 

emergent set of categories and their properties (Glaser, 1978, p.56)” drawn from a specific set 
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of indicators for the national investment plan and another set of indicators for the IFAD 

investment strategy. The first set of indicators helped define how the documents support the 

needs of female producers and drew from the following liberal revisionist FPE themes: a) 

women as a central stakeholder in ensuring food security and survival, b) gender-based 

asymmetrical entitlements in terms of how women have less access to land and other 

resources to produce food, and c) the value of women producers’ local knowledge as essential 

to effective food security (Thomas-Slayter et al., 1996, p. 289-293). To analyze the way that 

Ghana’s METASIP and IFAD’s COSOP support the engagement of female producers in 

addressing agricultural development, the MRP used the following sets of indicators: a) the 

engagement of women as  a central stakeholder in ensuring food security and survival, b) 

female producers’ local knowledge and networks/associations to address agricultural 

development and food security and c) the degree to which a gender equality 

approach/mechanism is integrated into the document’s analysis and implementation language. 

As for how Ghana’s METASIP and IFAD’s COSOP support the needs of female producers, 

the study used the following set of indicators: the degree to which female producers have 

equal access to capital, knowledge and technology as their male counterparts.  

 

        Once this level of coding was completed, an axial coding method was used to draw 

comparisons and links between the findings in order to test the afore-mentioned hypothesis. 

The axial coding method is one that allows the researcher to “put the data back together by 

making connections between the categories and sub-categories (Kendall, 1999, p.747).” 

According to Strauss and Corbin (1990: 96), these connections could be systematically 

analyzed using a paradigm model. As described by Kendall (1999, p.747) “this paradigm 

model is an organizing scheme that connects subcategories of data to a central idea, or 

phenomenon, to help the researcher think systematically about the data and pose questions 

about how categories of data relate to each other”.  

 

 In order to complete this comparative analysis, the MRP reviewed the linkages 

between the results of the initial coding process as discussed above to explore how each level 

of intervention (national government and international organization) defines the phenomena 

and their actions/strategies. The coding process as presented here was undertaken by one 
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coder for all data sets to ensure coding reliability. This research method is limited in scope 

and its findings cannot be applied to other country contexts. However, it has provided a test 

example of how different levels of intervention define and address the needs of female 

producers in West Africa. Whether these align or diverge was outlined in the discussion and 

provided the basis for recommendations on how to better align efforts to improve supports for 

female producers in the region to ensure greater food security and survival. However, it is 

recognized that other country contexts in West Africa may result in completely different 

results, which is why it remains a contribution to policy analysis for the agricultural sector 

and not a substantive contribution to quantitative research on agriculture in West Africa. 

 

IV. Content Analysis 
 

      The following content analysis reviews Ghana’s METASIP and IFAD’s COSOP 

according to the afore-mentioned liberal revisionist FPE themes.  

A) The Government of Ghana’s Medium Term Agriculture Investment Plan (METASIP) 

1) Influence in Decision Making:  

1.1 Presentation of Women as Agricultural Producers 

 The Government of Ghana via its Ministry of Food and Agriculture (MOFA) is 

focused on growing the productive capacity of the agriculture sector in order to increase 

national economic growth (METASIP, p. iv). Its overall vision is to support the development 

of a “modernized agriculture culminating in a structurally transformed economy and evident 

in food security, employment opportunities and reduced poverty (MOFA, About the Ministry 

web site, 2
nd

 paragraph)”.  In order to reach this objective MOFA developed the Food and 

Agriculture Sector Development Policy, which outlines the long-term objectives for the 

agricultural sector’s development and the METASIP, which defines how it will reach the 

target of 6% agricultural GDP growth rate and halve poverty by 2015 (METASIP, p. iv). 

What follows is an analysis of the support given to the smallholder female producer and/or the 

smallholder farmer in METASIP as a key stakeholder in agricultural development, the 

smallholder’s knowledge and networks/associations and the presentation of gender equality. 

This content analysis proceeded to code the words woman, women and gender as they appear 

as either in productive roles (i.e. the female producer) or in passive roles (i.e. marginalized 

and rural) as well as pairings of women with other words such as men, children, and youth. 
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What emerges is a pattern that presents the women in a predominantly passive role dominated 

by men.   

 

 First, in the METASIP’s entire 82 pages, the words woman or women appear a total of 

32 times. Of these 32 times, she only appears twice as a producer in her own right (see Table 

1.1.1). A majority of the time she is described in a fairly passive manner, mainly as the latter 

part of a  Men/Women farming dyad, which appears 20 out of the 32 recorded times. The 

remaining 10 mentions mainly describe women as marginalized and weak with five mentions 

of women and children or women and youth dyads and two mentions of rural women as 

marginalized and vulnerable. In addition, women are described on three occasions as 

reproducers. Therefore, this role appears to be more important than her productive farming 

role, headed by the men.  

 

Table 1.1.1: Frequency of Different presentations of “Women” in METASIP 

 
Section  No. of 

pages/ 

total 82 

pages 

Women as 

producer 

Men / 

Women 

Farmers 

Women as 

marginalized 

and vulnerable 

Women / 

children / 

youth  

Women as 

reproducers 

Grand 

Total 

Chapter 2:  9 pages 2  2 3 1 8 

Chapter 3:  27 pages   14  2 2 18 

Chapter 5: 4 pages  2    2 

Chapter 12: 5 pages  4    4 

Total  2 20 2 5 3 32 

 

 

 In order to gain a better understanding of this presentation of women in the METASIP 

it is important to understand the structure of this document. There are a total of 12 chapters, of 

which the first five consist of the core content and the remainder support the implementation 

of this content. The first chapter sets the background, defines the problem and sets the vision 

for the investment plan. The second reviews the agricultural sector’s performance. The third 

describes the six support programs and their priorities. The fourth chapter sets out the results 

framework and the fifth chapter provides a detailed overview of the investment plan. In these 

five core chapters, mentions of women are scattered across the map. What follows is a 
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description of the 32 mentions described above and how they appear in the different core 

sections of the METASIP.  

 

 Women presented as producers in their own right is a framing that appears in the 

second chapter dedicated to describing agricultural production trends (METASIP, p.6-14). 

This is clearly illustrated by the following excerpts: 

“Shea trees are semi-wild and the nuts are gathered, mainly by women. At the moment the Ghana 

Cocoa Board oversees the Shea nut industry but the industry has not shown any significant growth or 

development over the years (METASIP, p.6).”   
 

 “In 2002, the Ghana Statistical Service (GSS) estimated that about 2 million people depend on the 

fisheries sub-sector for livelihood. More specific estimates account for 110,000 small-scale fishers in 

the marine sector with many, mostly women, being involved in processing, marketing and ancillary 

activities (METASIP, p.9).”  
 

Therefore, it would appear that there is an acknowledgement by the Government of Ghana 

that the female producer is a significant stakeholder in the agricultural sector in both the Shea 

nut and fishing industries as she is directly involved in the production and marketing aspects. 

However, this acknowledgement is grossly under developed and undercut by women being 

described in the same section as vulnerable and weak as illustrated by the following excerpts:  

“There is need for a Shea nut Development Board to develop the Shea industry especially as it has the 

potential for poverty alleviation of the most marginalized, rural women, and the uplifting of the 

poorest and most deprived parts of the country, the Guinea and Sudan savannah areas(METASIP, 

p.6).”  

 

Under the Nutrition Trends Section: “Micronutrient malnutrition has been termed the “silent killer”. 

The consumption of inadequate amounts of iron, iodine and vitamin 'A', can cause serious disorders 

especially for women and children (METASIP, p.11).”  

 

 More often, women are presented in pairings with younger and weaker segments of 

the population. These types of presentations are concentrated in the third chapter of the 

METASIP (p.19-50) that describes the only MOFA program that addresses food security, 

which is coupled with emergency preparedness to reach the most impoverished populations 

(METASIP, p.19). These vulnerable segments are often defined as women and children, as 

illustrated by the following excerpts:                                                                 

“Stunting and underweight (in children) as well as Vitamin A, iron and iodine deficiencies (in children 

and women of reproductive age) reduced by 50% by 2015(METASIP, p.26).”  

