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ABSTRACT

The study was conducted in six villages, Bogale isvip collaboration with
IRRI gender expert by ACIAR program. The primarytadavere collected from 163
sample women off-farm and landless households lygustructured questionnaire in
June 2015. The study aims to compare the housémmddhe between farm and landless
households, to analyze the gender perspective dgrside making, to study the role of
gender in participation of extension and trainirgjivéties, to explore the detail time
allocation of women and to examine the determinaht®usehold annual income. As the
findings, crop income was the main income in faroudeholds while off-farm income
and non-farm income were major sources in landlemsseholds. Sample farm and
landless households were facing with higher indides than previous year. Farm
households accessed more credit sources and lagdtt amount than landless. Women
decision making power of farm household’s in liwest rearing was the highest and that
of landless households was the highest in non-aconomic activities. Nutrition and
healthy food training was the highest participatte among the trainings. Rice
production training was second highest trainingféom households. Time utilization for
business work was very few while leisure time wesstiighest in both households.

By means of the farm household income function, skbold income was
positively and significantly affected by farm sizespondent's education and women
decision in livestock rearing. Household head’scation and women decision in crop
production were negatively related to householdorme. In the landless household
income function, household head’s education wagipely and significantly related to
household income. Women working in business, insbawrk, in leisure time and
dependency ratio were negatively associated witisélaoold income.

Based on the study, educational investment plamrial areas such as vocational
training would be promoted for women and young pedp secure livelihoods and
poverty reduction. Other income generation acgsitwould be encouraged to improve
living standard. Better infrastructure should bewvmled to create linkage not only
between cities and villages but also between famth reon-farm sectors. Women would
be encouraged and empowered to participate moeasively in non-farm activities in

order to reduce poverty and income inequality.
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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background Information of Agricultural Sector in Myanmar

Agriculture is very important in Myanmar's economygriculture sector
contributes 22.1% of GDP, 20% of total export eagsj and employs 61.2% of the labor
force in 2014-2015. Rice is considered both a m&god crop and major export food
item. In 2014-2015, agriculture accounted for 23 df&xport value and up to 2.9 %, if
livestock and fisheries are to be included (MOALZD Labor absorption rate is the
highest in the rice industry and nearly three-fosirdof farm household income is derived
from rice farming and related activities (Larry CeYal. 2013).

Major paddy growing areas of the country are Ayesatdy, Bago, Mandalay,
Yangon and Sagaing Regions. The majority of Myarsnaown area is planted to
monsoon rice, whereas summer rice is planted betWwssember and February in the
delta region in the country’s lower part and froamdary to March in central dry-zone
regions.

Average farm size in Myanmar is 6.7 acres (2.7wtagh is moderate by regional
standards. Because of the importance of the agsralilsector in Myanmar, small farm
size is correlated to poverty. Landlessness is domnmost of the population which
consider their primary occupation as agricultureeyl are mostly employed as casual
workers and tend to be poorer than land owning ¢loeisls (World Vision 2016).
Without land of their own to cultivate, most rurkndless households depend on
intermittent wage labor, frequently on neighborfagns for their income.

Agricultural activities are the most important soeirof income for rural
households in Myanmar and make up 70 percent fl tobusehold income. The
remaining 30 percent of the total household incammginates from non-agricultural
activities. At the same time, several non-agriaalt@activities also provide opportunities
for income and employment to the labor force beloggo both farmer and landless
households. The small farmers and landless houtehdépend on rural non-farm
activities as the secondary source of income.

Agriculture plays an important role in both povemgduction and economic
growth. Agriculture remains the main source of meofor rural household in Myanmar.

Agricultural extension and advisory services play important role in agricultural



development and can contribute to improving thefavel of farmers and other people
living in rural areas. Rural poverty reduction engrally sought in the role of agriculture
in contributing to farm incomes. However, non-faemployment in rural areas can also

be a major contributor.

1.2 Gender Concept

The concept is defined as the social differenceb ratations between men and
women. These social differences vary widely amomgeties and culture and changes
overtime (International Labor Organization 2000)HBase and Kirsten(2006) defined
gender as the socially constructed power relatimt&een men and women characterized
by a set of arrangements of culturally variableitaites and roles that men and women
play in their daily lives. Gender refers to the lgative and interdependent character of

women and men’s positions in society (Wombeogo 2007

1.3 Gender Role in Rural Household

Agriculture is the mainstay of economic activitythre rural areas, which provides
the population with household and national foodusec Therefore, looking at gender
does not focus primarily on women or men, but nativethe relationships between their
different roles, responsibilities, opportunitieslareeds. Both men and women have been
playing a significant role in the development ofiagjtural production.

In almost all societies, women and men differhieit activities and undertakings,
regarding access to and control over resourcegarictipating in decision-making. The
ability to participate in decision-making is oneasere of women’s relative power within
the household. Housework in general is a factar lthrats women’s ability to engage in
paid employment (Mohammed, B.T. and A.F. Abdulqu&2(12).

Gender effects on the distribution of resourcesaltlie work, decision-making,
political power as well as the enjoyment of rigatsl entitlements within the family and
in public life. In most cases, men are the headfiamfseholds and are therefore the
principal decision-makers in the household althosgime consultation with women may
take placeFor most rural households the decisions aroundanfeagement of resources
are taken by men; generally, men are dominant icisslen making (World Bank
2000).But the agricultural sector in many develgpoountries is underperforming, in

part because women, who represent a crucial resourcagriculture and the rural



economy through their roles as farmers, laboretseartrepreneurs, almost everywhere,
face more severe constraints than men in accgs®edoictive resources.

Women'’s participation in public life such as inlage meetings is very low, as is
their participation in and access to social netwoi significant portion of agricultural
work, most notably during the paddy transplantimgl &arvesting seasons, but also in
daily labor to supplement the family income, is edny women. Rural women often
manage complex households and pursue multipleilnetl strategies. Their activities
typically include producing agricultural crops, tiemg animals, processing and preparing
food, working for wages in agricultural or otherauenterprises, collecting fuel and
water, engaging in trade and marketing, caringdorily members and maintaining their
homes (Doss, Ch. et al. 2011).

Most of the rural women spend much time every daggricultural and domestic
tasks, with little time for rest or recreation. Ma$ the women in rural areas have to bear
double burden of domestic and outside wdtkral women’s contribution to productive
activities (farming, livestock, and aquaculturef-fafm income generating activities,
wage labor and home gardening) is significantly hkig than that of their male
counterparts. Rural women are responsible for alratbsdomestic activities (cooking,
family care, cleaning and washingl/omen are also seeking a better balance in the
division of labor in the domestic household, neadoeiragement for their personal and
professional development and more support in thanol to achieve financial
independence, and to participate fully in decigiaaking.

Women's role in Myanmar family life is great. Gendad sustainable agricultural
development depends on women. Myanmar women enjmalerights as men. In
Myanmar society, it is the women who managed thaljadecision making in providing
food, clothing, schooling, control of property efdthough, the women may go out to

work for the development of the society, they dtdlve the major responsibility to look

after the family welfare (Johanna Ringkvist 2D13

1.3 Rationale of the Study

Agricultural planning and development are cruc@alhuman survival, but they
usually precede limited consideration of the imaoce of gender issues at the production
level. Empirical evidences reveal that women, wbaostitute approximately half of the

rural labor force, are economically active in eaab-sector of the rural economy.



Empirical evidences further revealed that womemé&s have lower access to
land, resource entitlements and inputs such ast@ed technology and less participation
in planning and the formulation of policy in thecs® than their male counterparts
(Fletschner, D. 2009). Women tend to have lessacbntith extension services than men
and generally use lower levels of technology beeanfsproblems of access, cultural
restrictions on use or lesser interest in doingaesh on women’s crops and livestock
(World Bank 2000). The role played by both womerd anen in rural agricultural
development program via extension and trainingisershould equally be considerable.
So far, no study has been conducted in the studg an women participation in
agricultural extension and training services fopioved household income. Thus, this
study investigates the participation in agriculluextension and training services
consisting by gender in both production and incoetated information in improving the
production and income of households.

Rice farming income is a dominant rural economyvall as culturally important
activity in this area. Insufficient capital duelimited access to formal sources of credit
forces farmers to apply less farm inputs, partidyléertilizer, which makes their rice
crop less productive. These constraints are nog eagperform for the most of rice
farmer.

Gender is a concept used in social science anatgsiepok at the role and
activities of men and women. Gender plays an ingportole in the payment of labor
wage. Various researches have not been conductdteanle of women and men in the
agricultural sector. Thus, the roles of both wona men in agriculture in Bogale
Township will be discussed in this study.

When women are employed, they are usually paid tlesss men, even for the
same tasks. Even though the economic contributfomral women is substantial, it is
largely unacknowledged. In addition to their eaoimactivities, the traditional division
of labor gives women the primary responsibility garch domestic chores like cleaning,
cooking, childcare and fetching water. Women limhitgccesses to market, economic
service, health care and political activities (pulsiphere) leads to lower levels of well-
being, high infant and maternal mortality and birdtes which in turn retards the
development of the goals of the study area.

Normally, women are excluded and limited to papéte in decision making,
economic activities and livelihoods diversificatitmoth in their households and their

communities. These lead to women being unable versify their livelihoods. Lack of



access to resources coupled with gender suppretsidencies as a result of tradition
could lead to high levels of poverty among womeroiteogo, 2007).

The economic contribution rural women made to comiygudevelopment that
involves their participation in different forms etonomic activities for their family and
societal development. Rural women have an importaetin economic activities which
leads to the entire development of a communityyetfoee in order to achieve rural
community development an attention to women thatolres in economic and
developmental activities with men is required. Wataeparticipation and their role in
economic structures is an indicator of the modation of the family economy and
economic development, community development stregeghould be based on a more
active participation of rural women in economicidtes. Participation of women in
economic and development activities is significaotiay women play major roles in the
economic development of a country.

House works are vitally associated with women Irsatieties; they are involved
in business work activities for the well- being dfeir family and community
development in general. This study further emplessithat the role of women in
economic activities is necessarily important in ife&@a whereby the husband alone can
afford all the responsibilities of the family.

Non-farm activities as apart from agriculture play important role for rural
livelihood as most of local people living in ruratea engage in agricultural activities
which are very vulnerable under uncertainty suckliasate change, extreme and severe
events, and recently urbanization. Income shoulohtleded incomes received in cash or
in-kind, whether generated through wage labor tireseployment; employment includes
self-employment unless otherwise stated or imphgdhe context. Non-farm activities
play a principal role directly by contributing caderably to rural households’ income,
and indirectly by influencing agricultural active8 with potential implications for
sustainability. Improvements in infrastructure, eation, health and financial services
help to facilitate access to rural non-farm incaoarces.

Pressure on natural resources could be reducedudgdmolds have alternative
sources for their livelihoods. Promoting developimehinnovation for traditional job
such as handicraft, ironing, diversifying sourcdsircome, adapting small business
would facilitate increasing of cash income from fiarm activities. Meanwhile, if there
is no or few potential to keep the non-farm inconmeseasing sustainably in the future,

the farmers will face the options in dilemma. Préimgp non-farm activities in rural area



is gaining attention as a strategy for poverty otidm, job creation, promotion of
education and consumption. However, the condittonpromoting and enhancing role of
non-farm activities in the rural areas are not higtaking into account for rural
development.

