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Abstract
Purpose – Through the application of traditional and contemporary feminist theories in gender
mainstreaming, the purpose of this paper is to contribute to emergent debate on gender dimensions in
climate-smart agriculture (CSA) adoption by smallholder farmers in disaster-prone regions. This is important
to ensure that CSA strategies are tailored to farmer-specific gender equality goals.
Design/methodology/approach – An exploratory-sequential mixed methods research design which is
qualitatively biased was applied. Key informant interviews and farmer focus group discussions in two study
sites formed initial qualitative phase whose findings were explored in a quantitative cross-sectional
household survey.
Findings – Findings shared in this paper indicate the predominant application of traditional gender
mainstreaming approaches in CSA focusing on parochial gender dichotomy. Qualitative findings highlight
perceptions that western gender approaches are not fully applicable to local contexts and realities, with
gender mainstreaming in CSA seemingly to fulfil donor requirements, and ignorant of the heterogeneous
nature of social groups. Quantitative findings establish that married men are majority adopters and non-
adopters of CSA, while dis-adopters are predominantly de jure female household heads. The latter are more
likely to adopt CSA than married women whose main role in CSA is implementers of spouse’s decisions.
Access to education, intra-household power relations, productive asset and land ownership are socio-cultural
dynamics shaping farmer profiles.
Originality/value – By incorporating African feminisms and intersectionality in CSA, value of this study
lies in recommending gender policy reforms incorporating local gender contexts within the African
socio-cultural milieu. This paper accentuates potential benefits of innovative blend of both contemporary
and classic gender mainstreaming approaches in CSA research, practice and technology development in
disaster-prone regions.
Keywords Agriculture, Climate change adaptation, DRR, Climate-smart agriculture adoption,
Gender and DRRM, Gender policy
Paper type Research paper

1. Introduction
As disasters linked to climatic change are projected to increase in frequency and
magnitude, efforts should be directed to building resilience and adaptation for smallholder
farmers ( Joshua et al., 2016). In 2010, climate-smart agriculture (CSA) was introduced,
whose pillars are: increased productivity and incomes, building resilience and adaptation
to climate-related extreme-weather events, and mitigation achieved through reduced
greenhouse gas emissions (FAO, 2013). Therefore, based on these pillars, CSA is
considered a disaster risk reduction (DRR) strategy (Lei, 2014; Mathews et al., 2018).
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DRR involves policies, strategies and practices systematically developed and applied for
the minimisation of vulnerabilities, hazards and anticipated disasters in communities,
ultimately contributing to sustainable development (UNISDR, 2004). However, CSA
adoption by women smallholder farmers in Africa remains low, yet they are in majority
and more vulnerable to climate change impacts (Asfaw et al., 2015).

CSA adoption studies in general and gender-focused specifically have been conducted
(Van Hulst and Posthumus, 2016; Farnworth et al., 2016; Manda et al., 2016). Dominance of
quantitative econometric analyses to generate understanding on factors influencing
adoption cannot go unchallenged (Mango et al., 2017; Murage et al., 2015). Descriptive
statistics remain void of rich detail of real-life experiences of qualitative findings (Andersson
and D’Souza, 2014; Glover et al., 2016). Recently, a similar study was conducted in East
Africa (Nyasimi et al., 2017), but for Southern Africa, no such study has ever been
conducted. Although giving gender some consideration, study by Nyasimi et al. (2017)
suffers dearth of gender-focused adoption studies focusing solely on male/female gender
binaries. The traditional gender dichotomy that often characterises gender mainstreaming
in the development sector in Africa has been criticised for its parochial nature that sees men
and women as homogeneous groups. Furthermore, emphasis on traditional gender binaries
may be biased towards addressing mainly practical gender needs that may fail to challenge
disenfranchising structural bottle-necks that disadvantage different types of women.