 

“Promote the consumption of micro-nutrient rich foods (e.g. eggs, meat/fish, leafy vegetables, fruits) 

by children and women of reproductive age especially in rural areas (METASIP, p.26).”  
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As illustrated by these quotations, the METASIP has a tendency to present women as a 

vulnerable group that requires caretaking similar to children. Therefore, the female producer 

is not provided the equal footing of her male counterpart, despite the fact that she occupies 

80% of the agricultural work force.   

 

 This inequity becomes especially evident when reviewing the other program 

interventions described in chapter 3 of the METASIP, which focus mainly on economic 

growth. These include: a) Program 2: Increased Growth in Incomes, b) Program 3: Increased 

Competitiveness and Enhanced Integration into Domestic and International Markets and c) 

Program 5: Science and Technology Applied in Food and Agriculture Development. In these 

other programs, the female producer is absorbed into a duo where she appears as the second 

half of the male-female farmer pairing. This pairing occurs more often with a total of 20 

mentions in the entire document, which is concentrated in the third chapter of the METASIP 

consisting of 27 pages. In a majority of these programs, “men and women” are described as 

having access to the land, technology and resources required to make the agricultural sector 

profitable. Again, male farmers are implicitly presented as the primary recipients and special 

constraints or opportunities for women are not considered, as illustrated in the following 

excerpts:  

“Income from cash crop production by men and women increased by 20% and 30%                                                                                                                                                                       

Income from livestock rearing by men and women increased by 10% and 25% respectively by 2015.                                        

Production of culture fisheries by men and women increased by at least 60% by 2013 (from 10,000mt 

in 2011 to 16,000mt in 2013 (METASIP, p.32-33)” 

 

While this program is emphasizing higher income percentage increases for women 

versus men, the women still come second to the men and the equity of income distribution in 

culture fisheries, which is a form of fish farming in commercially created enclosures to 

produce food for sale, is not defined. There is no acknowledgment of a gendered approach to 

these interventions to ensure women’s participation, unique contributions, or to facilitate their 

access to resources.  Therefore, it is difficult to understand how the female producer will 

benefit from this increased income and access to knowledge and breeding stocks. As well, 

there is no description of how gender dynamics (men and women farmers) play into this 

access.   The following excerpts further emphasize this issue:  
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“The following activities are scheduled for implementation in order to ensure focused interaction with 

fishermen and fish farmers: 
 

a) Sensitize Fish Farmers Associations in service provision in aqua-culture districts.  

b) Form and strengthen Community Based Fisheries Management Committees for co-management 

with government in coastal and lake districts (METASIP, p.36).”  
 

Under Program 3 (Increased Competitiveness and Enhanced Integration into Domestic and 

International Markets) the pairing of “men and women” also dominates:  
 

 “Export of non-traditional agricultural commodities by men and women smallholders increased by 

50% by 2015 (METASIP, p.40).”  
 

Under Program 4: Sustainable Management of Land and Environment:  
 

“Awareness Creation and use of Sustainable Land Management (SLM) Technologies by Men and 

Women Farmers (METASIP, p.42).”  

  

 In this case, it is clear that female producers are not the priority as they are not at all 

mentioned and the word “fishermen” in this one instance takes over as the main fisheries 

producer despite the fact that METASIP earlier acknowledged that women are the main 

producers in the fish industry. In the next two excerpts, there is no differentiation between 

men and women farmers’ share of access to exports and their revenues or to Sustainable Land 

Management technologies. Therefore, it would appear that “women” make only a token 

appearance.  The emphasis is on placing women second in line to the male producer who is 

assumed to be the main stakeholder.   

 

1.2) Presentation of Women Producers’ Knowledge Networks and Associations and Gender 

Equality  

 

 The METASIP focuses on Farmer Based Organizations (FBO) as opposed to women 

producer networks/associations, which in Ghana are organizations dominated by men. There 

are a total of 46 mentions of farmer networks and associations in the METASIP, 37 of which 

are FBOs, relegating mentions of women specific networks or associations to a mere 19% 

(9/46) of overall mentions (See table 1.2.1).    
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Table 1.2.1: Frequency of presentations of Women Farmers’ Civil Society Organizations versus 

Farmer-Based Organizations in METASIP 

 
Section  Number of pages/ Total 

of 82 pages 

Women Farmers’ 

Civil Society 

Organizations  

Farmer-Based 

Organizations 

Grand Total 

Chapter 2: General 

Trends 

9 pages  3 3 

Chapter 3: Description 

of Programs and 

Justification of 

Priorities  

27 pages  1 14 15 

Chapter 4: Results  7 pages  2 2 

Chapter 5: Cost 

Evaluation and 

Financing Plan 

4 pages  3 3 

Chapter 7: 

Implementation 

Mechanism 

2 pages  8 8 

Chapter 12: Risk 

Assessment and 

Appendixes 

5 pages  5 5 

Appendix 1: Lead and 

Collaborating 

Implementing 

Agencies 

2 pages 8 1 9 

Appendix 2: Summary 

of Investment Costs 

1 page  1 1 

Total  9 37 46 

 

What is also striking in this representation of women producer networks versus FBOs is that 

the mentions of FBOs are well distributed throughout the METASIP while mentions of 

women’s networks and associations are relegated to an appendix that simply lists 

collaborating and implementing agencies. While it is encouraging to see women’s networks 

and associations acknowledged as important stakeholders, it is clear by the positioning of the 

mentions of these organizations that women producer networks are an afterthought and are 

not integrated prominently into the development of the agricultural sector.  

  

The inequity of presentation of women producer networks becomes even more evident 

when comparing the number of times this organization (Women in Agricultural Development 

(WIAD)) is defined as a stakeholder versus the number of times FBOs are defined as 
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stakeholders. In the case of FBOs, they are defined as key stakeholders 34 times whereas 

WIAD is only defined as such 4 times (See Table 1.2.2).  

 

Table 1.2.2: Frequency of presentations of Women’s Smallholder Producer Organizations vs. 

FBOs as Sources of Knowledge or a Key Stakeholder in METASIP 

 

 
Section  No. of pages/ 

Total of 82 

pages 

 

Women’s Farmers CSO* 

Farmer-Based 

Organizations 

Grand Total 

Type of Support  Sources of 

Knowledge 

Key 

Stakeholder 

Sources of 

Knowledge 

Key 

Stakeholder 
 

Chapter 2: General 

Trends 

9 pages    3 3 

Chapter 3: Description 

of Programs and 

Justification of 

Priorities  

27 pages   1 2 12 15 

Chapter 4: Results  7 pages    2 2 

Chapter 5: Cost 

Evaluation and 

Financing Plan 

4 pages   1 2 3 

Chapter 7: 

Implementation 

Mechanism 

2 pages    8 8 

Chapter 12: Risk 

Assessment and 

Appendixes 

5 pages    5 5 

Appendix 1: Lead and 

Collaborating 

Implementing 

Agencies 

2 pages 5 3  1 9 

Appendix 2: Summary 

of Investment Costs 

1 page    1 1 

Total  5 4 3 34 46 

* Civil Society Organizations (CSOs) 

 

This difference is illustrated in the following excerpts in Chapter 3:  

“Thus all agro-processing interventions will be required to put in place environmental mitigation 

measures. Gender equity will be emphasized in all activities along the value chain to ensure that the 

disadvantaged, especially women and youth play a major role in all activities. Women in Agriculture 

Development (WIAD) will play a leading role in these initiatives (METASIP, p.22).” 

 

“Support provision of embedded services through FBO and nucleus-out grower systems and 

input/crop traders (METASIP, p.36).” 
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What is striking here are the specifics of the work that will take place with the FBO as 

a key stakeholder in delivering services while WIAD’s role is defined this one time in a very 

general way and solely linked to environmental mitigation. That said, WIAD is defined more 

often than FBOs as knowledge holders as illustrated by the following excerpts in Appendix 1:  

“FOOD SECURITY AND EMERGENCY PREPARE DNESS: WIAD as a lead agency in supporting 

improved nutrition, diversification of livelihood options of the poor with Off-farm Activities Linked to 

Agriculture, Early warning systems and emergency preparedness, Mechanization Services(METASIP, 

p.80).” 
 