In Myanmar as elsewhere, women’s contributions doiety and the need to
protect and enable the position of women econotygicsdcially, and politically, globally
women'’s rights are still devalued. Women in Myannfeece more discrimination and
more barriers than men in accessing or owning laadicipating in consultations and
decision-making processes regarding land, andiliring dispute mechanisms. There are
many reasons for this, including social or culturaquality caused by internalized
gender roles, limited education, skills and alastior lack of time or money (Action Aid,
2012).

1.4 Objectives of the Study
The purpose of this study was to contribute a greamderstanding of the role of
women and men played in household as well as ptmsu@nd income-generating
activities. The general objective of this study wasobserve gender role and decision
making comparison with in farm and landless houkklmmcome activities in Bogale
Township.
The main specific objectives of the study werecdigs:
(1) To compare the conditions of household income betwé&rmer and landless
households in Bogale Township
(2) To analyze the gender perspective in decision ngakih household economic
activities and community level of farm householdsl &andless households in study
area
(3) To study the role of gender in participation ofesdion and training activities of farm
households and landless households in study area
(4) To explore daily time allocation of domestic andside works by women in farm and
landless households in study area
(5) To examine the role of gender in household incomemean of income function

analysis



CHAPTER Il
LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Role of Women in Household Income Composition
2.1.1 Theoretical concept

Gender analysis is considered as an importantttoimlentify the participation of
male and female rural dwellers in on and off farctivéties. Gender analysis ultimately
leads to formulate a policy. The objective of thaiqy is to provide the protection to
women area such as health, nutrition, opportunitiesmployment and promotion, better
care of aged women, education, protection and giaation in managerial acts. Such
analyses are essential to recognize the diffedas rof gender in farming system. They
also help understand the way such roles are infkekby latest interventions (Yisehak,K.
2008). Similarly, Hanoi (2004) elaborated gendealysis as the process of exploring and
examining the reasons for the existence of disparievaluating these disparities and
finding out ways to resolve them.

Households can gain income by doing many jobs wreiwith both agriculture
and non-agriculture. Women are good partners oftlego-economic development of the
country in general and the family in particular.eyhcan contribute significantly to the
socio-economic up liftmen of the family if propenveronment with facilities can be
ensured. Women make essential contributions tagmeeultural and rural economies in
all developing countries. The rural women haveipgdted in important roles in wide
range of income generating activities and child¢®ad, M. S. 2001). Female agricultural
workers contribute significantly to household eamyo but they lack education, health
and other support services and often do not hasesado economic resources (Tuteja, U.
2000).

Ferdoushi Ahmed et al. (2011) said that income nsimportant factor to
determine individual's standard of living. Involvent of women in income earning
activities is now substantially recognized as aialuactor for family survival, especially
in subsistence family.

Women play a significant and crucial role in agitigctal development and allied
fields including in the main crop production, lit@sk production, horticulture, post-
harvest operations, agro/ social forestry, fistseretc. The nature and extent of women'’s
involvement in agriculture, no doubt, varies grgditbm region to region. Even within a

region, their involvement varies widely among difflet ecological sub-zones, farming



systems, castes, classes and stages in the faynl. 8ut regardless of these variations,
there is hardly any activity in agricultural prodion, except ploughing in which women
are not actively involved (Dr. Roshan Lal and Dshak Khurana 2011).

Poor landless women, who know little about new pobide opportunities, are
encouraged to consider alternative income-gengraipportunities based on the use of
common property resources (e.g. leasing a villagego produce freshwater fish) or on
producing products within their own households -cKyard poultry, gardening,
mushrooms or producing vermin compost (SwansorRajalahti 2010).

Cheryl Doss et al. (2011) exposed that women makergial contributions to the
agricultural and rural economies in all developioguntries. Women roles vary
considerably between and within regions and araghg rapidly in many parts of the
world, where economic and social forces are transfgy the agricultural sector. Rural
women often manage complex households and pursugpl@uivelinood strategies.
Women activities typically include producing agticwal crops, tending animals,
processing and preparing food, working for wagesagricultural or other rural
enterprises, collecting fuel and water, engagingade and marketing, caring for family
members and maintaining their homes. Many of thaes@vities are not defined as
“economically active employment” in national acctaibut women are essential to the
well-being of rural households.

Women with low earnings capacities and weak laboarket attachment would
gain from basic income; they usually are housewiard single mothers. Obviously,
basic income would not be the solution to all tieoblems. Women with high earnings
capacities and a strong labour market attachmdmdt ts, women with career,
autonomous, without children, with high salariessimort term they wouldn’t obtain
anything from a basic income, but author thinkg thaong term they might suffer an
increase in discrimination when they try to obtaijob because “when these women are
young, it will be difficult for an employer to disguish whether one of these women
belongs to this category, or to the category ofvibenen with high earning capacities but
lower labour market attachment (Robeyn2000).

Rashid Menhaset et al. (2014) said that most offéineales were engaged in
income generating activities i.e. agriculture amasdicraft and working at industries. In
this regards participation of the women in incomeneyating activities could be an
effective tool to reduce poverty and hunger, impretild nutrition and ensure access to

better health and education facilities.



2.1.2 Empirical review findings

Chandrama Goswami (2013) studied female agricultuoaker in Assam: a case
study of Darrange district at India in 2007-2008this study, sample household divided
into four farm size categories such as landlesggimal, small and big). The results
indicated that the share of female workers from evagployment in the landless and
marginal households was high, contributing morentb@ percent to total household
income. However the contribution of females froma#inand big farm households was
less compared to income from cultivation or damyeeprise due to social customs, which
did not allow a female to work as a laborer exdepextreme situations. This author
concluded that female workers contribute signifigamo household income and their
earnings were crucial especially for landless andrgmal farm households. The
proportionate contribution of females was, howevWeund to decline with increasing
farm size. This is because the patrticipation rdtevomen in agriculture was mostly
governed by the economic condition of their family.

Kyaw D. and J. K. Routray (2006) studied that genadled rural poverty in
Myanmar: a micro level study in Chaung U, Kyaukpadg and Magway in 2003. The
results showed that the majority of male headseagaged as farmers (81 percent), 3
percent in livestock farming, 3.8 percent as adpucal laborers, 4.4 percent as non-
agricultural laborers, 2 percent as street vendond,2.5 percent as home-based workers
and 2.5 percent as jaggery workers. About 63 pemkefemale heads were engaged as
farmers, 7 percent in livestock farming, 3 percastjaggery workers, 13 percent as
agricultural laborers, 3 percent as nonagricultlebbrers, and 5 percent as both street
vendors and home-based workers. The female headsdetower average daily per
capita income than the male heads in all typesngbleyment except non-agricultural
labor.

Cheryl Doss et al. (2011) studied the role of worregriculture in 2009 that
indicated the contribution of women to agricultuaad food production is significant but
it is impossible to verify empirically the shareoguced by women. Women'’s
participation in rural labor markets varies consibdy across regions, but invariably
women are over represented in unpaid, seasonapartdime work, and the available
evidence suggests that women are often paid lassntlen, for the same work.

Natasha Choudhary et al. (2009) studied that wosnexbnomic contribution
through their unpaid household work: the case dfalin 2008. Results showed that the

respondents of 15 percent of urban women and 2&epeof rural women said that they
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had no income because they were (full-time) housesviThey stayed at home to carry
out their responsibilities as mothers, managing dag-to-day activities of the family:
feeding children, cooking, cleaning and so on. tnthburban and rural areas, women
earned far less than men. For urban women who @ameéncome, most (40%) received
less than 1,000 rupees (USD 20) per month. Thbyfaigh levels of education of urban

females mentioned above appeared to have litth®ampact on their income.

2.2 Gender Perspective in Decision Making Around Produton and Income

Generating Activities
2.2.1 Theoretical concept

The level of women patrticipation in decision-makjprgcess not only varies from
region to region but also from one activity to dvest(Tipilda and Panhwar 2008). The
involvement of rural women in domestic and comnaragricultural work and decision-
making varies significantly across countries angiams, but global trends indicate that
there are now more women than men working in afjuce overall (Kathleen Collett
2010). Women who earn an income therefore haveeat@r influence in household
decision-making (Oppong 2005). In some areas woileng or together with men, play
important roles in most of the decisions relatecrional production activities and crop
production activities.

Women'’s role in decision making process is an irtgpdrfactor and needs to be
considered for woman empowerment. Women'’s activeliement in decision making is
considered essential for rapid economic developroktite country. Subita Sharma et al.
(2013) indicated that women'’s contribution to eaomdevelopment is vital, there is a
need of proportionate increase in her involvemandieécision making process, because
the success and progress of any production depgrats the plans made and decisions
taken.

Rural women play a very significant role in agrtané. A large portion of rural
women perform unpaid work in agricultuM/omen in rural areas, take up various roles
from managing the household chores to taking cérehiddren and livestock. Women
roles vary considerably between and within regiand are changing rapidly in many
parts of the world, primarily where economic anaisbforces are transforming the
agricultural sector. The situation needs to attraote attention if the males migrate to
cities and the entire burden needs to be managesiobyen. However, many of these

activities are not defined as “economically actaraployment” in national accounts but
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women are essential to the well-being of rural lebwtds. Despite women’s involvement
in day by day care, livestock management is stilsidered a man’s role by livestock
planners and decision maker because the work tloaten do is seldom recognize
(World Bank 2009).

Abhey Singh Godara et al. (2014) supposed thasiecimaking is a fundamental
process that incorporates all the functions of kam@source management. Rural women
perform all the duties of household, attendingaont labor, caring of domestic animals
but in spite of discharging all the duties of hdudd, no recognition is given to women
immense contribution. But women involvement in demi-making process of household
remained in a very low position as all importantidens are made by head of the family
or the male members because majority of the fenteles not provided opportunities to
get education due to have the policy of discrimoraagainst the females of the family.

Luxembourg (2000) indicated that women’s contribatto local and community
development is significant, but rural women evergwghare in a minority in decision-
making and planning, particularly at regional aradional levels. This is in part due to
women’s multiple roles and workload, but is alse do the persistence of traditional
views about women’s and men’s roles in society. Towe level of participation by
women in decision making inevitably leads to biasehe priorities and policies pursued
by development organizations. A balanced particpaby women and men in decision
making is important for local democracy and for tipeality of decisions taken on

developments that affect the life and future oalwommunities and economies.

2.2.1 Empirical research findings

Ahmed J. U.et al. (2013) suggested that particpaf women in decision
making process in some selected areas of Mymengligghct, Bangladesh in 2012. In
order to measure the degree of participation eightables were selection of crop,
management of production activities, selling ofpsrpurchase of input, post harvest
operation, cash management, children’s educatidmaanrriage of children. Participation
of women in decision making process was accordingnmall farm, medium farm and
large farm and each decision aspect had three arédeg In small farm families, the
proportion of women's participation in decision nmgk was higher (45%) in post
harvesting operations, compared to other aspeas®s$ion. It was observed that women
decision making in post harvesting operation was ito large farm (40%). Female took

decision in post harvesting operations in all faraveragely 43.33%. In case of crop
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selection women decision making percentage in smaddium and large farms were
40%, 30% and 10%, respectively. In the case ofhasiog agricultural inputs it were

20%, 25% and 30%, respectively. Women’s particqratpercentage in management of
production activities in small, medium and largenfa were 25%, 40% and 20%.
Women'’s participation in cash management, childredlucation, marriage of children in
small farm 15%, 25%, 25% , in medium farm 30%, 3@%% and in large farm 20%,

30%, 20%, respectively. Women decision making poweas only satisfied in post-

harvest operation for all categories of farm buwt kor all others variables in the study
area.