Thus, this study was conducted to examine heterogeneous gender-differentiated
profiles of smallholder farmers who adopt, dis-adopt or do not adopt CSA in Malawi and
Zambia. For purposes of this study, adopters were taken as farmers who indicated the
current use of identified CSA technologies. Dis-adopters were farmers who had
discontinued use and non-adopters were those who had never used any CSA technologies.
The study also aims to explore the socio-cultural milieu shaping decision making for men
and women in CSA adoption. Nyasimi et al. (2017) stated that local socio-cultural practices
influence CSA adoption. To this end, this study applied contemporary feminist theories,
such as African Feminisms (AFs), and traditional feminist theories to explore gender
perspectives in CSA adoption. Through the application of contemporary feminist theories
to understand gender dynamics in CSA adoption by SHFs, this study accentuates that the
promotion of CSA in disaster-prone regions may necessitate gender policy reforms.
Gender policy reforms relevant for CSA adoption need to be driven by local contexts to
address relevant structural gender needs to empower especially the disenfranchised
women whose agrarian livelihoods are threatened by inclement climatic change.

2. Theoretical underpinnings of gender mainstreaming in CSA
Understanding contemporary gender discourse in CSA adoption by SHFs in disaster-prone
regions remains important for policy makers and programme designers in Africa. Emergent
gender discourse suggests need for the local contextualisation of gender, recognising
heterogeneity of both men and women ( Jost et al., 2016), and going beyond just adding
women to make up targeted figures (Asfaw et al., 2015). Critical to gender in CSA adoption
is understanding interactions of socio-cultural factors with adoption (Nyasimi et al., 2017),
and men and women’s common but differentiated realities (Perch and Byrd, 2015)
influencing CSA adoption decisions.

Furthermore, contemporary gender dialogue requires that gender mainstreaming
considers contextualised African realities where women face many other oppressions in
addition to patriarchy (Arndt, 2002; Mekgwe, 2006). Thus, based on the African context,
AFs which resist western hegemony underlying traditional feminist theories in
gender mainstreaming in African development have emerged. There are various types
of AFs, namely African womanism, motherism, STIWA-nism (acronym for social
transformation including women in Africa), Nego-feminism and Snail-Sense feminisms.
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While detailed narrative of AFs types is beyond the scope of this paper, knowledge of their
key tenets is essential for gendered approaches to CSA adoption. Merits of AFs lie in
enhancing the appreciation of gender issues within the African context (Coulibaly, 2015;
Nnaemeka, 2004; Arndt, 2002). They are inclusive and diverse, accentuating possible
heterogeneity of women (Akin-Aina, 2011; Arnfred, 2004). In all AFs, patriarchy and
women’s subordination is acknowledged and challenged differently. Notably, all AFs view
men and women in African communities as complimentary partners who can form
alliances to address their developmental challenges. Thus, in relevance to understanding
gender tensions in CSA, AFs offer alternative cross-examination of the gender
mainstreaming schema.

Apart from AFs, this study also considered intersectionality, which also emerged to
address dissentions over perceived western-hegemonic feminist theories. Intersectionality
acknowledges the existence of interactions between different categories such as gender,
race, wealth and education. These interactions determine individual experiences,
socio-cultural ideologies and power dynamics (Davis, 2008). More so, intersectionality
acknowledges that social groups are heterogeneous and unequal power dynamics result
from existing social structures rendering one group privileged or disempowered.
Intersectionality states that while individuals may identify with more than one social
groups, unique and mutually exclusive effects often result (Stewart and McDermott, 2004).

In addition, two prominent classic approaches: women in development (WID) and gender
and development (GAD) (Lorber, 2010; Okali, 2012; Parpart et al., 2000), still applied in some
projects in developing countries (Wilson, 2015), were considered in this study. WID and
GAD are criticised for failing to address gender issues, women’s disempowerment and
marginalisation in developing regions (Davis, 2008; Singh, 2007). These two approaches
anchored by traditional feminist theories inform current gender mainstreaming in CSA
(Arora-Jonsson, 2011; Collins, 2017).

Relevance of gender in CSA for smallholder farmers is gaining traction as new
contributions emerge in the discourse (Beuchelt and Badstue, 2013; Nelson and Huyer, 2016;
Twyman et al., 2015). Evidence base for this is the inclusion of a stand-alone Module 18:
Gender and CSA in the Gender in Agriculture Sourcebook (Collins, 2017). Additionally, the
Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research Program on Climate Change,
Agriculture and Food Security implemented in parts of Africa also had gender as one of its
focus areas. In Southern Africa, Perch and Byrd (2015) have also explored gender in CSA at
the policy level. Although literature study indicates progress towards understanding gender
in CSA, this subject has neither been adequately nor appropriately addressed. Ultimately,
all three pillars of CSA need to be gender smart as well, by being gender transformative and
gender responsive (Collins, 2017).