“ INCREASED GROWTH IN INCOMES: WIAD as a lead agency in supporting the promotion of cash 
crop, livestock and fish production for income in all ecological zones and the development of new products 

(METASIP, p.80).” 
 

WIAD is regularly identified as an important technical agency to support the 

development of food security, emergency preparedness and income growth. However, 

WIAD’s knowledge and role as a stakeholder is absent throughout the remainder of the 

METASIP except for a token mention in Chapter three and, then, only in its role mitigating 

environmental impacts of agricultural development. Hence, while the METASIP does identify 

women’s networks via WIAD as an important stakeholder and knowledge holder, it does not 

do so in a systematic manner as it does for FBOs, which leads the reader to conclude that the 

inclusion of WIAD is an afterthought and not a strategic treatment of women producer 

knowledge networks.  

 

 Another area where METASIP does not adequately consider the needs of women 

smallholder producers is in how it addresses the issue of gender equality. This term only 

appears a total of four times in the entire 82 page document and appears to be treated as a 

token mention not as a concrete strategy (See table 1.2.3). 
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Table 1.2.3: Frequency of presentations of Gender Equality in METASIP 

 
Section  No. of 

pages/ 

Total of 82 

pages 

Gender Equality linked 

to increasing Access to 

capital and Technology 

Gender Equality 

linked to increasing 

knowledge base 

Gender Equality as 

a way to ensure 

better women’s 

representation 

Grand 

Total 

Chapter 1: 

Background and 

Context 

4 pages   1 1 

Chapter 3: 

Description of 

Programs and 

Justification of 

Priorities  

27 pages  1 1 1 3 

Total  1 1 2 4 

 

 

Of the four mentions of gender equality, half refer to ways to ensure a better “balance” of 

women producer representation as illustrated by the following excerpts: 

“The stakeholder groups engaged, included sector related ministries, researchers, NGOs, private 

sector operators along the value chains…and gender balance among participants (METASIP, p.2).”  
 

“Gender equity will be emphasized in all activities along the value chain to ensure that the 

disadvantaged, especially women and youth play a major role in all activities (METASIP, p.22).”  

 

 The first quote illustrates a gender equity engagement strategy in the METASIP 

consultation process and the second links to the environmental mitigation strategy mentioned 

above. Overall, the METASIP’s gender equality approach is superficial and appears to 

include mentions of women only as a bureaucratic exercise of box ticking.  It does not reflect 

a GAD approach that would treat the relational dynamics among smallholder farmers as 

having impacts on food security, such as the differential access and negotiation power of 

women and men for agricultural resources like land, labor, or knowledge.  

 

2) Access to Resources:   

2.1 Presentation of Women’s Access to Capital, Knowledge and Technology 

 The analysis thus far has demonstrated that METASIP presents female producers as a 

secondary stakeholder and actor in addressing agricultural development and food security. 

This portion of the analysis will identify to what extent the METASIP frames the importance 

of women gaining access to resources in order to become more productive. To do so, it will 
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compare the number of times farmers and male farmers are described independently from 

women and the men/women farmer couplings as having access to capital, knowledge and 

technology.  

 

 In total, there are 78 distinct mentions of gender-neutral farmers independent of the 

men/women farmer dyad (See Table 2.1.1), which only occurs 20 times in the 82 page 

METASIP. As with the mentions of “men and women” farmers, (see Table 1.1.1) the majority 

of “farmer” mentions are concentrated in chapter three.  While “men and women” farmer 

pairings receive 14 mentions in this chapter, gender-neutral mentions of “farmers” are more 

common with 50 mentions in the same section. This also occurs in Chapter 12, which has 

only four “men and women” farmer pairings versus the nine mentions of gender-neutral 

farmers. A closer look at the data indicates that the twenty mentions of men/women farmers 

are located in programs 1, 2 and 3, with an attempt in program 2 pointing to increased 

women’s income percentage as higher than male farmers. In Chapter 3, only two activities 

point to substantial gender-specific targets for increased income or increased production 

targets in fisheries. However, only the income indicators are gender segregated. Therefore, 

with the exception of the income generation target, the remaining 13 mentions in Chapter 3 of 

men and women farmers appear to be linked with either training activities or ways to support 

men and women farmers in agricultural development, as illustrated by these excerpts:  

“Facilitate and support the acquisition of improved breeding stocks by men and women farmers. 

(METASIP, p.33) 

Provide adequate and effective extension knowledge in livestock management, record keeping and 

financial management to men and women farmers.  

(METASIP, p. 33).”  

 

 As for the 50 mentions of gender neutral farmers in Chapter 3, which is the largest 

concentration of such mentions (64% of the total 78), the majority of the 50 mentions (41 out 

of 50) focus on the small-scale farmer as either vulnerable and unproductive (12 mentions), as 

productive (7 mentions) or as recipients of support (22 mentions). What is interesting in these 

findings is that large scale farmers while only rarely mentioned (only 10 times), are never 

described as unproductive, and seem to be framed as not requiring the same level of support 

as small-scale farmers. Overall, this analysis illustrates to what degree the women producers 

are considered marginal players and large scale gender-neutral farmers are considered quite 
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productive while small-scale gender-neutral farmers are considered as vulnerable and in need 

of support as the female producers. This perspective is captured in the following excerpt: 

“The trends in international agricultural trade pose a challenge to participation of smallholders 

(because of the small-scale and scattered nature of production, the low use of inputs, limited access to 

required technology, and limited access to market information) (METASIP, p.39).” 
 

Hence, it would appear that the smallholder/small-scale gender-neutral farmer is a weak link 

in agricultural efficiency and the main target of MOFA’s agricultural development support. 

The unfortunate finding here is that women producers are not defined as part of this group and 

specific supports to help her and her male counterparts better participate in agricultural 

development and food security are not made explicit.   

 

Table 2.1.1: Frequency of different presentations of “Farmers” in METASIP 

 
Section  No. of 

pages/ 

82 pages 

Large Scale 

Farmers as 

Productive 

Large Scale 

Farmers as 

Recipients of 

Support 

Small-Scale 

Farmer as 

Vulnerable and 

Unproductive 

Small-Scale 

Farmer as 

Productive  

Small-Scale 

Farmers as 

Recipients of 

Support 

Grand 

Total 

Chapter 1:  4 pages    2  2 

Chapter 2:  9 pages 1  7 1  9 

Chapter 3:  27 pages  4 5 12 7 22 50 

Chapter 4:  7 pages     1 1 

Chapter 5:  4 pages     1 1 

Chapter 6:  1 page   1   1 

Chapter 9:  3 pages     1 1 

Chapter 10:  1 page    1  1 

Chapter 12:  3 pages   9  3 12 

Total  5 5 29 11 28 78 

 

Instead of gender, a more important distinction that METASIP makes in its framing is 

distinguishing smallholders as a category requiring special support.  Whereas women are 
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explicitly or implicitly identified as a vulnerable or unproductive group in 10/32 (31%) 

mentions in the text, small-scale or subsistence (a.k.a smallholder) farmers are presented as 

vulnerable and unproductive stakeholders who require assistance with 29/78 (37%) mentions. 

This is illustrated in the following excerpt from Chapter 3:  

“An analysis of the GLSS V data on smallholder production patterns by IFPRI Ghana Strategy 

Support Programme (GSSP) shows that subsistence farmers are less diversified in agriculture than 

relatively larger smallholders…Fewer crops in the portfolios of producers with smaller farms implies 

that they are not as diversified as large farmers and therefore are more vulnerable to the risk of crop 

failure (METASIP, p.21).”  