Narmatha N. et al. (2015) examined gender wisesamtimaking in sheep and
goat keeping activities in Namakkal district of Tiaiadu, India in 2011. Decision was
taken mostly by men in majority of the occasionetivéties like construction of shed
53.220, sale of goat/sheep 51%0 vaccination 49.3%, deworming of goat/sheep
48.0®%6, treatment of sick animal, purchasing of feed froiarket 43.3%. Joint decision
was more in the activities of flushing of does awks 49.3% and purchasing of feed
from market 35.1%. Decisions on all the regular activities, viz.,terang 51.9%0, care
of pregnant does/ewes 50%4 taking goats for grazing 47.2d identification sick
animal 46.786, cleaning shed 45.06 feeding of marketing stock 44%# collecting
fodder and feeding of breeding buck/ram 4363&ere taken independently by women.

Padam Simkhada et al. (2010) studied women’s auatgno household decision-
making: a demographic study in Nepal in 2006. Tag aonsists of women's four types
of household decision making; own health care, nmknajor household purchases,
making purchase for daily household needs andsvisither family or relatives. Results
showed that women's autonomy in decision makingositively associated with their
age, employment and number of living children. Walmeparticipation in decision
making to make major household purchases also Istrbrag significant association with
socio-background characteristics in making majousetiold purchases. Women from
rural area and Terai region had less autonomy amsa making in all four types of
outcome measure.

Gitanjali Hajra (2012) measured determinants of sebold decision making
among women in Kolkata Slum areas of India: an iappbn of multinomial logistic
regression. The study showed that level of educaifovomen had significant effect on
decision in level of savings and family planningheseas, level of education had no

significant effect on decision in family expendéusind healthcare. Age was a significant
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determinant in decision of family planning but agk a woman did not play any
significant role in taking decision in family sags family expenditure and healthcare
expenditure. But income did not play any significaole in any one of the four
dimensions of family decision making progress witthie household among woman.
ChayalK.et al. (2013) studied that involvement afmi women in decision-
making in agriculture at India in 2012. Resultsitgatied that farm women’s involvement
in decision making process in agriculture fieldtguninimal. Consequently, marketing of
agricultural inputs and farm produce, manure/ lieei application type and manure/

fertilizer application were the activities whereimvolvement was very poor.

2.3Role of Gender in Participation of Extension and Taining
2.3.1 Theoretical concept

Different authors define agricultural extensiondifferent ways (for example,
Asiabaka 2002) however, all having a common undedihg as it is to dealing with the
improvement of the standard of living of the rufatmers. In this study agricultural
extension service is used to refer agriculturaltises that include, input, access to credit,
access to agricultural agents, and knowledge andds of farmers towards agricultural
extension services to improve income and productasn provided by Myanmar
governments and other organizations. In generabl\ing female farmers in agricultural
extension services leads to improve productioniaodme; and enhanced well-being of
rural households and hence improved nutrition aod elf-sufficiency.

Anderson (2007) defines the terms agricultural msiten and advisory services as
“the entire set of organizations that support aallitate people engaged in agricultural
production to solve problems and to obtain infoiorat skills and technologies to
improve their livelihoods”. Extension services d¢@norganized and delivered in a variety
of forms, but their ultimate aim is to increasariars’ productivity and income.

Extension has been recently defined as “systems fHuditate the access of
farmers, their organizations and other market actor knowledge, information and
technologies; facilitate their interaction with fraars in research, education, agribusiness,
and other relevant institutions; and assist themde&velop their own technical,
organizational and management skills and practifesi’ Christoplos 2010). Agricultural
extension services are generally interested indagrfusually assumed men), and the use

of farm sources and various problems in farm mamage (Nuray Kizilaslan 2007).
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Agricultural extension still remain one of the masticial and critical means to
reach farming households in the rural areas anbagijo The contribution of women to
food security in developing countries is extensivelocumented. Most developing
countries, rural women are the basis of small-sagleculture, the farm labor force and
day-to-day family subsistence. Rural women aredaggh a number of constraints, they
have more difficulties than men in gaining acces$and, credit and extension services
(Ogundiran Oluwasola Adekunle 2013).

Agricultural extension — the provision of informati training and advice in
agricultural production — is one way to tackle thedles that women face in agricultural
production, as these services provide a means fonem to learn new or improved
production techniques, to receive training and eglvio organize themselves and to
improve their access to inputs and markets. Thigoeverment in turn translates into both
higher income and improved income stability for wvemwhich promotes their standing
in the sector and increases overall food secuBion(i and Eschborn 2013).

Nuray Kizilaslan (2007) said that both economic @&odial process of change
follows the conditions of world that change rapidiyhe improvement in technology,
increasing transportation possibilities, widespraad efficient use of mass media means,
organic and sustainable farming, and such changkgmnce rural women. The need for
training together with this change has increasetlie Training will ensure the
improvement in human resources, the use of teciggotwore rational along with a faster
adaptation to changing life conditions. Therefdrés necessary that women have part in
extension training and they should not be neglected

The training of village-based female extension weoskis an effective way to
reach and actively involve women in extension dodis as it ensures that appropriate
communication strategies are used to interact witlimen. Women in fact may find it
more difficult to participate in formal training tadgties outside the village because of
lack of self-esteem and education. Weak self-esteem hinder women’s capacity to
speak out freely in group meetings and interach wittension agents. In addition, since
women bear primary responsibility for childcare argproductive work, extension
services need to be brought closer to female farmaértimes when they can attend
meetings (Quisumbing and Pandolfelli 2009).

Sevgi Tuzun Rad et al. (2011) said that extensducation programs play a key
role in the implementation of rural developmentgreons and to increase the living

standard of the women and their families in thalrareas. The role played by women
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farmers in meeting the challenges of agriculturaldpction and developments are quite
prominent. Their relevance and significance, thaeef cannot be trivialized
(Rahman2008). Women are less likely than men to tamd or livestock, adopt new
technologies, use credit or other financial sesjice receive education or extension
advice. In some cases, women do not even contealsk of their own time (FAO 2010-
2011).

2.3.2 Empirical research findings

SoltaniSh.et al. (2012) studied factors influencmgal women participation in
agricultural extension programs, case study Mazamgaran, in 2010-2011. Results
showed that rural women participation in extengpoograms was less than average. The
studied rural women were more interested in comoaiimn with female extension
workers and rural women facilitators. Moreover,alwomen who were the owner of
their rice farm and garden had more participatioaxtension programs.

Analysis of effectiveness of agricultural extensganvice in among rural women:
a case study of Odeda local government, Ogun Stigeria in 2009 was conducted by
Ogundiran Oluwasola Adekunle (2013). Women's actessgricultural inputs had not
improved proportionately. Therefore, agriculturatemsion had little or not improved
technology to extend to women farmers who growttaditional food crops. In other
cases, technology was available, but women werbl@rna obtain the credit to purchase
the inputs needed to utilize the new technology.

In India, farm women groups have been formed to axtfocal points for
agricultural support services targeting poor fenfaleners. The emphasis has been on
simple low-cost, environmentally-friendly technoieg such as seed selection and
treatment, making compost, use of bio-fertilizand &io-pesticides, post-harvest storage,
etc. Agricultural training was found to have a pigsiimpact on women in terms of both
increased income and greater self-esteem. Some mvoaported having acquired a
greater role in decision-making after the trainbagh in farm-related matters and gender
issues. Women reported that they were now beingrdeg as experts on agricultural
methods, that others were seeking their advicetlzeidthey had gained the respect of the
community (Danida 2004).

Sevgi Tuzun Rad et al. (2011) studied Women’sditgrand extension education
in rural eastern Mediterranean Turkey in 2000. he tresearch area, women’s

participation to extension education programs araining was quite low. Their
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participation in agricultural training programs wexgen lower. This is because women
consider their first duty as taking care of theaukework and they did not perceive
themselves as agricultural producers. The trairdogvities in which women usually
participate were activities which strengthen worsetnaditional role in the family and

society at large.

2.4Detall Time Allocation During 24 Hours of Rural Women
2.4.1 Theoretical concept

Time is one of the most important resources, fousebold but also for the
national economy. That is the reason of reseantle tallocation from an economic
perspective. In many developing countries femaléigygation in the labor force is low,
particularly in off-farm activities.

Home management is an essential component of faiaityg, contributing to
health, happiness and wellbeing of the family. ibene management is a dynamic force
in day-to-day living and is the administrative sidé family living. Well-organized,
effective and dynamic uses of resources help inptloper management of the house,
whereby goals are achieved to attain maximum satisih (Satheesh et al. 2005).

Reddi (2003) described that the role of women @ntibusehold was customarily
significant. Women’s work were started early froedktill late night at household and
fields. The family work incorporated fetching wateleaning the house, washing utensils,
sweeping, food preparation, feeding and bathintglidn, fetching fuel, provision of food
to fields, stitching and supervising children’s edtion, livestock and poultry care which
was also considered as housework.

Women worldwide perform most of the of domesticksasincluding both
household maintenance and childcare, even whenatteegmployed part or full time, the
mean time spent on unpaid care work by women isentiban twice of that for men
(Kulshreshtha and Singh 2005).

2.4.2 Empirical research findings

Biswas W.K. et al. (2001) studied technology intean for rural Bangladesh: the
options from an improved cooking stove for womer2000. The author indicated that
rural women contribute significantly less time ntcome generation activities (direct and
indirect) than household activities. Excluding gieg, they spend on average 18 hours a

day including two and a half hours of rest or fteee which was quite reasonable.
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Housewives spend more time looking after childreant other activities under the
heading of family responsibilities. By culture, almwwomen were responsible to serve
food to all family members. If children were smatipther spends a significant amount of
time for holding, bathing, feeding children.

Xinyu Cao and Yanwei Chai (2007) studied gendee-tmsed differences in time
allocation: a case study of Shenzhen, China in 2682found clear individuals’ role in
the household: men were dominant in out-of-homeviies, but women dominate in-
home activities. On average, women carry more reaarice responsibilities than men,
but men spend more time on work and leisure aig/ithan women, especially on the
weekend. The researcher pointed out that most pespénd their time at home and
around their neighborhoods, especially the fem@alether, the influences of household
structure on time allocation of both household sed@&monstrated substantial gender-role
differences.

Amin and Luciana (2008) in their study on termsmoérriage and time-use
patterns of young wives conducted in rural Bangtadi®und that the average woman
spends 29 percent of the day doing domestic charesnearly all women reported some
domestic activity. They also found that the amoahtdomestic work increases with
number of children.