Additionally, CSA adoption by smallholder farmers in a changing climate needs to be
considered within DRR. This is important given that DRR is the first line of defence in climate
change adaptation (CCA) (Ban, 2008). Furthermore, FAO (2013) highlighted that at the
implementation level, smallholder farmers may not distinctively delineate between DRR and
CCA. Thus, the interconnectedness of DRR and CCA in disaster-prone regions lies in building
resilience and adaptation of livelihoods in a changing climate. Such association may be
harnessed to create synergies for DRR and CSA in smallholder farming.

3. Methods and materials
3.1 Study areas
The study was conducted in two disaster-prone districts, namely Chikwawa in Malawi
and Gwembe in Zambia. Chikwawa district (Figure 1) is found in Southern province, in the
Lower-Shire valley’s Ngabu Agricultural Development Division. The region is
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characterised by a high prevalence of poverty and vulnerability to climate change
(Coulibaly, 2015).

Agriculture is dominantly rain-fed smallholder agriculture and irrigation. Projected
negative climate change impacts include increased disasters, such as floods, droughts, pests
and diseases (Mudege et al., 2017). Erratic rainfall ranges from a low of 170 mm to high of
970 mm, and mean monthly temperature exceeds 20°C ( Joshua et al., 2016).

Gwembe district (Figure 2) is situated in Zambia’s middle-Zambezi Valley region in
Southern province in Agro-ecological Region 1, with 800 mm annual rainfall and most
vulnerable to droughts. Rain-fed smallholder agriculture and fisheries are the major
livelihood activities (GRZ, 2005). Thus, selection of these two disaster-prone districts was
because smallholder farmers are already experiencing climate-related disasters and CSA
has been promoted in both.

3.2 Research design
The gender focus of the study necessitated an exploratory-sequential mixed methods
research design where both qualitative and quantitative data were collected sequentially
within the same study (Creswell, 2014; Johnson and Onwuegbuzie, 2004). The first phase of
qualitative data collection provided themes with subsequent inquisition of identified themes
through quantitative data collection.

3.3 Data collection and instrumentation
Data collection in both study sites enlisted help from trained local research teams.
Qualitative data were collected from a total of 16 key informants at the district level in
Malawi and Zambia. A total of six FGDs, each with an average of nine people, were
conducted, three per country (one women only, one men only and one mixed group). FGDs
are in-depth discussions among people of similar backgrounds which give understanding of
their social issues and are facilitated by skilled moderators (Hennink, 2013). From both key
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informant interviews (KIIs) and FGDs, the quantitative household cross-sectional survey
was developed. A questionnaire was designed and pilot tested in both study sites.
Subsequently, information on household demographics, CSA adoption status and
supporting explanations were collected from households.

3.4 Sampling
Sequential mixed methods sampling strategies were used in the study where purposive
sampling and probability sampling were sequentially employed for qualitative and
quantitative data collection, respectively (Creswell, 2014). Different respondents were used
in each phase of data collection, enabling the triangulation of perspectives on CSA adoption.

3.5 Data analysis
Sequential mixed data analysis was conducted where thematic analysis (Teddlie and
Tashakkori, 2009) of qualitative data was conducted first. Thematic analysis ensured that
dominant characteristics typifying farmer profiles in each adoption category were
pervasively described. Descriptive analysis was conducted on quantitative data to establish
frequencies and patterns of relationships between dependent and independent variables
(Creswell and Creswell, 2017).

4. Findings
In both countries, characteristics of different farmer typologies in each CSA adoption
category were established. CSA technologies common between both sites included
conservation agriculture (CA) (mainly basin in Chikwawa and both basin and mechanised in
Gwembe), improved seed varieties and livestock improvement. Irrigation schemes were
unique to Chikwawa, while unique to Gwembe were energy-saving stoves and aquaculture,
although the implementation of the latter was not fully underway.
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4.1 Gender dimensions in CSA
Findings of gender dimensions in CSA highlighted three major themes: local
contextualisation, institutional provisions and gender-differentiated participation in CSA.