 

In equal measure, the following excerpts describe small-scale farmers as needing support to 

become efficient contributors to agricultural development:  

“Improved technologies adopted by smallholder farmers and yields of maize, rice, sorghum, cassava 

and yam increased by 50% and cowpea by 25% by 2015 (METASIP, p.24).”  

 

“Marketed output of staple crops by smallholders increased by 50% by 2015: - Facilitate capacity 

building of farmers on market driven production (METASIP, p.40).” 

 

Hence, smallholder farmers are lumped into the same category of vulnerability as the 

Men/Women farmer dyad. However, their total of 68 mentions are more than three times 

greater than the 20 mentions of the Men/Women farmer dyad, which speaks to the lack of 

attention given to the female producer or the ensuing gender dynamic in the METASIP.  

 

 This lack of consideration for the female producer’s needs in accessing capital, 

knowledge and technology becomes even more evident when comparing the level of access to 

these supports provided to small-scale farmers versus Men/Women farmers (see Table 2.1.2). 

Of a total of 40 mentions of support to the small-scale and Men/Women farmers, the small-

scale farmer receives more than 70% of the discursive attention with 28 mentions compared 

to only 12 for men and women or women and youth. The mentions of small-scale farmers 

occur in discussions of interventions focused on skills development (19/28 mentions = 68%) 

whereas the mentions of men and women or women and youth farmers appear to emphasize 

access to technology and capital (7/12 mentions = 58%) over skills development as illustrated 

by the following excerpt from Chapter 3:  

“22,590 Ha of micro irrigation schemes developed by 2015 to benefit 50,000 households: Train 

selected farmers in the installation, operation and maintenance of recommended irrigation 

technologies (METASIP, p.29).” 
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Hence, small-scale farmers are defined in a similar manner as the female producer: as a 

vulnerable marginalized group, requiring support to access technology, capital and skills 

training (a.k.a knowledge). However, the gender-neutral small-scale farmer is mentioned far 

more frequently than the Men/Women farmer dyad, which illustrates a complete neglect of 

gendered relations in the smallholder group. That is, by emphasizing the need to increase 

female producer incomes, it neglects the power dynamics between female and male access to 

resources.   

 

Table 2.1.2: Frequency of presentations of “Small-Scale Farmers” as Recipients of Support in 

METASIP 

 

 
Section  No. of pages/ 

a total of 83 

pages 

Small-Scale Farmer Men/Women and 

Women/Youth Farmers 

Grand 

Total 

Type of Support  Technology/ 

Capital 

Skills 

Development 

Technology/  

Capital 

Skills 

Development 
 

Chapter 3: Description 

of Programs and 

Justification of Priorities  

27 pages  5 17 2 4 28 

Chapter 4: Results  7 pages  1    1 

Chapter 5: Cost 

Evaluation and 

Financing Plan 

4 pages  1  2  3 

Chapter 9: Safeguard 

Measures 

3 pages   1   1 

Chapter 12: Risk 

Assessment and 

Appendixes 

5 pages  2 1 3 1 7 

Total  9 19 7 5 40 

 

 However, the presentation of female producers (including the Men/Women farmer 

dyad) is one that is more positive and productive as opposed to simply vulnerable and 

marginalized. This is first observed in the coupling of women and youth producer mentioned 

in Chapter 3 as illustrated by the following excerpt:  

“Promote off-farm activities with particular focus to supporting establishment of agro processing 

Micro and Small Enterprises (MSEs), and targeting women and the youth (METASIP, p.26).” 
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Here the emphasis is to promote the development of women and youth as active producers 

and stakeholders in the agricultural value chain by establishing a small, medium sized 

enterprise (SME). While women and youth are described as mainly a vulnerable group, there 

is recognition here of their productive role in Ghana’s agricultural development. The second 

way in which the female smallholder producer is given a productive portrayal is found in the 

19 instances where she is presented as a contributor of agricultural development (5/19 

mentions) or as a deserving recipient of support (10/19 mentions) to improve this capacity 

(see Table 2.1.3).  

 

Table 2.1.3: Frequency of presentations of Women as Active Contributors or Recipients of Support 

in METASIP 

 

 
Section  No. of 

pages/ 

Total of 

82 pages 

Men/Women 

Farmers as 

contributors 

Men/Women 

Farmers as 

recipients of 

support 

Women/Youth 

Producers as 

recipients of 

support 

Women 

producers 

Grand 

Total 

Chapter 2:  9 pages    2 2 

Chapter 3:  27 pages  5 4 2  11 

Chapter 5:  4 pages  2   2 

Chapter 12:  5 pages  4   4 

Total  5 10 2 2 19 

 

In this analysis, what was most striking were the five instances of Men/Women farmers 

depicted as contributors as illustrated by the following two excerpts from Chapter 3:  

“Collaborate with NGOs to intensify use of animal traction by smallholder men and women farmers 

operating on fragile soils (METASIP, p.31).” 

 

“Production of culture fisheries by men and women increased by at least 60% by 2013 (from 

10,000mt in 2011 to 16,000mt in 2013 (METASIP, p.33).” 

 

 These excerpts illustrate the confidence that the Government of Ghana holds in 

Men/Women small-scale farmers by setting very specific production goals in elevating soil 

management practices and increasing culture fisheries production. Certainly, these goals are 

dependent on providing the farmers with access to the technology and knowledge necessary to 

reach these goals, but the fact is that the confidence is there for Men/Women farmers to take 
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up these agricultural development challenges. As a result, the METASIP effectively 

demonstrates more frequent mentions of productive female small-scale farmers (including 

Men/Women farmers) than as simply a vulnerable group requiring saving. This said, a 

majority of the productive depiction of women producers is defined as subordinate to their 

male counterparts (15/19 mentions). Therefore, the gendered relationship that favors a more 

passive role for the female producer is normalized.  

 

B) The International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD)’s Republic of Ghana 

Country Strategic Opportunities Program (COSOP) 

  

3) Influence in Decision-Making: 

 

3.1) Presentation of Women as Agricultural Producers 

 

 The analysis now turns to review how IFAD, which aspires to eradicate rural poverty 

on a global scale, supports the needs of smallholder farmers and especially the female 

producer in its COSOP. A 52 page document, the COSOP is structured in five parts with 

chapters 1 and 2 covering the introduction and country context, chapter 3 covering an 

overview of IFAD’s most recent program evaluation results in Ghana, chapter 4 presenting 

IFAD’s strategic country framework and chapter 5 providing an overview of the program 

management approach. These chapters cover 14 pages of the entire document; the remaining 

pages are devoted to appendices and key files that supported the development of the 

COSOP’s core chapters. What is most striking in the COSOP is that the issues of food 

security and poverty reduction fall out of the objectives’ language. This was not the case with 

METASIP. The analysis that follows will first address how women are presented as 

stakeholders in the agricultural value chain and then assess to what degree they are provided 

access to key resources such as capital, knowledge and technology. These two levels of 

analysis will provide an overall assessment for how the COSOP offers support to address the 

needs of female producers.  

 

      The most common portrayal of the female producer is as a marginalized and 

disadvantaged group (22/38 mentions = 57%). However, the other 16 mentions do represent 

the female producer as an income generator or a producer who is disadvantaged by 

circumstance, as illustrated in the following excerpt:  
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“Women and girls usually contribute significantly to a household’s labor, particularly in view of the 

high migration rates of working males. In addition, women and girls are generating income through 

light farming activities, small ruminant and poultry husbandry/flattening, agro processing, collection 

of forest products (including specific commodities such as Shea nuts), trading and other small 

businesses that can contribute significantly to household cash flow. Illiteracy rates are highest among 

the poor, particularly among women and girls in the northern part of Ghana (COSOP, p.2).”  

 

While this description does appear empowering upon first read with words such as women 

and girls having to contribute significant household labor and generate income, the contrast is 

striking between “working” males and women and girls who only “contribute… labor” to 

minor farming or small-scale business activities. Nevertheless, COSOP does at least describe 

the women/girls as competent contributors who are disadvantaged due to low mobility and 

literacy rates, e.g.:  

“IFAD will support the Government in: …facilitating continued access to finance by SMEs that have 

already been linked and further expand access in the additional districts, with particular focus on 

supporting rural women’s group enterprises and youth start-ups (COSOP, p.9).” 
 