Nwosu, C. S. and R. U.Onyeneke, (2012) studiedgbeibeconomic analysis of
rural women'’s time utilization on farm, non-farmdaleisure activities in Ohaji/Egbema
local government area of Imo State, Nigeria in 20R8@&sults showed that age of the
women influenced the time spent on farming and fasming activities negatively and
significantly. Marital status, educational levelpusehold size, and income level
positively and significantly affected the amount tohe spent on farming activities.
Income and educational level positively and sigaifitly affected the amount of time
spent by rural women on non-farm income genera#atyities. Age, marital status,
educational level, and household size negativeigctdd the amount of time spent by
rural women on leisure while income positively angnificantly affected the amount of
time spent by rural women on leisure. The dailyrage amount of time spent by rural
women on farming activities, non-farming activitiesd leisure were 10.81, 6.30 and
6.90 hours respectively.

Munir Khan et al. (2012) studied that participatioh women in agriculture
activities in district Peshawar in 2004-2005. Thedyg showed that all of the sampled

women have been actively involved in householdvaes comprising breakfast, house
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cleaning, dish washing, cooking and childcare sgwind embroidery and laundry. Most
time consuming activities were child care, cookamgl laundry these respondent spent an
average 1.6, 1.3 and 0.98 hours respectively aethetivities. The less time consuming
activities was house cleaning an average of 0.5drdhay. On average sampled
respondent spent 6.53 hours daily on various haldetttivities.

Natasha Choudhary et al. (2009) studied that wosnembnomic contribution
through their unpaid household work: the case dfiann 2008. Result showed that
women often spend six to eight hours per day od pativities: 60% of women in this
study were involved in paid activities after whithey carried out their household

activities.

2.5Role of Gender in Household Income Function
2.5.1 Theoretical concept

In income generating theory, it is expressed thamen often adopt new town-
based activities to generate income. The theoryemrghat selected women are involved
in the sale of milk, based on pastoral productitve; collection and sale of firewood,
which may be environmentally unsustainable; andnme generation through small-scale
trading, which has become increasingly importanit &ss increased market integration
in northern Kenya (Nduma, 1.2001).

Gender relates to socially assigned roles and hbetsaattributable to men and
women; it refers to the social meaning of biologisex differences. Gender roles are
roles that are played by both women and men andhadrie not determined by biological
factors but by the socioeconomic and cultural emmment or situation (ICA-ILO 2001).
Gender affects the distribution of resources, wealtork, decision-making, political
power as well as the enjoyment of rights and emi#nts within the family and in public
life (Welch et al. 2000).

The “gender division of labor” refers to the alltoa of different jobs or types of
work to men and women, usually by tradition andtaus(Alexander, P. and S. Baden,
2000). Gender perspective refers to the situatitveres socio - cultural antecedent of
gender inequality and gender roles are recogniRegults of the allocation of gender
roles have created differences in education, powealth and authority, giving different
status to men and women within the same set up eith sex dominating the other.

Classification of gender, through gender role, g@endentity and gender expression, has
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perpetuated the differences that exist betweemyéneers in their activities (Priscilia Eni
Akam 2009).

Gender analysis examines how the roles, rights,rasponsibilities of men and
women interact and how that affects outcomes. hicalgure, gender analysis provides
insights into how socially constructed roles andpomsibilities shape the myriad
decisions around agricultural production and preices(Cheryl Doss 2013).

Abhey Singh Godara (2014) said that the role of eras always been a multi-
dimensional and significant as women have performedl in case of agricultural
activities, domestic activities, marketing actiegi as far as labor requirement is
considered.

Income is the most important factor for human weihig as well as the living
standard, health status, social and political pofMandal et al., 2009).Chayal, K. et al.
(2013) said that despite women’s critical contributto the family income through
productive activities, no recognition is given l@in as an important contributor and their
contribution is not recorded. They are still reneginnvisible workers.

Bopha Hour et al. (2011) said that women partigigatn all activities in
livelihood, both income and non-income works. Thasmen participation in decision-
making is very necessary for household livelihobtihst heads of the family are men
expect for widows and single women, who play venportant roles as the heads of their
families and as decision-makers in the family; etlreugh, women participated actively
in income generation.

Men and women play distinct roles in agricultune.developing countries, and
particularly in rural areas of developing countri@®men play a major role in household
and community survival strategies and contribugmificantly to the rural economy and

agriculture in particular (Huria Ali Mahdi 2014).

2.5.2 Empirical research findings

An assessment of women participation in farm hoolskimcome: a study in some
selected areas of Mymensingh district of Bangladess studied in 2012. (Ahmed, J. U.
et al.2013). In the study, yearly income was thpededent variable and independent
variables were farm size, number of female earnmegnber, women income, family size
and annual expenditure. Based on the study, thressign co-efficient of farm size was
significant at 5 percent level. The number of feen@hrning member increases by a unit

then the household income positively influencedebiymated value. But the co-efficient
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was insignificant. The regression co-efficient obmen income was significant at 5
percent level holding all other variables constdrite regression co-efficient of family

size was negatively significant at 5 percent lewbich implies that holding all other

variables constant. The regression co-efficiengxgfenditure was statistically significant
at 1 percent level. It indicated that 1 percentraase in expenditure would increase
household income by 0.665 percent, keeping otlutorfs constant.

The role of gender in agricultural productivity the Philippines: the average
treatment effect in 2012 was observed by KrishnatHal. (2015). Female-headed farm
households had limited access to land, had a highlele of rice production than their
male counterparts. However, there was no signifiadifference between net farm
incomes earned by male- and female-headed farneholds. Female-headed households
had higher fixed costs, consequently earning letsd household income. Findings from
this study indicated that women were less efficiantarming, but were more likely to
adopt improved seed varieties. In addition, fenteaded farm households were better at
controlling farming costs.

Kyaw D.and J. K. Routray (2006) studied average gagpita income of rural
households in Myanmar using regression analysk908. In the study, average daily per
capita income of household was the dependent Varaid independent variables were
gender of household head, household size, landngpkize, degraded land size, cattle
heads, labor force, sources of income, and receikgghtion water. Based on the
analysis, the household size, and degraded larel \sriables were negatively and
significantly associated with the average per eapitome. The land holding size, cattle
heads, and labor numbers have significantly andipely influenced on the average per
capita income. The gender of the household’'s heaidiMe indicated that if a household
head were male, then the rural income would bafgigntly increased.

Adewuyi, A.K and E.F Adebayo, (2014) studied pualfitity differential of rice
production by male and female farmers in AdamawaeStNigeria. The male farmers
were observed to be operating at a higher leveprafitability than their female
counterparts. It implied that male farmers earnedenprofits from rice production in the
study area than the female farmers. This could u®etd the limited access the female
farmers usually have to resources of productiacomparison with the male farmers.

Beyene (2008) studied determinants of off-farm ipgsdtion decision of farm
households in Ethiopia in 1999. In rural areas e¥aloping countries in general and

Ethiopia in particular, labor market participatiras the major source of income for
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many landless and small farm households. Produeiiahproductivity of the agricultural
sector was low, farm households’ income was ndicset even to feed their families.
Most of the sample farmers (79%) were participatimgoff-farm activities mainly to
supplement their agricultural income. Excess lahathe family and the seasonality of
agriculture were the other key factors responsibtefarmers to participate in off-farm
activities. Large family in the rural householdsuked in declining farm size which in
turn results in low level of per capita productiamd hence less income. The seasonality
of agriculture caused a farm family to have exdabsr during the slack season, which

induced them to engage in other non-farm activities



CHAPTER IlI
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.1 General Description of the Study Area

Bogale Township, one of the major rice growing oegi of Myanmar, was selected
as a sample survey area located in the Ayeyarwdtkljion on the southern part of
Myanmar. Bogale is situated at latitude® 16’ 07" N and longitude 9522’ 09” E and it
can be reflected the average representative of Mgarrice growing conditions. This
area is also designated as main rice bowl of Myarireeause of its ideal location of the
rice cultivation base on delta.

The total area of Bogale is 2,250 kmith a population of 322,665 people and
including 71 village tracts comprising 589 villag&sere were 43,224 urban populations
and 279,441 rural populations. In urban involvepopulation 20,530 male and 22,694
female. In rural involved a population 138,766 mated 140,675 female. Farming is
given first priority as main source of income. Lsteck and fisheries are also a major
food source and source of income for farmer andléas household in this area. Usually,
paddy is the main crop in both monsoon and sumeesa). Monsoon paddy cultivated
from the last week of June and harvested at Novemuh@ December depending on the
condition of varieties and weather. The summer gigwseason is actually shorter but
yields a greater amount of rice. According to tfe%® growing season data, 310,824
acres (125,839.68 ha) of monsoon paddy and abdu830 acres (40,821.86 ha) of

summer paddy were grown as the whole township.

3. 2 Data Collection and Sampling Procedure
To achieve the research objectives, both primarg aecondary data were

considered in this study. Primary data collectiamswonducted in six villages of Bogale
Township at June 2015. The primary survey data waken from selected respondents
through personal interview in Bogale Township. Regfents were women for this study.
The household level survey was carried out in glages which were randomly selected
from total villages in Bogale Township. The genhel@scriptions of selected villages are
shown in Table 3.2 and 3.3. To obtain the primaayad 83 farm households and 80

landless households from six villages were intevei.
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Secondary data were gathered from various sourael as several books,
research literatures, articles, journals, thedisial records of Ministry of Agriculture,
Livestock and Irrigation (MOALI) and other relatguaiblications. In addition, data of
regional, provincial and community levels were ecled which gave precise information
for selecting the research areas. It included aljural areas, rice planted areas, number
of farmer households, number of landless househalidsnographical, social and

economic characteristics of household income i $hidy area.
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Table 3.1 Total sample size of the study

Sample households (No.) Total households (No.)

Name of villages
Farmer Landless Total Farmer Landless Total
Gon Min Chaung 22 8 30 59 25 84
Wae Gyi 14 16 30 39 66 105
Dar Chaung 18 2 20 27 32 59
Nyi Naung 10 20 30 37 72 109
Mae Taw Su 11 11 22 51 120 171
Min Hla Su 9 22 31 70 30 100

Source: DoA, Bogale (2015)

Table 3.2Total population of the sample villages

_ Total population in sample villages (No.)
Name of villages

Female Male Total
Gon Min Chaung 255 247 502
Wae Gyi 215 236 451
Dar Chaung 135 143 278
Nyi Naung 234 206 440
Mae Taw Su 402 350 752
Min Hla Su 245 258 503

Source: DoA, Bogale (2015)
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3.3 Method of Analysis
To analyze the data, Microsoft Excel was used &scdptive analysis and paired
samples t-test Statistical Package for Social 8elg$PSS) versions 17 Software was

used for multiple regression.

3.3.1 Sampling method

A simple random sampling method was used to séleaseholds for personal
interview. In order to identify the total sample usehold population, total sample
household female population, total sample houselmoéde population, the name of
household’'s members were taken from the registrédtimoks of the respective villages.
After identification of the households, they wenembered and the sample households
were determined by using a simple random sampliethad.

3.3.2 Statistical methods

Descriptive statistics such as frequency, percentagean, minimum and
maximum were used to explore income characterestid women role in household
decision making on productions of crop and livekstand income generation laborer in
rice farming, regular full time and part time emyteent, and other non-farm economic
activities etc. and decision making of growing @dgr household food consumption and
marketing, livestock raising and fishing or fishdooulture. Also about attending of
training and extension programs such as crop ptaycprocessing of agricultural
products, livestock production, fisheries or aquiace, vocational training, home
gardening, nutrition and healthy food, householchage@ment and others were identified
by descriptive methods.