4.1.1 Local contextualisation of gender. Perspectives emerging during interviews of the
wide spectrum of practitioners in both countries displayed mixed understanding on gender
in CSA adoption. In all six FGDs, both men and women articulated their understanding of
gender as cooperation between men and women. In Malawi, in both women only and mixed
FGDs, women stated that they needed to work with men because some of the CSA
technologies required physical strength. An example of men and women working together
was shared in the management of a Fall armyworm Spodoptera frugiperda infestation in
Chikwawa from December 2016 and was still being controlled at time of data collection in
February 2018. In FGDs in Gwembe, women shared how drinking beer was affecting gender
roles in farming, as men spent a lot of their time drinking beer and were unavailable to work
together with women. Thus, although drinking beer is a non-agricultural activity per se,
it may have a bearing on agricultural decision making and cannot be dismissed lightly.
The significance of beer in Gwembe has been studied before (Bennett, 1990; Cliggett, 2007).
In previous studies, the gender context was framed around beer brewing as an income
source for women with men being consumers. The emerging concern raised by women in
this study is relatively new in the gender and CSA context in Gwembe. Imperatively,
the case of drinking beer in Gwembe presents opportunity for future studies to explore other
emerging non-agricultural activities that could be affecting CSA adoption by smallholder
farmers in disaster-prone regions.

4.1.2 Institutional provisions for gender mainstreaming. In both countries, the study
established that there were government personnel under respective line ministries at
district level mandated with mainstreaming gender in development projects. In Malawi,
the Ministry of Agriculture, Irrigation and Water Development has an Agricultural
Gender Roles Extension Support Services Officer and a District Gender Officer under the
Ministry of Gender, Children, Disability and Social Welfare. In Zambia, the Ministry of
Gender and Community Development has staff members who also work in CSA projects.
Various non-governmental organisations (NGOs) interviewed also highlighted that they
mainstream gender in their programmes. Both government and NGO institutions in the
two sites indicated that ensuring gender mainstreaming in agriculture was one of their
core functions. However, while this may indicate commitment for gender mainstreaming
at institutional level in the respective governments, extent to which gender
mainstreaming activities are implemented at smallholder farmer level in CSA still
needs further exploration.

4.1.3 Gender-differentiated participation and CSA adoption status. Qualitative findings
indicated that a majority of CSA adopters were men. However, there were deliberate
strategies by government departments and NGOs to specifically target women in both
countries in order to increase their participation. There were views that women were not
fully exploiting opportunities presented to them. Quantitative findings indicated that in
both Chikwawa and Gwembe districts, a majority of CSA adopters were married men
(Figure 3), with less than 15 per cent women adopters in Chikwawa and less than
30 per cent in Gwembe. Widows, divorced and single women adopted CSA technologies in
both sites. In Gwembe, there were few cases of married women who were stand-alone CSA
adopters. These were women who practiced CSA on land apportioned by their husbands.
In other cases, married women received energy-saving stoves distributed by an NGO.
Although a fish-farming project targeting at least 50 per cent women was underway in
Gwembe, the survey established that women had not registered at that time. In Chikwawa,
men were the only non-adopters, while more women were likely to dis-adopt CSA.
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This can be attributed to the NGO targeting criteria which focuses on vulnerable women
to adopt any given CSA technology.

Thus, quantitative findings substantiated the qualitative findings which stated that men
were the major adopters and less women were participating in CSA. These findings established
that regardless of marital status, generally more men were likely to adopt CSA than women,
thus, consistent with existing literature (Doss and Morris, 2000; Murage et al., 2015).

4.2 Underlying factors in CSA adoption
An assessment of gender in CSA adoption would be insufficient without the further
exploration of underlying socio-cultural issues shaping gender.