Significantly, COSOP presents the female producer as an independent actor, in this case as a 

rural women’s group enterprise, and as a productive contributor whereas in the METASIP- if 

she is mentioned- she is mainly coupled with her male counterpart and as a subordinate.  

Therefore, COSOP does not default to a gendered dynamic that favors the male farmer over 

the female producer.  

 

Table 3.1.1: Frequency of presentations of Women Producers in COSOP 

 
Section  No. of 

pages/ 

total of 

52 pages 

Women / 

Girls as 

producer / 

income 

source 

Young 

Women / 

Men 

Women as 

marginalized and 

vulnerable 

Women / youth 

Entrepreneurs  

Women  

producers 

Grand  

Total 

Chapters 1 & 2: 3 pages 2 1 2   5 

Chapter 4: 4 pages    2  2 

Appendix 4: 7 pages   1  2 3 

Key file 1: 5 pages   12 2 4 18 

Key file 2: 7 pages    1  1 

Key file 3: 7 pages   5   5 

Key file 4: 2 pages  1 2 1  4 

Total  2 2 22 6 6 38 
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3.2) Presentation of Women Producers’ Knowledge Networks and Associations and Gender 

Equality 

 

 The COSOP does not bring women producers’ networks and associations to the 

forefront of decision-making in agricultural development. In this case, the COSOP is much 

weaker than the METASIP with only one mention of a women producers’ network in one of 

the annex sections (See Table 3.2.1). Rather, in its core sections COSOP exclusively focuses 

on Farmer Based Organizations (FBO), business organizations and private sector associations, 

which are all dominated by men, and does not discuss any women’s organization as a key 

stakeholder in agricultural development. 

 

Table 3.2.1: Frequency of presentations of Women Farmers’ CSOs versus FBOs and 

Agricultural Business Organizations in COSOP 

 
Section  

 
No. of 

pages/ 

total of 

52 pages 

Women 

Farmers’ Civil 

Society 

Organizations  

Farmer-Based 

Organizations 

and producer 

groups 

Business and Micro-

finance Networks and 

Associations 

Private Sector 

Organizations 

Grand 

Total 

Chapters 1 

& 2: 

3 pages  2 3 3 8 

Chapter 3: 2 pages  1 1 2 4 

Chapter 4: 5 pages  5 4 8 17 

Chapter 5: 4 pages  6 2 10 18 

Appendix 

3: 

1 page  3 2 1 6 

Appendix 

4: 

7 pages   1 11 12 

Key File 1: 5 pages  24  3 27 

Key File 2: 7 pages 1 3 1 5 10 

Key File 3: 7 pages  1  2 3 

Key File 4: 2 pages  1   1 

Total  1 46 14 45 106 

 

 

In the 106 mentions of farmer and agricultural business organizations, 59 (56%) are linked to 

private sector agricultural enterprise, defined as business and micro-finance 

networks/associations or private sector organizations. Another 46 mentions (43%) are of 
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FBOs and producer groups against a single mention of women farmer groups, which makes 

METASIP’s treatment of WIAD appear quite inclusive by comparison (see Table 1.2.1).  

 

   COSOP treats private sector organizations, including micro-finance networks/ 

associations as the agricultural sector’s fundamental source of knowledge and technical 

support. This finding is supported by the fact that COSOP defines these private sector actors 

as sources of knowledge and support 26 times whereas FBOs are defined in this way a total of 

7 times (See Table 3.2.2). The following excerpts illustrate this finding:  

“…enhancing the role of private actors in service provision, including technical assistance, seed 

production, input trade and finance (COSOP, p.8).” 
 
“The most significant results were at meso- and macro levels, where projects/programmes have 

helped strengthen regulatory and oversight bodies..., as well as the capacity of apex bodies of rural 

banks and credit unions. From an institutional standpoint, the IFAD portfolio contributed to building 

a more solid micro finance sub-sector (COSOP, p.6).”  
 

However, COSOP does consider FBOs to be key stakeholders, even more so it would seem 

than private sector organizations as demonstrated by the larger number of mentions of FBOs 

(39 total mentions) throughout COSOP versus mentions of private sector organizations, 

including Micro-finance institutions (33 total mentions). The following quote illustrates 

COSOP’s consideration of FBOs as key stakeholders in supporting Ghana’s agricultural 

development: 

“Rural private-sector institutions are generally weak. Local business associations and farmer-based 

organizations (FBOs) serve mainly as an entry point for access to project services. They have not 

succeeded in providing socially and financially useful services to their members, nor have they 

become sustainable, with the few exceptions in which considerable economic benefit has occurred 

(e.g. the cocoa and mining sectors). Apex organizations at the national level have generally weak 

linkages with their constituencies and depend on external support and resources to advocate and 

participate in policymaking. However, the Private Enterprise Foundation, which represents a range of 

private-sector associations, is recognized for its strong leadership and advocacy (COSOP, p.3).” 
 

 

This finding shows that the COSOP approach is one that considers FBOs as important 

stakeholders as a conduit to connect farmers to efficient and knowledgeable private 

enterprising organizations. Despite this, COSOP is quite deficient in its treatment of women 

producers’ organization as illustrated by the sole mention of women’s farmers CSOs buried in 

Key File 2, which outlines an assessment of potential partner organizations:  
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“Women Processing Groups: Presence in all districts, with indigenous technology and knowledge and 

provides mutual support. While it has potential as strong pressure groups and for ease of technology 

transfer and market facilitators, it is considered as having a lack of appropriate organizational and 

entrepreneurial skills and weak linkages with markets or credit providers(COSOP, p.42-43).”  

 

It is clear that COSOP’s focus is on connecting the unknowledgeable and vulnerable 

smallholder farmer, both female and male, with the private markets of agricultural business. 

The focus is not at all on addressing gender dynamics at the smallholder level to increase food 

security or leverage local, indigenous knowledge to further agricultural development. 

 

Table 3.2.2: Frequency of presentations of Farmer and Agricultural Business Organizations as 

Sources of Knowledge and as Key Stakeholders in COSOP 

 
Section  No. of 

pages/ 

total of 

52 

pages 

Women’s Farmers 

CSO 

Farmer-Based  

Organizations and  

producer groups 

Business and 

Micro- 

finance Networks 

and Associations 

Private Sector  

Organizations 

Grand 

Total 

Type of 

Support 
 Sources of 

Knowledge 

/ 

Support 

Key  

Stake-

holder 

Sources of 

Knowledge / 

Support 

Key  

Stake- 

holder 

Sources of 

Knowledge 

/ 

Support 

Key  

Stake- 

holder 

Sources of 

Knowledge 

/ 

Support 

Key  

Stake- 

holder 

 

Chapters 

1 and 2 

3 pages    2  3  3 8 

Chapter 3 2 pages    1 1  2  4 

Chapter 4 5 pages   2 3 1 3 5 3 17 

Chapter 5 4 pages    6  2 2 8 18 

Appendix 

3 

1 page   3  2   1 6 

Appendix 

4 

7 pages     1  7 4 12 

Key File 1 5 pages   1 23    3 27 

Key File 2 7 pages 1   3  1 5  10 

Key File 3 7 pages    1    2 3 

Key File 4 2  pages   1      1 

Total  1  7 39 5 9 21 24 106 
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 When defining its strategic framework in support of addressing the needs of smallholder 

farmers, IFAD transforms its dialogue from one that addresses individual producers or stakeholders 

to one that addresses gender equality issues. On this front, COSOP is much more detailed in the way 

it addresses gender equality, which refers to supporting women producers in accessing education, 

capital and technology to increase knowledge base and decision-making to ensure a better 

representation of women in the sector (See Table 3.2.3).  