3.3.3 Paired sample t-test
Paired sample t-test was applied to analyze angamrthe statistical significant
of the mean differences between farm women andldaadvomen conditions of time

allocation per day.

3.3.4 Multiple regression analysis
Regression analysis is one of the most commonly Wsels in econometric
studies. Regression analysis is a statistical foolthe investigation of relationships

between variables. Multiple regression models @@ a mainstay of statistical analysis
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in most fields because of its power and flexibiliyultiple regression is a technique that
allows additional factors to enter the analysisasafgly so that the effect of each can be
estimated. It is valuable for quantifying the impa¢ various simultaneous influences

upon a single dependent variable. The general garpb multiple regression analysis is

to learn more about the relationship between séwedapendent or predictor variables

and a dependent or criterion variable. In the stadyultiple regression model was used
to find out the influencing factors on the dependariables such as annual household
income by using some selected socio-economic Masalbhis model was as follow:

Farm Households’ Income Model
LnIC; = Bo + PiLnXyi + BoLnXy + PBslnXs + PabnXy +PsLnXsi+ PslnXegi+ BrLNnXzi+
BsLnXsgi+ BoLNXoi+ BrolnX 1o+ Pr1lnXyai +o1Dyi +
ICi = Amount of annual income of the farm househol@0d4 year (MMK/hh/year)
Independent Variables:
Xi=  Farm size (ha/hh)
X,= Households head’s age (year)
Xs= Households head’s education (year)
X4= Household size (No./hh)
Xs=  Number of income source (No./hh)
Xe= Women’s education (year)
X7= Dependency ratio
Xg=  Working time of women in housework (min/day)
Xo= Women’s decision in crop production (%)
X10= Women’s decision in livestock raising (%)

D;= Women patrticipation in training and extensioagy 1, no = 0)
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Landless Households’ Income Model
LnICi = Bo + BiLnXy + BobnXyi + BslnXgi + BaLnXsi + BsLnXsi+ PelnXgi+ B7LNX7i+
BsLnXgl + BoLnXgj + B1oLNX10i + P11LNX11i+ 1Dy + pj
IC; = Amount of annual income of the landless househoR014 year (MMK/hh/year)
Independent Variables:
X1= Households head'’s age (year)
X,= Households head’s education (year)
X3= Household size (No./hh)
X4= Credit amount (MMK/hh/year)
Xs= Number of income source (No./hh)
Xe= Women’s education (year)
X7= Dependency ratio
Xg= Working time of women in business (min/day)
Xg= Working time of women in housework (min/day)
X10= Working time of women in leisure (min/day)
X11= Women'’s decision in non-farm activities (%)

D; = Women participation in training and extensigaqg = 1, no = 0)



CHAPTER IV
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The results of the data analysis include the secamomic characteristics of the
respondentsgcomparison between farmer and landless houselooldsousehold income,
role of gender participation in extension and ir&n gender perspective in decision
making of household economic activities and comityuevel anddetail time allocation

during 24 hours

4.1 Demographic Characteristics
4.1.1 Education, marital status and ethnic groupsfesample women

Findings revealed that 16% of the farm women hachgoty education, where as
71% of the farm women had secondary education. rfelacyg education was the highest
for the farmer women. The findings show that 49%lasfdless women had primary
education and those with secondary and high sobdatation constituted 45% and 6%
respectively. The graduate education was not foamahdless women. Generally, farmer
women had a higher level of education compare@ndless women. This difference is
an important because low educational levels hiadeess to better job opportunities and
hamper more profitable entrepreneurship. It cowdddbeduced from these findings that
most of the sample women had primary and secoretiugation.

Most of the women were married (94%) and among thaows (1%), divorced
(2%) and single (6%) were found in the farm houssshdMarital status in the landless
households, 84% of the women were married. Thisates that majority of the women
were married in the both households.

The majority of farm women were from Myanmar ethgroup (80%) while the
remaining was Rakhine ethnic group (20%). The nigjaf landless women were from
Myanmar ethnic group (98%) while the remaining cdroen Rakhine ethnic group (2%).
Among the total sampled women, most of the womerewédyanmar ethnic group in

both farmer and landless households (Table 4.1)
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Table 4.1 Education, marital status and ethnic grop of women in sample

households
Items Farm households (N = 83) Landless houseliblds80)
Educational level No. Percent No. Percent
Primary 13 16 39 49
Secondary 59 71 36 45
High school 10 12
Graduate 1 1 0 0
Marital status
Married 75 91 67 84
Single 5 6 5 6
Divorced 2 2
Widow 1 1 6 8
Ethnic group
Myanmar 66 80 78 98

Rakhine 17 20 2 2
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4.1.2 Age, gender, family size, dependency ratio @rype of household in sample
households

Age is one of the personal/demographic characiesiditat is important to describe
about the respondent situations and can give aatlaat the condition of those women in
the area. According to the result in Table 4.2,alerage age of sample women in farm
was 40 years and 39 years in landless househ@dsatvely. The youngest ages of farm
and landless sample women were 20 years and 19gespectively. In this study the
oldest age of farm and landless sample women werge@rs and 67 years. It can be
summarized that the average, maximum and minimues afjfarm and landless women
were not different.

Family size often influenced on the socio-econonuadition of households.iIn
farm households, the average total family size &vpersons ranging from 1 to 9 persons.
Those with large family size may participate mareagricultural activities in a day than
those with small family size. This is because thwsth large family size have the
advantage of family labor and division of labothaime to do more work on the farin.
landless households, the average total family we® 4 persons that were the same with
farm households.

The average age of household head in farm anddssdliouseholds was 44 years.
The youngest ages of farm and landless househdd here 25 years and 20years
respectively. In this study the oldest ages of famd landless household head were 80
years and 70 years. The average schooling yedreusiehold head in farm was 6 years
and 5 years in landless respectively. In this stilnymaximum schooling years of farm
and landless household head were 12 years anda&l$. y&verage dependency ratio of
farm and landless households were 39 and 35 percent

Gender of the household often influences on theossmnomic condition of
households. Table (4.3) shows the gender distabuif households in the study villages.
At least one male adult in the household was 95%arm households and 90% in
landless households. No male adult in the housela#d5% in farm households and 10%
in landless households. No male adult in the fapbuskholds was lower than that of
sample landless households. The percentages ofamdleemale in both households were
not much different in the study but male percentage lower than female percentage in
the sample households.



31

Table 4.2 Sample women age, family size, househdldad age, education and

dependency ratio in sample households

ltems Av. Max. Min. SD
Farm (N = 83)

Sample women age 40 65 20 10
Family size 4 9 1 1.5
Household head age 44 80 25 12
Household head education 6 12 0 2.7
Dependency ratio 39 75 0 19
Landless (N = 80)

Sample women age 39 67 19 11
Family size 4 10 1 1.9
Household head age 44 70 20 11
Household head education 5 11 0 2.7
Dependency ratio 35 78 0 22

Table 4.3 Types of household and gender in the satephouseholds

Farm households Landless
Types of household (N =83) households(N = 80)
No. Percent No. Percent
At least one male adult in the 79 95 72 90
household
No male adult in the household 4 5 8 10
Total 83 100 80 100
Gender
Male 177 49 163 46
Female 182 51 193 54

Total 359 100 356 100
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4.1.3 Farm size, cultivated areas and yield of riggroduction of farm households

In the farm households, land owner households weripied by 85% of the
sample households and land rented households wemepied by 25% of the total
households. Average farm sizes were 3.3 hectardanioh owner households and 2.6
hectares in land rented households. Average igthareas were 2.8 hectares in land
owner and 2.1 hectares in land rented househ®ldsfarmers in the study area cultivated
monsoon rice, summer rice and vegetable. Most wipka farmers grew monsoon rice
(90%) on average farm size of about 3.5 hectarému84% of farmers cultivated
summer rice on average farm size of 2.8 hectarbeuirA73% of farmers grew vegetable
on average farm size of 0.7 hectaf€able 4.4). Average yield of rice production v&a4
ton/hectare in summer season and 2 ton/hectare dns@mon season. Summer rice

production was higher than monsoon rice produdfi@ble 4.5).
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Table 4.4 Farm size, cultivated areas and yield darm households

Area (hectare)

Items No Percent

Av. Max. Min. SD
Farm type
Land owner households 71 85 3.3 11.3 0.2 2.5
Land rented households 21 25 2.6 8.1 0.4 2.5
Irrigated area in land owner 71 85 2.8 10.1 0.4 2.1
household
Irrigated area in land rented 21 25 21 8.1 0.4 2.1
household
Cultivated crop
Summer rice 70 84 2.8 10.1 0.4 2.2
Monsoon rice 75 90 3.5 11.3 0.4 2.6
Vegetable 61 73 0.7 2 0.1 0.5
Rice yield (ton/hectare)
Summer season 70 84 34 5 0.4 1.1
Monsoon season 75 90 2 3.8 1 0.6
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4.1.4 Household assets possession of the sampledsetolds

Table 4.6 lists the household assets possessitarrofhouseholds. In this study
area, small livestock (chicken, pig and duck) wexised for meat production and extra
income by 67% of the sample farmers. For animalgypwattle and buffaloes were reared
by 12% of the sample farm households. Fish poniisbing equipment was also owned
by farm households 8% in the study area. Farm egenp (machine) and farm equipment
(manual) were possessed by 55% and 23% of the ediamph households respectively.
The other land not used for agricultural purposes wavned by 47% of the sample
farmers. The farm households (57% and 30%) hadpbelhe and vehicles respectively.
More or less 90% of sample farmers owned the haldedssets by jointly husbands and
wives within the households. Fish pond or fishiggipment was jointly owned by 86%
of the households where as 14% of the husband® aamed fish pond. Hand-phone
possession was also higher in husband only (11%).

Table 4.7 presents the household assets of théetanouseholds. In this table,
45% of the sample landless households possessddisastock (chicken, pig and duck)
for meat production and extra income. For animaVgro cattle and buffaloes were reared
by only 1% of the landless households. Fish ponfisbing equipment was also owned
by landless households about 20% in the study arba. other land not used for
agricultural purpose was owned by 47% of sampldl&ss. The landless (23% and 19%)
possessed cell phone and vehicles respectivelye ioless 100% of landless households
owned the household asset by jointly within the detwlds, except small livestock and
other land. Hand-phone was jointly owned by 94%hefhouseholds where as 6% of the
women alone owned hand-phone. Other land was yoiaWwned by 85% of the
households where as 10% of the women alone owslkg&nd.