4.2.1 Lack of education as a disadvantage to women adopting CSA. During KIIs and
FGDs, education level emerged as a key characteristic influencing CSA adoption. In both
sites, women were said to be less educated than men because they had less opportunities to
access education in comparison to men. The extent to which education was likely to affect
women’s adoption of CSA was explained by some respondents as captured below:

Men are better educated and more literate […] (KII Zambia).

Literate people […] men can better adopt CSA (FGD mixed Malawi).

Farmer profiles showed that CSA adoption occurred across education backgrounds,
although the majority of adopters in both sites were married men with primary school level
education. Due to deliberate targeting by NGO projects, women of various education
backgrounds were adopters, although majority had either never been to school or attained
education up to primary school level. Other adoption studies carried out in similar regions
have highlighted how education level influences adoption (Manda et al., 2016).

4.2.2 Intra-household decision making. In both KIIs and FGDs, respondents reiterated
that intra-household dynamics of decision making influenced who was likely to adopt CSA.
Men were generally main decision makers on being CSA adopters, dis-adopters or
non-adopters. Women could only make decision in cases of de jure female household heads
(HHHs) with the outright absence of an adult man to lead decision making. Where an adult
male relative was present within household (such as brother, son or grandson), the woman
consulted him and would likely to adopt his opinion on adoption. While men were main
decision makers, women were said to be primary implementers of men’s decisions.
The following responses highlight some of the common views:

Men are dominant in discussions and engagements as decision makers, women are primary actors
and implementers of the decisions made by men (KII Malawi).
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Man is the primary decision-maker […] his choice to consult and involve his wife […] may decide
not to adopt CSA. Decision-making is easier for female-headed households, although they may have
challenges in putting together the adequate resources required (KII Zambia).

The men decide […] leaving women to cope with even the unfavorable decisions (KII Zambia).

Quantitative findings as shown in the different farmer profiles substantiated views from
qualitative findings as they indicated that different groups of men, regardless of marital
status, were decision makers where household adopted (total of 85 and 73 per cent
in Chikwawa and Gwembe, respectively) or did not adopt (total of 100 and 83 per cent in
Chikwawa and Gwembe, respectively) CSA. de jure female HHHs were primary decision
makers in adoption, discontinuing or non-adoption. In discontinuing or non-adoption of
CSA, de jure female HHHs stated that they consider the availability of resources and
assets required in CSA.

4.2.3 Wealth status. Respondents from both KIIs and FGDs stated that CSA adoption
was also influenced by one’s wealth status. FGDs participants indicated that factors
considered in wealth classification were livestock, food security, income sources and
productive assets. The following statements indicate some of the perspectives on wealth:

Women are poor and don’t have large tools (KII Zambia).

Some CSA technologies require someone who is better off (KII Malawi).

We target the very poor widows who are most vulnerable (KII Malawi).

Qualitative findings indicated that generally very poor de jure female HHHs were primary
target of CSA projects. However, quantitative findings as presented in Section 4.3 were
divergent. The household survey established that these groups of women often face
challenges that hinder adoption, such as lack of productive assets. These findings are
consistent with similar findings made by Makate et al. (2018) in their quantitative study
conducted in Mozambique.

4.2.4 Land tenure and ownership. In both study sites, qualitative findings indicated that
land ownership was determined by customary provisions. In patrilineal societies, men
owned land, while in matrilineal, the converse was true. Although matrilineal communities
exist in both countries, patrilineal system was dominant in both sites (Mwambene, 2010;
GRZ, 2005). Thus, men owned land and had general oversight of decision making on its
utilisation, including for CSA. In cases where women owned land, it was widows whose
in-laws had not dispossessed her of the late husband’s land. In FGDs in Zambia, men
explained issues considered in handling property inheritance rights for widows:

The land is owned by the men […] our main field will always take priority for inputs and labour
then after she can go and do as she pleases on her piece […] (Men only FGD Zambia).

Land is owned by men, women are taken on board […] when a man dies the woman may
be sent back to her village and her husband’s land taken away […] this leaves her vulnerable […]
(KII Zambia).