 

Table 3.2.3: Frequency of presentations of Gender Equality in COSOP 

 

Section  No. of 

pages/ 

total of 

52 pages 

Gender Equality 

linked to increasing 

Access to 

education, capital 

and Technology 

Gender Equality 

linked to 

increasing 

knowledge base 

and decision-

making 

Gender 

Equality as a 

way to ensure 

better women 

representation 

Challenges in 

G.E. 

Mainstreaming 

and Analysis 

Grand  

Total 

Chapter 4: 5 pages  1 3  4 

Appendix 3: 1 page   3  3 

Appendix 4: 7 pages 2    2 

Key File 1: 5 pages 5 4 2  11 

Key File 2: 7 pages    2 2 

Key File 4: 2 pages   2  2 

Total  7 5 10 2 24 

 

 

Some of these mentions linked to gender equality actually do point to supporting the 

needs of female producers in accessing needed resources and contributing to decision-making 

in agricultural development as illustrated by the following quote:  

“Projects have attempted to mainstream gender equality and introduce gender action plans. The most 

significant achievements pertain to expanding women’s access to and control over productive assets 

and improving women’s well-being and easing their workload by facilitating their access to basic 

services and infrastructure (COSOP, p.24).”  
 

While this level of detail suggests a type of gender equality analysis that is far ahead of 

METASIP’s weak attempt, it is important to note that this detail appears in a COSOP 

appendix and is not clearly articulated in COSOP’s main strategy:   

“Strategic Objective 1: Small farm and off-farm enterprises have access to markets and adequate 

technologies allowing them to improve their commercial and environmental sustainability in 

agricultural value chains. Based on participatory, pro-poor and gender -equitable, inclusive 

approaches, the major strategic focus will remain on connecting urban and rural markets, 

transforming traditional subsistence farming into market-oriented agriculture. (COSOP, p.7-8)”  
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“Gender-disaggregated monitoring and outcomes analyses will be conducted by each programme to 

inform periodic updates for the gender action plans to ensure inclusiveness throughout programme 

implementation (COSOP, p.10).”  

 

 What these excerpts illustrate is that IFAD wishes to provide access to technical skills, 

business management, equipment and capital to subsistence farmers, especially women and 

youth. However, the manner in which female producers will have equal access to these 

resources is not clear, but defined only in gender parity technical language with words such as 

gender-disaggregated, unspecified gender action plans, gender-equitable and inclusive 

approaches. These words do not by themselves make a program more equitable or ensure that 

female producers who are clearly disadvantaged have increased access to resources. As a 

result, COSOP does not adequately apply a gender mainstreaming approach to its investment 

strategy. Not only is there no mention of gendered relations, but gender is equated to women, 

which is the criticism raised by earlier Rathgeber (2005, p.589). Therefore, COSOP falls into 

the same trap as METASIP, of focusing on simply providing women with access to technical 

skills training, capital or increased income without considering the gender dynamic that 

underlies control over these resources and whether this access will empower the female 

producer.  

 

 The inefficiency of such superficial gender labeling becomes even more evident when 

reviewing the COSOP’s Results Management Framework (RMF) (COSOP, p.22), which 

despite the earlier, rhetorical commitment to gender disaggregation, only differentiates 

between women and men farmers in  the RMF’s sustainable development portion .  Even 

here, the disaggregation seems arbitrary and partial: 

“Outcome 1: Smallholder farmers have access to improved agricultural technologies which increase 

their competitiveness and sustainability. Indicators would include...5000 targeted farmers (by gender) 

have adopted environmentally sustainable technologies, adapted to climate change by 2015(COSOP, 

Appendix 1, p.3).”  

 

Interestingly, none of the RMF’s other indicators have been disaggregated by gender 

as was the case in the METASIP’s Second Program for increased income growth. While the 

METASIP did identify specific percentages for both male and female producers in each 

activity, IFAD does not. There is only a token mention of gender (and only in parentheses!), 

which leaves the reader wondering why it was added in. Such superficial mentions of gender 
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do a disservice to gender mainstreaming and inform the current academic criticism, which 

concludes that gender dynamics can only change when operating outside a capitalist 

neoliberal market model (Martinez, 2009: p. 96). 

 

4) Access to Resources: 

4.1) Presentation of Women’s Access to Capital, Knowledge and Technology 

 Having reviewed the general presentation of women in the COSOP, the analysis now 

turns to a review of how smallholder farmers versus female producers are presented in terms 

of access to capital, knowledge and technology. The goal of this analysis will be to identify to 

what extent women are presented as gaining access to these inputs to become more 

productive.  As with METASIP, this account compares the number of times small-scale 

farmers are described independently from women. This analysis will show how IFAD 

supports women farmers as key stakeholders who require access to resources to facilitate 

agricultural development and address food security in Ghana. 

 

 What is most striking in the COSOP is the high frequency of mentions (148) of both 

smallholder farmers and agricultural enterprises, (see Table 4.1.1) versus the 38 mentions of 

female producers, with only 16 mentions presenting the female smallholder as productive.  

 

Table 4.1.1: Frequency of presentations of Smallholder Farmers versus Agricultural 

Enterprises in COSOP 

 
Section  No. of 

pages / 

total of 

52 

pages 

Agricultural 

Enterprise as 

productive 

Agricultural 

Enterprise 

as 

Recipients of 

Support 

Agricultural 

Enterprise as 

Vulnerable 

and 

Unproductive 

Small-Scale 

Farmer as 

Vulnerable 

and 

Unproductive 

Small-Scale 

Farmer as 

Productive  

Small-Scale 

Farmers as 

Recipients of 

Support 

Grand 

Total 

Chapters 

1 and 2: 

3 pages 2 2  4  2 10 

Chapter 

3: 

2 pages 3 3  1   7 

Chapter 

4: 

5 pages 5 12  1  9 27 

Chapter 

5: 

4 pages 1 1    1 3 

Appendix 

3: 

1 pages 4 7    15 26 
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Section  No. of 

pages / 

total of 

52 

pages 

Agricultural 

Enterprise as 

productive 

Agricultural 

Enterprise 

as 

Recipients of 

Support 

Agricultural 

Enterprise as 

Vulnerable 

and 

Unproductive 

Small-Scale 

Farmer as 

Vulnerable 

and 

Unproductive 

Small-Scale 

Farmer as 

Productive  

Small-Scale 

Farmers as 

Recipients of 

Support 

Grand 

Total 

Appendix 

4: 

7 pages 3 2    2 7 

Key File 

1: 

5 pages  1 1 16  8 26 

Key File 

2: 

7 pages  9 5 1  2 17 

Key File 

3: 

7 pages  7    12 19 

Key File 

4: 

2 pages  4  1  1 6 

Total  18 48 6 24 0 52 148 

 

 

There are 48 mentions of agricultural enterprise versus 52 mentions of gender-neutral 

farmers receiving supports in the form of capital, knowledge and technology. However, 

female producers are provided limited supports with a total of 3 mentions out of 14 mentions 

(See Table 4.1.2). These 3 mentions pale in comparison to METASIP’s 12 mentions of 

supports to women producers. However, it is important to point out that IFAD does mention 

these supports as specific to women only whereas METASIP lumps up these supports to 

women as part of a dyad, which most often shows up as the Men/Women farmer dyad (10/12 

mentions). Nevertheless, both COSOP and METASIP treat women as separate and as a lesser 

stakeholder as illustrated by METASIP subordination and COSOP’s few mentions. In 

addition, when support to female producers is identified, it usually takes the form of support 

to agricultural enterprise development as illustrated by the following excerpt:  

“The programme will continue to focus on smallholder farmers, particularly subsistence farmers, and 

resource poor rural people, including women and particularly rural youth, who will be offered 

support to respond to livelihood opportunities within their communities, with appropriate 

combinations of technical skills, business management, equipment and access to finance...This implies 

that the operational focus on entrepreneurial poor people will be maintained through demand-driven 

approaches (COSOP, p.10).” 