Family resources were generally owned by both hu$lzad wife, and decisions
about assets were made together. In Myanmar, pgyopach as house and land were
usually registered under the husband’'s name. Ila #hudy, household assets were
generally owned by jointly in almost all items. Tasset possession of most households
was livestock specially pigs and ducks. Boats weoenmon among the sample
households but bicycles, motorcycles and four-wheslicles for transportation were
very rare. Comparing different household typesltasset values were the lowest in the
landless households, indicating that they belondght poorest section of the village

economy.
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Table 4.5 Percentage of household assets ownerghe farm households

Percent of owner household assets

Owned (N=83)
ltems household  jointly Women Husband Family
S percent  wife and only only member
husband
1. Small livestock 67 86 7 7 0
(chicken, pig and duck)
2. Cell phone 57 83 4 11
3. Farm equipment 55 92 4 4 0
(machine)
4. Other land not used for a7 87 8 5 0
agriculture purpose
5. Vehicles (boats) 30 96
6. Farm equipment 23 90
(manual)
7. Cattle and buffaloes 12 80 10 10
8. Fish pond or fishing 8 86 0 14

equipment
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Table 4.6 Percentage of household assets owner e tandless households

Percent of owner household assets

Owned (N =80)
ltems households Jointly Women Husband Family
percent wife and only only member
husband
1. Small livestock (chicken, 45 83 6 8 3
pig and duck)
2. Cell phone 23 94 6
3. Other land not used for 26 85 10
agriculture purpose
4. Vehicles (boats) 19 100
5. Cattle and buffaloes 1 100
6. Fish pond or fishing 20 94

equipment
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4.2 Income, Indebtedness and Credit of the Selectétbuseholds
4.2.1 Income sources and composition of the samgieuseholds

In this study, the household income of both houklsheas the sum of the incomes
received from all sources. The household income aes/ed from four main sources;
crop income, off-farm income, non-farm income aré@dtock income. Crop income was
the sum of earnings by selling various farm cromsnf farm. Non-farm income was
income from small business, regular full time engptent and regular part time
employment. Off-farm income included farm labor anee. Livestock income was
income from sale of products from cow, pigs or otlage animals and sale of fish,
prawns, crabs, and shell fish. The annual incom@households as depicted in Figure
4.1 shows that most of the farm household’s incamerces were received from crop
100%, 40% from off-farm, 37% from non-farm and 71%m livestock. Landless
households also had four types of income sourcasdless household’s incomes were
71% of households from livestock, 63% from off-far65% from non-farm and 13%
from crop. Landless households received 71% of étoalgls from livestock which was
the largest income source. The second largest iacemarces for landless households
were off-farm and non-farm income. Two income searaere the highest in the both
households in Figure 4.2. Three income sources \imrad in 37% of the farmers
whereas 20% of the landless had three income saurce

Figure 4.3 presents percent share of the houséhntasne for farm and landless
households. In farm households, the main income avag income which contributes
78% of the household income. About 10% and 7% ef hlousehold income were
livestock income and non-farm income respectiveig anly 5% of the household
income was off-farm income. In landless househabsut 43% of the household income
was off-farm income which was the main income. Namn income was about 33% of
household income and livestock income was 23% asébold income. Crop income was
only 1% of household income in landless househdtushe total households’ income,
farm households mainly depended on crop incomewadh landless households mainly
depended on non-farm and off-farm income. As wankfarms was seasonal landless
households needed to find other (non-farm) jobse predominant working season for
non-farm jobs was the summer. The non-farm secdb@s become an increasingly
important source of employment for landless. Matteriestingly, non-farm income was a

major source of income for all types of households.
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4.2.2 Amount of income per annum in the sample hoabolds

Table 4.8 shows amount of income earned in farmlandless households. The
average annual income from crop, off-farm, non-famd livestock were 2.5, 0.3, 0.6 and
0.4 million kyats respectively. The main income farm households was crop income.
Besides income from crop, most households hadiaddltincome from off-farm, non-
farm and livestock incomes. For many farmers, wlager constituted a substantial part
of their income and was used to cover the shortfetiveen two harvests. The average
incomes for landless households were earned from iccome (0.07 million kyats), off-
farm income (0.5 million kyats), non-farm income.50million kyats) and livestock
income (0.3 million kyats) per annum respectiv€lt-farm and non-farm incomes were
main incomes for landless households. Althoughnme® were essential, the current off-
farm and non-farm income generating activities wersufficient for the landless
households in the study area. In the landless holdg incomes were combination of
therefore numerous sources, complemented with iecdram livestock and crop,
performed by both men and women. Several womeniarestt that they were looking for
more opportunities to boost their income.

Total income of the farm households was higher ttienlandless households.
Total maximum incomes were 11.1 million kyats penam in farm households and 2.6
million kyats per annum in landless householdsallimtinimum incomes were0.5 million
kyats and 0.1 million kyats per annum in farm aaddless households respectively. In
the study area, livelihoods of farmers and landésdraditionally connected: (a) farmers
created employment opportunities for landless; @)danany farms depended entirely on
landless labors to operate their farming. Compartifferent household’s income
activities, farm households were much better-adhtkandless households.
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Table 4.7 Income amount of the sample households e study area

No. of Income (MMK ‘000 per annum)
Types of Income
households Av. Max.  Min. SD

Farm households (N = 83)
1. Crop income 83 2,522 9,600 110 2,130
2. Off-farm income 33 371 1,800 12 456
3. Non-farm income 31 662 3,660 80 775
4. Livestock income 59 474 2,870 20 510

Total income 83 3255 11,190 500 2,290
Landless households (N = 80)
1. Crop income 10 72 250 10 70
2. Off-farm income 57 529 1,700 60 397
3. Non-farm income 44 522 1,800 30 459
4. Livestock income 50 325 1,740 15 330

Total income 80 876 2,610 100 851
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4.2.3 Condition of indebtedness in the sample housads

Figure 4.4 explains comparison of current and eviyear's indebtedness of
sample the households. In this figure, the samaten fand landless households were
facing increase level of indebtedness indicated4#% and 49% of the households
compared with the previous year. About 19% and &f%arm and landless households
were at the same level of indebtedness compardd puetvious year. Farm (37%) and
landless (20%) households were in declining leveindebtedness compared with the
previous yeatr.

Figure 4.5 presents comparison of current and theses ago indebtedness of
sample the households. In this figure, the samaten fand landless households were
facing increase level of indebtedness shown by 483 60% of the respective
households when compared with the three years Agout 17% and 23% of farm and
landless households were at the same level of iadebss compared with three years
ago. Farm (35%) and landless (17%) households vaetrehe declining level of
indebtedness compared the three years ago.
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4.2.4 Condition of credit availability in the sampk households

In the farm households, the sample households ¢oexkit from different sources.
There are 7 credit sources namely Myanmar AgricaltDevelopment Bank (MADB),
micro-credit provider, money lender, saving andnfoassociation, relative and friend,
farmer association and shop-keeper. Among theseeditcsources, MADB was the
formal credit source, while micro-credit provideasvsemi-formal credit source and the
rest five sources were informal credit sourcesmFapbuseholds (75%) took the credit
from MADB. Micro-credit provider, money lender, sag and loans association, relative
and friends, farmer association and shop-keepen4ié), (22%), (17%), (14%), (7%)
and (4%) of the customer households respectiveilyu(E 4.6). Thus majority of the
households had access to credit. Access to creditl @nable farmers to purchase farm
inputs and enjoy economies of scale.

In Figure 4.7, the sample landless households toedit from different sources.
There are 5 credit sources namely micro-credit ideyy money lender, relative and
friends, saving and loans association and shopekedgmong these 5 credit sources,
landless households (54%) took the credit from oagredit provider, (18%) from money
lender, (16%) from relative and friends, (14%) fr@awving and loans association and
(5%) from shop-keeper. Landless households didgettthe credit from MADB and

farmer association.
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Figure 4.7 Credit availability of the landless housholds
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4.2.5 Amount of credit in the sample households

The amount of credit received from various creditirses by farm households
were shown in different average, maximum and mimm(Tlable 4.9). In the farm
households, MADB's average credit amount was 1I#amikyats which ranged from 5
million kyat to 0.08 million kyats. MADB’ credit aount was the maximum for farm
households. Saving and loans association’ crediugtnwas the lowest amount. Average
amount of saving and loans association was 0.liomikyats which ranged from 0.03
million kyats to 1.0 million kyats. Decision makiragpout credit was done by mutual
agreement between farmers and organizations. Tgestapart of the credit was mostly
used to purchase agricultural inputs but also tfllfdaily household needs in the farm
households.

The amount of credit received from various crediurses by the landless
households were in Table 4.10. Average amount ofd4credit provider was 0.2 million
kyats, this credit amount was the maximum for #relless households. Saving and loans
association credit amount was the lowest amounéer@ge amount of saving and loans
association was 0.07 million kyats which rangednfr@.02 million kyats to 0.13 million
kyats. Almost all of the credits were largely usedlaily household needs in the landless

households.
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Table 4.8Different sources of credit availability é farm households in 2015

Amount of credit (‘000 MMK)

ftems Ave. Max. Min. SD
1. Myanmar Agricultural Development Bank 1,260 5,000 80 856
(MADB)
2. Micro-credit provider 458 1,000 30 301
3. Money Lender 599 2,000 30 533
4. Saving and loans association 175 1,000 33 265
5. Relative and friends 595 2,000 20 580
6. Farmer association 880 2,000 100 820
7. Shop-keeper 210 500 33 202

Table 4.9Different sources of credit availability & landless households in 2015

ltems Amount of credit (‘000 MMK)

Ave. Max. Min. SD
1. Micro-credit provider 251 1,000 30 247
2. Money Lender 166 500 20 150
3. Relative and friends 156 400 10 131
4. Saving and loans association 78 130 20 32
5. Shop-keeper 118 200 15 95
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4.3 Decision Making in Household Economic Activittand Community Level
4.3.1 Decision making of household on purchasing drselling household and farm

assets

The decision-making process is an important segnoénevery household

because the functioning of family resource managerdepends on the efficiency of
decision-making progress. So, women’s involvementdécision-making process has
been of great importance because women play anrieagorole in every household
activities and give excellent performance mostheftime. Table 4.11 and 4.12 show that
decisions regarding purchase and sale of housedsslets entirely taken by the family
member. For purchasing and sale of all househefdst the decisions were made jointly
(about 80 to 90%) in the sampled households. Regafsh pond or fishing equipment
in the farm households, the major decisions werdentay only women (14%) but this
activity was the highest in only women decision mgkFor purchasing and sale of small
livestock, the major decisions were made by oniy ifi%) in the farm households but
this activity was the highest in only men decismaking. Regarding the purchase and
sale of small cattle and buffaloes in the landlesaseholds, the major decisions were
made by only men (14%) but this activity was thghleist in only men decision making.
Decision making on other land not used for agriceltpurpose was made by only women
(10%) in the landless households but this actiwi&g the highest in only women decision
making. Therefore both of them had an equal roldeanisions regarding all household

items.
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Table 4.10 Decision making on household assets layrh households

Percentage of decision making for
household assets (N = 83)

ltems
Jointly Women Husband Family
member
1. Small livestock (chicken, pig and 79 8 13 0
duck)
2. Cell phone 84 6 6 4
3. Farm equipment (machine) 85
4. Other land not used for agriculture 82 10 5 3
purpose
5. Vehicles (boat) 92 0 0 8
6. Farm equipment (manual) 78 11 11 0
7. Cattle and buffaloes 80 10 10 0
8. Fish pond or fishing equipment 86 14 0 0

Table 4.11 Decision making on household assets laytiless households

Percentage of decision making for household

ltems assets (N = 80)

Jointly Women Husband Other member

1. Small livestock (chicken, pig and 81 6 11 2
duck)
2. Cell phone 88 6 6
3. Other land not used for agriculture 85 10 5
purpose
4. Vehicles (boat) 93 0 7 0
5. Cattle and buffaloes 77 7 14

6. Fish pond or fishing equipment 94 0 0 6
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4.3.2 Decision making in household economic actiigs
Women are the major contributor of household econdhomen participate in all

type of household economic activities and do moogkwas compare to men workers
moreover their participation in decision makingatetl to farm and income generating
activities is high. Women'’s active involvement iacision making is considered essential
for rapid economic development of the householdmaio were generally proud of their
important contributions to farming and family incenMen mostly take a lead role in the
field. Nonetheless, the participants mentioned tiirtmen listen to the women’s opinions
and in many cases decisions were jointly madeigmstiudy.