In Zambia, it was common that husbands allocate their wives a piece of land for farming
and this is similar to study findings by GRZ (2005). The land still remained of the
husband, but the wife could exercise general oversight of agricultural activities. As such,
although married women could claim land ownership, it was actually access to land
through usufructuary rights. Land ownership for married women is seem to be different
from women who are de jure HHHs. A woman could own land if she was single and had
children, then her father or brother apportioned a piece so she could farm on it. Where a
marriage ceased to exist, the woman lost out on the land she would have been farming on
while married. She could, however, be allocated land by either her brother or father upon
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return to her father’s home. Land ownership patterns established in the qualitative phase
were consistent with other similar studies (Mango et al., 2017) and quantitative findings
illustrated in Section 4.3 corroborated.

4.2.5 Ownership of production assets. Qualitative findings indicated that generally men
owned productive assets. In some cases, productive assets owned could be used in CSA, for
example, oxen for draught-power in mechanised CSA. Some of the responses gathered
during KIIs and FGDs are shared as follows:

We need to strive for fair distribution of resources (KII Malawi).

Men own almost everything (FGD mixed Zambia).

Married men owned major productive assets, such as large farm equipment, livestock and in
the case of Zambia, men also owned fishing equipment. Women could only own major
productive assets if they were de jure female HHHs and had inherited assets from the late
husband. Major productive assets required huge investment; hence, men were likely to lead
such an investment decision.

Quantitative findings outlined in Section 4.3 were consistent with responses from KIIs
and FGDs. Findings showed that generally women were likely to own small farming tools,
indicating consistency with findings from a similar study by Murray et al. (2016).
For example, in Chikwawa, married women did not own any productive assets and this may
be suggested as reason that divorced women only own small livestock and small farming
equipment acquired post-marriage. This is evidence of unfair distribution of resources that
need addressing, as stated by one interviewee. Thus, consistent with studies conducted
elsewhere (Murage et al., 2015; Farnworth et al., 2016) in terms of productive assets
ownership in both study sites, women across marital statuses owned fewer and lower
quality productive assets compared to men.

4.3 Profiles of farmers in CSA adoption status
In both study sites, KIIs and FGDs revealed farmer characteristics in each CSA adoption
category were determined by gender, marital status, education, wealth, decision-making power,
ownership of productive assets and land tenure systems. This corroborates with similar
adoption studies (Manda et al., 2016; Mango et al., 2017) that highlight the same as factors
influencing adoption decision, although these studies were not looking at gender specifically.

4.3.1 Adopters profiles. The tree-map charts (Figures 4 and 5) illustrate characteristics of
majority of CSA adopters in Chikwawa and Gwembe, respectively. In both sites, these were
predominantly married men, 74 per cent in Chikwawa and 58 per cent in Gwembe.
In Chikwawa, these adopters own land, hand-hoes, livestock including a few goats and
cattle. These married men were decision makers in CSA and were said to rarely consult or
consider their wives’ views.

In all, 44 per cent adopters in Chikwawa attained primary education, 22 per cent
secondary education, and a total of 6 per cent had either tertiary education or had never
been to school. CSA adopters who had tertiary education were male locals who were
formally employed and were middle class in terms of local wealth classification indicated
during FGDs. Middle-class married men were CSA adopters in small-scale irrigation
schemes where they rented plots from very poor plot-holders. In all, 11 per cent of
adopters in Chikwawa were very poor de jure female HHHs who had never been to school.
These women owned land, hand-hoes, chickens and decided on their own to adopt CSA.
Additionally, a majority of adopters in Gwembe owned large farm implements, such as
ox-drawn ploughs, and in fishing communities, they also owned fishing equipment. CSA
adopters in Gwembe included those farmers described by the community as better off/rich,
owning many cattle and large farming equipment and could practice mechanised CA. Only a
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small proportion of CSA adopters in Gwembe had never been to school and these were either
married or divorced men.

Majority of de jure female HHHs CSA adopters had attained secondary education,
although there were some who attained tertiary education. These were mainly retired
government employees. Notably, in Gwembe, there were married women who made decision
to adopt CSA. This was the case concerning energy-saving stoves which improved their
reproductive role of cooking, and CA in cases where a woman was apportioned land by the
husband. Cultures in both sites place decision making as a men’s function and such findings
corroborated with similar study conducted by Murray et al. (2016) and GRZ (2005).