 

     This observation is further confirmed when reviewing the productive component of this 

analysis, which coupled efficiency and productivity with private enterprise as illustrated by 

the 18 mentions of agricultural enterprise as productive not associated to small-scale farming:  
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“Supply-driven support to poor, vulnerable people and production-oriented “food security” 

interventions often lead to aid dependency instead of to sustainable development. In order to enable 

commercially viable, inclusive and sustainable development to occur, subsidies and subsidized 

services need to be transparent and carefully targeted, using demand-driven approaches and 

graduation schemes... while developing sustainable linkages to input and output markets, as well as to 

private service providers and investors(COSOP, p.6-7).”  

 

It is clear that the COSOP is promoting the private sector as the knowledge holders for 

helping small-scale farmers, including the female producer, transition into large-scale 

commercial agriculture. The following excerpt illustrates this perspective:  

“Strategic objective 1. Small farm and off-farm enterprises have access to markets and adequate 

technologies allowing them to improve their commercial and environmental sustainability in 

agricultural value chains... the major strategic focus will remain on connecting urban and rural 

markets, transforming traditional subsistence farming into market-oriented agriculture (COSOP, p.7-

8).”  
 

While this approach supports the METASIP’s focus on providing smallholders with the 

technology, capital and training (a.k.a knowledge) to develop effective agricultural small and 

medium sized enterprises, the COSOP approach is much more focused on mobilizing private sector 

support and expertise to make the small-scale farmer more efficient. While METASIP has some 

inherent faith in the competence of the smallholder farmer via developing local capacity through 

FBOs, COSOP appears to dismiss this capacity outright by turning instead to the private sector for 

this support. 

 

Table 4.1.2: Frequency of presentations of Women as Active Contributors in COSOP 

Section  No. of pages/ 

total of 52 

pages 

Women/Girls as 

producers and 

income sources 

Women 

producers 

Women/Youth 

Entrepreneurs 

Women as 

recipients of 

support 

Grand  

Total 

Chapters 1 &2:  3 pages 2    2 

Chapter 4: 4 pages    2 2 

Appendix 4: 7 pages  2   2 

Key file 1: 5 pages  3 2 1 6 

Key file 2: 7 pages   1  1 

Key file 4: 2 pages   1  1 

Total  2 5 4 3 14 

 



47 

 

V. Discussion 

 The previous content analysis has uncovered some interesting findings that help to 

inform a current research gap in the academic discourse on gender mainstreaming (e.g. Razavi 

& Miller, 1995; Moser, 2005; Nelson et al., 2002) by illustrating entrenched and unequal 

gender roles in Ghana’s agricultural industry, which favor men over women. The MRP 

accomplished this by adopting a liberal revisionist FPE analytical lens to show how both the 

METASIP and the COSOP apply a very limited and inconsistent approach to including 

women in agricultural development with no real intent to allocate any resources or confer any 

power to female producers. The Government of Ghana’s METASIP consistently relegates the 

female producer to a secondary role in the smallholder farmer grouping, though there is an 

effort to disaggregate along gender lines in the outputs the amount of income women 

producers will earn. However, this favorable access to capital for the female producer is only 

mentioned once and there is no accompanying explanation for how this access would help to 

empower her in her home or in her community. In short, there is no consideration for 

influencing a shift in power distribution between genders within the smallholder farmer 

grouping or the agricultural industry. In some ways, IFAD’s treatment of gender equality in 

the COSOP is even more problematic as it completely neglects gender disaggregated data and 

considers the use of a few gender equality buzzwords as sufficient As a result, it is fair to say 

that IFAD is quite neglectful in its gender analysis even from a WID standpoint.  

 

 This poor gender analysis by both IFAD and MOFA becomes evident when neither 

the COSOP nor the METASIP adequately identifies the breadth of the contribution of women 

to agricultural development despite the fact that women make up 80% of agricultural labor in 

Ghana (Garcia, 2006). This is a surprising finding as the question is not one rooted in opinion, 

but labor statistics, which if recognized could make the agricultural industry in Ghana more 

efficient while addressing food security issues since women are also the ones involved in 

addressing nutrition in the household, another fact that both documents ignore. These 

omissions are concerning as any investment approach to agricultural development in Ghana 

should not operate outside of its key labor and knowledge holding group if it wishes to be 

efficient in addressing food security and livelihood development. The lack of attention to 

gender differences, let alone gender relational dynamics, becomes even more evident when 
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exploring the Government of Ghana’s official budget speeches, which do not at any point 

differentiate between female versus male farmers as illustrated by the following excerpts: 

“Mr. Speaker, under the Fertilizer and Seed Subsidy Programme 300,000 farmers benefitted from 

170,000mt of fertilizer and 20,000kg of improved seeds of maize, rice and soybean.” (Republic of 

Ghana 2013 Budget Speech, p. 38) 

 

“Mr. Speaker...An amount of GH¢10 million has also been set aside by Export Development and 

Agricultural Industrial Fund (EDAIF) for the Youth Entrepreneurial Development Programme.” 

(Republic of Ghana 2014 Mid-Year Review of Budget Statement and Economic Policy, p.54) 
 

The gender-neutral reference to farmers and youth comes up again and does not 

provide insight into how the METASIP policy translates into practice to increase female 

producers’ incomes. As for IFAD, its 2013 Annual Results Report is riddled with gender 

equality language that promises to empower women without actually quoting concrete 

numbers or detail about the processes responsible for these outcomes. This is especially the 

case for Ghana, which only warrants a very superficial reference in a caption to a picture 

showing Ghanaian women weeding around Bawku red onion seedlings, which immediately 

references how IFAD’s irrigation project benefits “over 1,000 farmers” in the area (IFAD, 

2013: p.20) without specifying how many female producers benefit from this support. The 

implication is that women in Ghana have the menial job of weeding while gender-neutral 

farmers enjoy the irrigation technology offered to them. This is illustrative of IFAD’s lack of 

consideration of gender roles or power dynamics.  

 

 The previous analysis also adopted a GAD approach by illustrating how both 

documents adhere to a strong neoliberal vision of agricultural development and not only 

neglect a WID approach within this context, but completely omit consideration for gender 

relational dynamics. From this standpoint, both METASIP and COSOP fail to illustrate 

existing gender dynamics as they occur within the household, community or within civil 

society organizations. Regarding the latter, women’s agricultural associations/networks are 

treated in isolation from FBOs with no analysis on how to empower women within these 

existing networks. Rather, both FBOs and women’s agricultural associations/networks are 

treated as vehicles for promoting increased private sector involvement and smallholder 

enterprising activity. In the COSOP, especially, the private sector, including micro-finance, is 

considered the main knowledge holder and there is no gender analysis for how this 
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subjugation of smallholder farmers, including female producers, affects Ghana’s overall food 

security or agricultural development. The inequities inherent in a capitalist model that 

privileges private sector actors often relegates women to laboring positions that pay poorly 

and limit access to subsistence farming, having direct impacts on household nutrition and 

food security.  

 

Hence, neither the METASIP nor the COSOP adopt a gender mainstreaming approach 

that considers these inherent inequities. Rather they normalize this unequal relationship with 

the METASIP subordinating the female producer to her male counterpart and the COSOP 

privileging large-scale farming operations over smallholder farming, including female 

producers.  From a GAD perspective, both documents inadequately represent indigenous 

knowledge held by smallholder farmers as important or key to food security and agricultural 

development. This becomes especially evident in IFAD’s COSOP, which describes a female 

producer organization as “lacking appropriate organizational and entrepreneurial skills as well 

as appropriate processing skills”, which undercuts the earlier mention of these organizations 

having relevant “indigenous technology and knowledge” (COSOP, 2012, p.42). Hence, both 

the METASIP and COSOP dismiss smallholder farmer knowledge and practice, including the 

female producer, as weak and inadequate, requiring modernization and links to private sector 

markets. While both METASIP and COSOP consider FBOs and female producer 

organizations as vehicles to facilitate this modernization, neither investment plan states up 

front that these farmer organizations could be key stakeholders in shifting gendered relations 

to further empower women and lift their families out of poverty. Neither the METASIP nor 

the COSOP recognizes this as an important element in addressing gender equality issues for a 

more efficient approach to agricultural development and food security.  