Involvement of women in decision making of househetonomic activities was
analyzed and presented in Figure 4.8. In farm Hwoalds, the proportion of women's
participation in decision making was 77% in livestaising, 75% in growing crops for
household food consumption, 72% in growing cropssde in the market, 41% non-farm
economic and 2% in fishing or fishpond culture. Wsondecision making power were
high in livestock raising, growing crops for houskhfood consumption and growing
crops for sale in the market in farm households.lamdless households, women’s
decision makings were found in livestock raisin§%®, growing crops for household
food consumption (11%), growing crops for saleha market (8%), non-farm economic
and fishing or fishpond culture (88%), respectivéyomen decision making power was
the highest in non-farm economic activities fordeess households in the study area.
Women'’s involvements were high in both householdemmajor decisions regarding the
household’s economic activities were made.

Table 4.13 shows the decision making level in hbakk economic activities
participated by women in farm households. There ewéve different levels in
participation of women in decision making on houdds economic activities. These
levels were decisions making for all, most, soney\few and no decisions. In the farm
households, decision making was completely madaoim-farm economic, wage and
salary employment, livestock raising and fishindisinpond culture 74%, 72%, 53% and
50%, of women respectively. However, women wereoived in all decision making
related to growing crops for sale and growing crfmwshousehold food consumption by
only 41% respectively. All decision making in grogicrops for sale and growing crops
for household food consumption were mostly takemign because men mostly took a

lead role in the field.
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For the landless households, livestock raising,-faom economic, fishing or
fishpond culture, wage and salary employment, gngwcrops for household food
consumption and growing crops for sale could inflee2on all decision making by 50%,
45%, 40%, 37%, 34% and 33%, of women respectivEple 4.14,women were not
given to make decision completely especially whertislons were made regarding
growing crops for sale and growing crops for hooes#hfood consumption in this

household.
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Table 4.12 Decision making women level in househostonomic activities in farm

households
Decision making level of women in farm households
ltems (N =83)
All Most Some Very few No

1. Non - farm economic 74 22 0 4 0

activities
2. Wage and salary 72 14 14 0 0

employment
3. Livestock raising 53 30
4. Fishing or fishpond 50 50 0 0

culture
5. Growing crops for sale 41 32 7 18 2

in the market
6. Growing crops for 41 29 10 18 2
household food

consumption




54

Table 4.13 Decision making level of women in houseld economic activities in

landless households

Decision making level of women in landless housééol

ltems (N =80)
All Most Some Very few No
1. Livestock raising 50 27 7 16
2. Non - farm economic 45 23 10 20
activities
3. Fishing or fishpond 40 40 20 0 0
culture
4. Wage and salary 37 26 11 26 0
employment
5. Growing crops for 34 22 22 22 0

household food
consumption
6. Growing crops for sale 33 17 33 17 0

in the market
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4.3.3 Decision making in household activities

In both households, women emphasized decision rgakinhousehold activities
together with their husbandloint decision was more the all activities. In tlaem
households, decision making was mostly taken by &om taking crops to the market
(22%), selection of crops to grow (16%), livestaaksing (30%), taking wage or salary
employment (35%) and minor household expenditui®®6) in Table 4.15Mostly
decision in major household’s expenditures gettimpyits for crop production (19%) and
the types of crops to grow (19%) were taken by men.

Decision-making is not a matter of debate at hoolsish Generally, decisions
were made on the basis of consensus. An excemioninor household expenditures,
which were nearly always decided upon by the wommed it is often considered the
domain of women in the study. Therefore, minor letwéd expenditure was decided by
women alone in 84% of the landless households. Maosehold’s expenditure, taking
wage/salary employment and livestock rising weretlp taking decisions by 60%, 34%
and 26% of the landless households. Decisions ohevoalone on the above decision

items were comparatively higher than of men alone.
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Table 4.14 Decision making participated in househdlactivities by farm households

Participation of decision making by farm
households (N = 83)

ltems
Jointly Women  Men Other  Don’t
member  know
1. Major household expenditures 67 8 13 5 7
2. Getting inputs for crop production 58 14 19 7 2
3. Taking crops to the market 55 22 6 8 9
4. Selection of crops to grow 53 16 19 7 5
5. Livestock raising 40 30 5 18
6. Taking wage or salary 33 35 0 6 26

employment

7. Minor household expenditures 17 77 2 0 4

Table 4.15 Decision making participated in househdlactivity by landless

households
Participation of decision making by landless

toms households (N = 80)
Jointly Women Husband Other Don’t
member know
1. Major household expenditures 60 21 6 3 10
2. Taking wage or salary 34 41 8 4 13

employment

3. Livestock raising 26 16 9 3 46
4. Minor household expenditures 6 84 8 1 1
5. Getting inputs for crop production 4 1 0 0 95
6. Selection of crops to grow 4 0 0 95
7. Taking crops to the market 4 3 1 0 92
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4.3.3 Participation in the communities affairs by he sample women
Community development can never be achieved withiatdl women’s effort.

Women play an important role in communities. Comities at village level are
relatively socially cohesive and have strong capescfor collective problem solving and
decision-making due to lack of development resaré®m higher levels, which
accentuates the importance of working togethehatcommunity level. Communities’
affairs are the different interventions in the stgiwhich are very crucial to exchange
information and to increase the exposure of wonoethé outside environment. Some of
the communities’ affairs in which the women are entpd to attain in their locality
include the following different particulars for bohouseholds. Those are microfinance
cooperative, farmer’s organization, other womerrsug, Myanmar maternal and child
welfare association, charitable group, religiousugr, women’s club and political party.
Women participated in all communities but littlerjp@pation in the both households.
Among of these communities, women participatiorbath households is low even at

political party in Table 4.16 and 4.17.
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Table 4.16 Farmer Women patrticipation level in thecommunity

ltems Member Active member Leader
1. Microfinance cooperative 17 (20%) 16 (19%) 10 (12%)
2. Farmer’s organization 10 (12%) 7 (8%) 7 (8%)
3. Other women’s group (volunteer) 10 (12%) 10 (12%) 6 (7%)
4. Myanmar Maternal and Child 9 (11%) 8 (10%) 3 (4%)
Welfare Association
5. Charitable group 9 (11%) 7 (8%) 2 (2%)
6. Religious group 6 (7%) 5 (6%) 4 (5%)
7. Women'’s affair association 5 (6%) 4 (5%) 2 (2%)
8. Political party 3 (4%) 3 (4%) 2 (2%)
9. No participation 34 (41%) - -

Note: Table in the parentheses represents peraentag

Table 4.17 Sample women landless participation ofdividual leadership and

influence in the community

ltems Member Active member Leader
1. Microfinance cooperative 18 (22%) 14 (17%) 9 (11%)
2. Myanmar Maternal and Child 8 (10%) 6 (7%) 4 (5%)
Welfare Association
3. Charitable group 8 (10%) 7 (8%) 5 (6%)
4. Other women'’s group 6 (6%) 6 (7%) 4 (5%)
5. Religious group 5 (6%) 5 (6%) 4 (5%)
6. Women'’s club 4 (5%) 3 (4%) 2 (2%)
7. Political party 2 (2%) 2 (2%) 0 (0%)
8. Farmer’s organization 1 (1%) 1 (1%) 1(1%)
9. No participation 40 (50%) - -

Note: Table in the parentheses represents peraentag
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4.4 Attendance and Types of Training
4.4.1 Participation in training and extension progams of sample households

Training and extension programs are one of the mamponents in the rural
development strategies to increase the livelihadd$ie rural people. In the study area,
there were many kinds of training and extensiorgrams for different purposes with
many development aspects. It is good for the \alldgvelopment in the long run. Figure
4.9 demonstrates that the sample household’'s isuwwt in training and extension
participated condition. These training and extemsigere rice production, other crop
production, rice post-harvest, agricultural produgtocessing, livestock production, fish
farming, vocation, home garden, nutrition and Heafbod and household management.

The results for participation in training and exdem indicate that 54% of farm
households and 8% of landless were involved in picauction training. In other crop
production training, 29% of farm households and 16fdandless households were
integrated. In rice post-harvest practices werepasticipate by landless households and
participated by 16% of farm households. In the fdrouseholds, 8%, 20%, 5%, 12%,
22% and 7% were joined in agricultural productscpssing, livestock production, fish
farming, vocational, home garden, and household agement training respectively.
However, 1%, 6%, 1%, 4%, 9% and 13% of landlessséloolds were attended in
agricultural products processing, livestock proouct fisheries or aquaculture,
vocational, home garden, household managementrigaraspectively. Large proportion
of farm households (59%) and landless househo¥)4vere involved in nutrition and
healthy food training. In this area, nutrition amelalthy food training were given as the
top priority. This was because there were many gmrernment organizations related to

health and nutrition programs after cyclone Naigi2008.
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Figure 4.9 Training participation of the sample howseholds
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4.4.2 Participation in rice production training by sample households

Table 19 illustrates the invitation for rice protloo training to the sample
households. Rice production training invited foagson the both women and men (43%)
and on the men (57%) in farm households. This itigimot invited focusing on the
women in farm households. In the landless houssh@l@0% of rice production trainings
were invited focusing on both women and men asrtbst.

The extent of participation for the sample housafiah rice production training
was indicated in Table 4.20. About 27% of farm lehedds and 67% of landless
households were attended by women in rice produdtaining. In this training, 47% of
farm households were attended by men and landtasseholds had no attended by men.
Farm households (26%) and landless households (38%® attended by both women
and men in rice production training.

Table 4.21explains that 6% of farm households weckrice production training
within the monthly constituted 4, within 4-5 timeer year involved 16%, within 2-3
times per year concerned 42%, within once per paaicipated 16% and only one time
included 18%. In this table show that 2% of therfdrouseholds don’t know any time. In
the participant landless households, 17% receive® production training within 4-5
times per year, and those that have training witimoe per year constituted 50%, within
only once time involved 33%.