4.3.2 Non-adopters’ and dis-adopters’ profiles. Figure 6 illustrates the composition of
non-adopters in Chikwawa, 86 per cent of whom were married men, and there were no
de jure female HHHs in this group. These married men were major decision makers on the
non-adoption of CSA, although they owned land on which they could practice
technologies such as CA. A lack of adequate resources was cited as their major challenge
as majority of them were very poor (67 per cent) and owned small farming equipment
and small livestock. These married men had either attained primary education or had
never been to school at all, thus they felt they did not possess required education levels
for CSA adoption.

The composition of Gwembe non-adopters (Figure 7) was slightly different as it
included 44 per cent married and 33 per cent divorced men, as well as 17 per cent widows.
In all, 11 per cent of widows had never been to school and thus felt they did not possess
background education that could be applied in CSA practice. Another challenge faced
by widows was the lack of adequate farming tools and they all belonged to the poor
category as defined by community during FGDs. Although 17 per cent actually indicated
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ownership of land, only 9 per cent of them owned productive assets that could be
used in CSA.

The men non-adopters in Gwembe were essentially equipped to adopt any of the CSA
technologies. Almost 12 per cent owned fishing equipment and felt CSA technologies
currently promoted were not relevant for them as their livelihoods were more dependent on
the fish value chain. Interestingly, while a project is underway that seeks to promote
women’s participation in aquaculture, this study showed that ownership of fishing
equipment was not typical for women. Hence, findings from the men only FGD were that
women only owned small fishing rods for catching small fish in the lake’s shallow peripheral
waters were substantiated. For women, fishing was mainly for household consumption,
although for married women, their spouses could decide to involve them in fish trading.

Dis-adoption was only encountered in Chikwawa (Figure 8), where 66 per cent of
dis-adopters were women, 33 per cent married and 33 per cent widowed. These women were
very poor, had either attained primary education or had never been to school. In case of
married women, decision making on dis-adoption was taken by the husband, while widows
made the decision in consultation with adult male relatives. Women dis-adopters who were
married did not own the land, thus even if they saw benefits of CSA if the husband decided
to stop practicing the technology they had to comply with his decision.

These findings converged with findings from KIIs and FGDs that stated women were the
primary target of CSA interventions by NGOs and because of resource constraints were
likely to stop practicing CSA once project support ended.

5. Discussion
Findings provide critical insights into gender-differentiated profiles of adopters, dis-
adopters and non-adopters of CSA. Heterogeneity exists among men and women; thus, this
paper submits that approaches focusing only on male/female gender binaries are both passé
and insufficient to address gender issues in CSA adoption. Men and women smallholder
farmers exist in complex local realities marked by socio-cultural factors which interact to
influence adoption as established by the study. Theoretically, the study was underpinned by
feminist theories of gender mainstreaming. Findings shared in the paper indicate the
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application of WID and GAD to eliminate patriarchal privilege and women’s subordination,;
for example, when energy-savings stoves distribution specifically targets women only.
However, this also may be an indication of bias towards addressing practical gender needs.
Qualitative findings at local district level highlight perceptions that gender issues have
fizzled out (Davis, 2008) and gender mainstreaming in CSA simply fulfils donor
requirements. Sentiments that Western gender approaches were not fully applicable to local
contexts were echoed throughout the study. This paper argues that while there is progress
in women’s empowerment through traditional gender frameworks, gaps still remain
especially in addressing strategic gender needs.

Traditional gender mainstreaming has been criticised for its paradoxical failure
to give voice to the women it purports to give voice to (Chilisa and Ntseane, 2010).
In the study, this was observed in contrast between local perceptions of gender and its
classical definition applied in CSA. Communities, including women who were given a voice in
this study, while acknowledging patriarchal dominance and women’s disadvantaged position,
view gender as men and women working collaboratively. This corroborates with literature
(Kolawole, 2004; Nnaemeka, 2004). Thus, this paper submits that for farmer profiles to be
understood in CSA adoption, the contextualisation of gender must consider local realities.
Subsequently, gender mainstreaming approaches will be tailored to address relevant practical
and strategic gender needs. This paper argues that when local realities are considered, CSA
will respond to issues of a non-agricultural nature which affect intra-household decision
making. For example, how treadle pumps in Chikwawa and beer drinking in Gwembe affect
matrimonial relations and adoption decision making.