 

  The MRP hypothesized that the government investment plan (Ghana’s METASIP) 

would not actively promote engagement with the female producer in the development of the 

agricultural sector to address food security and would only provide a token mention of her 

specific needs in accessing resources. It was also hypothesized that the international support 

program (IFAD’s COSOP) would actively promote more support for the female producer in 

order to address agricultural development and food security.  
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As illustrated by the previous discussion, it is clear that, both documents are quite 

weak in conceptualizing the roles and needs of female producers.  Even while both present a 

gender mainstreaming, WID approach neither is very strong in suggesting concrete supports 

to female producers to facilitate their active engagement as decision-makers and key 

stakeholders in agricultural development. Consistent with the critiques offered by feminist 

political ecologists, such token or partial inclusion of “women” in policy documents falls well 

short of a WID, let alone a more nuanced and holistic GAD approach  that would consider 

gendered power relations and their impacts at the household, community, and institutional 

levels.  

 

 Therefore, the analysis indicates that while the international support program (IFAD’s 

COSOP) did make more efforts to describe the female producer as an independent actor in 

agricultural development in Ghana, its gender mainstreaming approach did not adequately 

explain or support the active engagement of female producers in decision-making or their 

access to resources. Another surprising finding is how the government of Ghana’s METASIP 

did make an attempt in some areas to present gender disaggregated indicators (i.e. incomes 

increases) and identified a specific women producers’ association as an implementation 

partner. This is something that IFAD’s COSOP failed to provide. While it is good that the 

METASIP identifies a women’s agricultural NGO, this effort did not translate into a concrete 

description of how WIAD would act as a knowledge holder and promote women’s 

involvement in decision-making for agricultural development. This finding clearly points to a 

lack of proactive engagement by the MOFA with women’s producer networks and 

associations as well as an implicit lack of consideration on how to strengthen FBOs to 

empower female producers. Overall, both METASIP and COSOP do not delve into gender 

relations or the empowerment of the female producer   within the smallholder context.  

  

VI. Conclusion and Recommendations 

 IFAD’s own policy on Gender Equality and Women’s Empowerment (September 

2012) states outright:  

Greater gender equality contributes to economic growth and lifting people out of poverty. The 

benefits to be derived from greater gender equality in rural development go beyond reducing 

hunger alone… Smallholder agriculture is not only a source of rural household nutrition and 
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income, but also a driver of rural economic growth. Strengthening women’s access to, and control 

over, resources and services in both the economic and social spheres unleashes the productive 

potential of half of the population… Investments in gender equality yield the highest returns of all 

development investments, for both the current generation and the generations to come (IFAD, 

2012, p. 13). 

 

The literature supports this statement as authors such as Bukh (1979) and Lado (1992) 

noted that higher household nutrition resulted from an increase in income when Ghanaian 

rural women farmers engaged in informal trading. Similarly, Tandon (2010) explains that 

despite current policies addressing equitable agricultural development for men and women, 

the reality remains that women continue to receive fewer resources and technologies than men 

do. Accordingly, a liberal revisionist FPE perspective would emphasize that policies could be 

revised to pay more attention to such inequalities, thereby increase female producers’ access 

to resources and influence in decision-making. Authors like Parpart (2014) and Rathgeber 

(2005) defend a need for international development agencies and their practitioners to adopt a 

GAD approach to gender mainstreaming that addresses the full spectrum of gendered 

relations, including the role of men in this dynamic (Rathgeber, 2005: p. 589).  This study’s 

findings confirms this lack of a GAD consideration in applying gender mainstreaming 

analysis to agricultural investment plans as demonstrated by both IFAD’s COSOP and 

MOFA’s METASIP’s cursory treatment of women producers and smallholder farmers more 

generally, allocating them very little importance in contributing to agricultural development, 

but rather as vehicles for further private sector modernization.  

 As stated by IFAD (2012), the empowerment of women in agriculture is not simply a 

question of attaining greater equity, but it can ensure stronger economic and social results. 

The MRP did not find this approach readily evident in IFAD’s COSOP for Ghana. Rather, the 

study found that while COSOP did mention the need to link women to decision-making and 

knowledge gathering, it did not make this link concrete. Rather, it opted to provide 

overwhelming support and access to capital, knowledge and tools to the private sector and a 

gender-neutral category of small-scale farmers, with minimal support to female farmers. In 

addition, there is no evidence that COSOP attempted to provide gender disaggregated targets 

or indicators that would empower smallholder farmers, both female and male. IFAD’s 

COSOP does not address this shift in power dynamic, which would result in a GAD approach 

to gender mainstreaming.  
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   As for the government of Ghana, it’s Ministry of Women and Children’s Affairs 

(MOWCA) is quite weak in its empowerment approach with few concrete clear gender 

strategies that point to methods for addressing gender empowerment in the agricultural sector 

(MOWCA, 2004, p.29). This can be seen from a 2004 MOWCA report on the Implementation 

of the African and Beijing Platform for Action and Review Report for Beijing +10 

(MOWCA, 2004). While recognising the fact that women are largely responsible for the 

entire agricultural value chain from production to marketing, the strategy still points to 

providing training for women in traditional sectors such as sewing, dress making and catering 

and providing them access to micro credit to start small and medium sized businesses 

(MOWCA, 2004, p. 29). This very weak gender policy, which does not mention men’s 

involvement or the gendered dynamics at the household or community level in terms of 

control over resource management and finances explains to some degree METASIP’s failure 

to adopt a more GAD-like gender mainstreaming approach and excuses its tendency to 

subordinate women producers to their male counterparts. Ultimately, future studies should 

explore how to provide a space for women producers to have a voice and influence in the 

decision-making process on investments in developing Ghana’s agricultural sector. To date, 

there are no clear indications in policy documents or literature that provide insights into how 

to promote this type of investment and cultural change.  

      

 While IFAD’s Gender Mainstreaming and Women’s Empowerment Policy does 

encourage a more equal gender distribution of resources and responsibilities in the household 

and in the larger community (IFAD, 2012, p.20), this MRP shows that this GAD approach is 

not fleshed out when defining concrete investment plans. Therefore, future research should 

explore these enduring gaps between the GAD-like gender mainstreaming policies that 

promote power shifts in gendered relations and the agricultural development programs and 

cooperation practices that are actually implemented in the West African context. For instance, 

a look at how dollar investments and technical assistance benefit smallholder farmers and 

female producers in particular  could help to shift power dynamics at the household and 

community level.  
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 The findings of this MRP point to a need – consistent with the FPE approach – for 

further study on female producers’ livelihoods and concrete methods for empowering their 

ability to lead and have increased control over the development of women-led agricultural 

industries while also receiving support to sustain subsistence farming to address household 

food security. Concrete evidence could be gathered on how empowering smallholder farmers, 

including female producers, could not only increase household income and nutrition, but also, 

ultimately, reform the agricultural industry and make it more efficient and productive. Future 

agricultural policies need to look beyond the simple concept of connecting with the private 

sector as the key to knowledge building and agricultural efficiency and consider investments 

in the following areas:  

1)  Establishing women producer groups and networks that would connect to existing 

male-driven agricultural institutions, such as FBOs and extension services, in order 

to influence future policy and investments; 

2) Building the capacity of FBOs to actively engage female producers in its 

administration to influence the development of the agricultural sector while 

promoting the importance of addressing food security;  

3) Enabling concrete, context-specific support for female producers that ensures 

access to and control over land and capital as well as the technology to develop 

sustainable farming industries as well as subsistence farming operations; and 

4) Providing concrete, targeted support to grow female-headed agricultural industries 

(i.e. fish farming and Shea nut production). 

 

These recommendations reach beyond the often tried approach of increasing gender 

monitoring and training or supporting existing women’s civil society organisations as 

purported by Parpart (2014, p. 387) in her assessment of the weaknesses of gender 

mainstreaming approaches by development agencies. Rather, they point to a way of leading 

the charge in changing the gendered dynamic within the existing neoliberal capitalist context 

of the agricultural sector in Ghana.   
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