Local contextualisation of gender draws attention to socio-cultural factors such as
patriarchy and women’s disadvantaged position, and how this compromises CSA adoption.
For example, customary marriages place ownership of most of productive assets required in
resilience and adaptation under men. Women have limited asset ownership, with access to
land and productive assets predominantly through usufructuary rights in marriage
(GRZ, 2005; Murray et al., 2016). Based on study findings women are likely to lose major
productive assets upon death of husband or collapse of marriage, and similar findings have
been made by studies on land ownership and women (Brown and Siamwiza, 2002). However,
as established in the study, divorced men retained assets from the marriage, evidence of
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gender disparity. Although customary laws govern property ownership, even existing legal
framework has gaps, further magnifying women’s plight (Keller, 2000).

Findings from the study also showed that productive asset base determined decision
making by different types of farmers. At the core of decision making were intra-household
power relations. Women in either de facto female-headed or male-headed households have
limited decision making in CSA adoption. While de jure female HHHs may independently
make decisions, the implementation of adoption decisions is constrained by lack of
ownership, access to and control of land and other productive assets (Farnworth et al., 2016).
Therefore, this paper posits that the empowerment of women in decision making should be
supported with substantial strategies to improve ownership of land and other productive
assets to improve CSA adoption.

The study also established that adoption decisions were also influenced by farmers’
literacy and education levels. Majority of women in the study were less educated that men
thus did not adopt CSA. CSA is knowledge intensive (WBG et al., 2015); thus, this papers
suggests that to improve CSA adoption, capacity-building strategies should be inclusive to
people of all education and literacy levels. Accordingly, CSA may tap into local capacities; for
example, in Zambia, findings showed that within adopters’ category, there were a few de jure
female HHHs who were also retired professionals. Such women could be used as lead farmers,
and CSA trainings custom made to suit specific women needs according to farmer profiles.

Intersectionality and AFs may enrich understanding of gender in CSA as they
recognise heterogeneity of social groups, unequal power relations within groups,
individuals belonging to more than one social group, consideration of local contexts and
realities (Arndt, 2002; Arora-Jonsson, 2011; Carr and Thompson, 2014), all of which were
established by this study. As men and women farmers experience climate change, they
engage in practices and decision making to renegotiate complex contexts (Kaijser and
Kronsell, 2014). This is key in understanding complexities of African smallholder farmers,
as not all men or women by simply falling into same gender group will have same
adaptation and resilience-building requirements. Other factors may intersect with gender;
for example, empirical evidence from the study showed gender intersecting with marital
status, education, asset ownership, wealth and cultural norms. Therefore, this paper
accentuates potential benefits of innovative blend of both contemporary and classic
gender approaches to address underlying socio-cultural issues to improve CSA adoption
for DRR. Furthermore, by incorporating AFs and intersectionality in CSA adoption by
SHFs, this study proposes gender policy reforms informed by local gender contexts within
the African socio-cultural milieu. This may be achieved by harnessing strengths of
contemporary gender paradigms to mitigate weaknesses of traditional gender approaches
as espoused in this paper.

6. Conclusions
The study examined gender-differentiated profiles of smallholder farmers who are adopters,
dis-adopters and non-adopters of CSA. Furthermore, underlying socio-cultural factors
shaping real-life experiences of farmers thereby influencing their adoption decisions were
explored. The heterogeneity of farmer profiles and complexity of socio-cultural milieu
within which CSA adoption should occur demand more inclusive and diversified strategies
and policies tailor made for farmers. While contemporary gender paradigm cannot single-
handedly address pervasive gender issues in CSA, this paper proposes an integrated
approach. Integrating traditional and contemporary gender approaches paves a way for the
inclusion and consideration of multifaceted local contextual realities that frame farmer
profiles. Thus, CSA adoption can be improved by a holistic approach and future gender-
focused CSA adoption studies should explore engendering DRR models and formulation of
context-specific, gender-sensitive adoption framework.
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