Table 22 shows the participation of rice producti@ining in the last by sample
households. In the farm households, 29% of houdshattended in rice production
training at a few months ago as the most. In thdléss households, 49% of households
attended in rice production training at a few hestirs as the large amount. Amount 11%
off-farm households did not know when they parétga in rice production training.
These results indicate that although the presefficexiension is well noted by the
households of the study area, the level of theitigpation in extension training sessions

is very low. This could have effect on the agriated development of the households.
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Table 4.18 Type of rice production training conducgd on gender basic

Farmer Landless
ltems
No. Percent No. Percent
Focus on women and men 19 43 6 100
Focus on men 26 57 0 0
Focus on women 0 0 0 0
Total sample size 45 100 6 100

Table 4.19 Usual attending persons in rice produdain training

Farmer Landless
ltems
No. Percent No. Percent
Women 12 27 4 67
Men 21 47 0 0
Women and men 12 26 2 33
Total sample size 45 100 6 100
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Table 4.20 Frequency of rice production training aendance in sample households

Farmer Landless
ltems
No. Percent No. Percent
Monthly 3 6 0 0
4-5 times per year 7 16 1 17
2-3 times per year 19 42 0 0
Once per year 7 16 3 50
Only 1 time 8 18 2 33
Don't know 1 2 0 0
Total sample size 45 100 6 100
Table 4.21 Participation of rice production training in the last time
Farmer Landless
ltems
No. Percent No. Percent
Last month 11 24 1 17
A few month ago 13 29 1 17
More than a half year 3 7 0 0
Last year 6 13 1 17
A few last years 7 16 3 49
Don’t know 5 11 0 0
Total sample size 45 100 6 100
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4.4.3 Various trainings invitations for sample housholds

Table 23 explains the training invitations on sanpbuseholds. In this table,
other crop production, livestock production anchdéises or aquaculture trainings were
invited for both women and men in farm househokish@ most representing 88%, 95%
and 75%. More or less 70% of the agricultural prmsluprocessing and vocational
trainings were invited for women and men. For maty @6%, 28% and 25% of farm
households were invited for rice post-harvest,cdpiral products processing and fish
farming trainings as the largest invitation. Nudmt and health food training (78%) and
household management training (66%) were focusedamen only in farm households
as the most. In participant farm households, woordg were not invited in other crop,
rice post-harvest, processing of agricultural prisiu livestock production and fish
farming trainings.

According to the results, other crop trainings ($8%gricultural products
processing training (100%), livestock productiomairimg (100%) and fish farming
training (100%) were invited for both women and menandless households as the
most. In participant landless households, womenewasvited in vocational training
(100%), nutrition and health food training (74%)damousehold management training

(100%). For participant landless households, méy ware not invited for all mentioned

trainings.
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Table 4.22 Type of various trainings invited on getter basic

Farmer (%) Landless (%)

ltems Women Men Women Women Men Women

and men only only and men only only
Other crop production 88 12 0 88 0 13
Rice post-harvest 54 46 0 0 0 0
Agricultural products 72 28 0 100 0 0
processing
Livestock production 95 6 0 100 0 0
Fish farming 75 25 0 100 0 0
Vocational training 70 10 20 0 0 100
Home gardening 61 6 33 71 0 29
Nutrition and health food 20 2 78 26 0 74
Household management 17 17 66 0 0 100
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4.4.4 Usual attending in various trainings by samg households

Table24 explains the percentage of usual attendinvgrious trainings by sample
households. The result indicates that both womet en from the sample farm
households attended in household management (5Réthe gardening (22%) and
vocational training (20%). Rice post-harvest tnagni(38%), agricultural products
processing training (43%), fish farming (50%), vikmaal trainings (30%) were attended
by men only in farm households as the most. Mery @rdre not involved by men in
nutrition and health food and household managertraintings. In nutrition and health
food, other crop production training, livestock guetion training and home gardening
training were attended by 84%, 71%, 64% and 61%aomhen as the most.

Only in other crop production training (12%) andukehold management training
(10%) were attended together by both women andimkmdless households whereas no
attendance was found in other trainings. In laredlesuseholds men only were attended
in vocational training(33%) and nutrition and hbdtod training (6%).Women involved
in agricultural products processing training (100%vestock production training (100%),
fish farming training (100%) and home gardeningniray (100%) as the most.

These results show that women participation in oai trainings was

comparatively higher than men in both households.
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Table 4.23 Usual attending in various trainings bysample households

Farmer (%)

Landless (%)

ltems Women Men Women Women Men Women
and men only only and men only only
Other crop production 4 25 71 12 0 88
Rice post-harvest 16 38 46 0 0 0
Agricultural products 0 43 57 0 0 100
processing
Livestock production 12 24 64 0 0 100
Fish farming 0 50 50 0 0 100
Vocational training 20 30 50 0 33 67
Home gardening 22 17 61 0 0 100
Nutrition and health food 16 O 84 0 94
Household management 50 O 50 10 0 90
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4.4.5 Sample households’ participation frequency imarious trainings

Frequencies of training attendances were equadlyillited among monthly, 2-3
times per year, once per year and only once tinteaofing attending in various trainings.
Household was apparent that training attendancesican post-harvest, agricultural
products processing, vocational and nutrition amglth food trainings were more
frequent than livestock production, fisheries ouamlture and household management
trainings.

Table 25shows that rice post-harvest training (31%gricultural products
processing training (43%) and nutrition and hedtibd training (37%) were highly
received monthly by farm households. More or 1e8%o1of the livestock production
training, vocational training and nutrition and hledood training were received within 4-
5 times per year in farm households. Home gardetriaiging (22%) and household
management training (17%) were received 4-5 timasypar in farm households as the
most. In the farm households, agricultural produptscessing training, vocational
training and nutrition and health food training e@ttended 2-3 times per year by 29%,
50% and 27% of the respondents. Other crop praatuttaining (25%), rice post-harvest
training (15%), agricultural products processirgjring (14%) and livestock production
training (18%) were received once per year in faoaseholds. More than 30% of farm
households rice post-harvest training, livestockdpction training and home garden
training respectively only one time per year. Amaing trainings, fisheries or aquaculture
training and household management training have b&ended only one time per year
by 75% and 65% of the respondents.

Table 26 demonstrates that nutrition and healthd faining (46%) and
household management training (30%) were highlgndid by 46% and 30% of the
landless households monthly. Agricultural produptecessing training (100%) and
fisheries or aquaculture training (100%) were pgyéting by all respondents 4-5 times
per year in landless households as the most. @tiogr production training, vocational
training and home gardening training were invol2e8 times per year representing 37%,
33% and 29% of the landless households. Other gmmoluction training (25%),
vocational training (33%) and home gardening trajn{29%) were attended once per
year in landless households. Only one traininghdtd by landless household was found
in vocational training (34%) and household managsrtraining (40%).
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Table 4.24 Frequency of training attendances in fam households

Sample farm households (%)

ltems Monthly 4-5times 2-3 times Once Only1l Don't
per year peryear peryear time know
Other crop production 21 4 21 25 25 4
Rice post-harvest 31 0 23 15 38 0
Agricultural products 43 0 29 14 14 0
processing
Livestock production 12 12 18 18 34 6
Fish farming 0 0 0 0 75 25
Vocational training 20 10 50 0 20 0
Home gardening 6 22 11 6 39 16
Nutrition and health 37 10 27 6 18 2
food
Household management 0 17 0 0 66 17

Table 4.25 Frequency of training attendances in latiess households

Sample landless households (%)

Items Monthly 4-5times 2-3 times Once Only1l Don't
per year peryear peryear time know

Other crop production 0 37 25 25 13

Rice post-harvest 0 0

Agricultural products 0 100

processing

Livestock production 0 40 20 20 20 0

Fish farming 0 100 0 0 0 0

Vocational training 0 0 33 33 34 0

Home gardening 0 29 29 29 13 0

Nutrition and health 46 9 17 9 19 0

food

Household 30 10 20 0 40 0

management
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4.4.6 The last participation in various trainings ty sample households

How often training attendance made by farm houskEhelere examined and
shown in Table (27). Among the various type of niags, agricultural products
processing, vocational and nutrition and healtrdftrainings were attended not only by
57%, 40% and 53% of farm households during lasttmbat also 29%, 30% and 14% of
farm households at a few months ago.

On the other hand, 47%, 25% and 32% of the farnséiooids have respectively
attended livestock production, fisheries or aquacel and household management
trainings at a few years. Moreover, 35% and 50%aoh households could participate
livestock production and fisheries or aquacultuaetngs at last year.

It can be assumed that the majorities of farm Hooisls have opportunity to
attend crop related trainings such as rice postdsar agricultural products processing,
other crop production trainings and vocational awdrition and health food trainings
recently.

Among the various types of trainings, agricultypabducts processing, nutrition
and health food and household management trainugge attended not only by 100%,
60% and 50% of landless households during last Imbnt also livestock production
40% and home gardening 43% of landless householdsfew months ago. Moreover,
100% of landless households could participation fesming training at more than a half
year in Table (28).

It can be assumed that the majorities of landleasdholds have opportunity to
attend crop related trainings such as agricultypebducts processing, livestock
production trainings, fish farming, home gardenimgtrition and health food and

household management trainings recently.
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Table 4.26 Recently participation in various trainngs by farm households

Sample farm households (%)

ltems Last A few Morethan Last Afew Don't

month month ago a half year year lastyears know

Other crop production 33 8 17 21 4 17
Rice post-harvest 23 23 15 31 0 8
Agricultural products 57 29 0 14 0 0
processing

Livestock production 0 0 12 35 a7 6
Fish farming 0 0 0 50 25 25
Vocational training 40 30 0 10 10 10
Home gardening 12 17 11 22 17 22
Nutrition and health 53 14 6 16 6 4
food

Household management 17 17 0 17 32 17

Table 4.27 Recently participation in various trainngs by landless households

Sample landless households (%)

ltems Last A few Morethan Last Afew Don't

month month ago a half year year lastyears know

Other crop production 39 24 0 0 24 13
Rice post-harvest 0 0 0 0 0
Agricultural products 100 0 0 0 0
processing

Livestock production 0 40 20 20 20

Fish farming 0 0 100 0 0
Vocational training 33 33 0 0 33

Home gardening 0 43 29 14 0 14
Nutrition and health 60 11 3 9 17 0
food

Household management 50 10 10 10 0 20
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4.5 Time Utilization
4.5.1 Allocation of time per day in the activitiedy women

Time is one of the most important resources, falividuals but also for the
national economy. In depth interview was conductéth all women respondents from
farm and landless households so as to know thegpéta time utilization for a one day of
respondents. One full day’s activities of women evaronitored on minute basis. The
activities were later categorized into four majetss business work, housework, leisure
time and social activities. Figure 4.10 shows tthet farm women respondent, were
spending24 hours in business work (8%), housewd64], leisure time (59%) and
social activities (6%) respectively. The landlessnven respondents were spending in
business work (9%), housework (40%), leisure tid@&%6) and social activities (5%) in
one day. Both types of women spent more than fivees a day on leisure time if
compare with business work. Women respondents spembwest percentage in business
work. For this reason, women are less likely t@bke to take full advantage of economic
opportunities and to participate in income-genagpéctivities.

The result of the estimation of the detail timeoedition of women in various
activities per day activities are described in €aBl23. It can be seen that farm and
landless women were taken more time in term of temy595 and 586) for sleeping,
(169 and 205) for domestic work and (132 and 13@kimg time. These allocated time
for these three items were more or less the samsiolns. Taking time for eating (75
minutes), personal care (54 and 51 minutes), rgafiine (14 and 22 minutes), care of
children (77 and 89 minutes) and social work (8&utes) were not different in both
households. Farm women more time in farming anestiock work (86 minutes) whereas
landless women spent (88 minutes) per day off-faerk. However, time allocations on
their major work were not statistically differefitherefore, time spent (minutes) per day
on household work and business work of farm womed landless women were not

significantly different in the study time.
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Figure 4.10 Time utilization per day of the sampledvomen

Table 4.28 Time utilization of women respondents ohousehold and economic work

in sample households (minutes/day)

Time utilization (min/day)

Activities t-test
Farmer (N = 80) Landless (N = 80)
Sleeping time 595 (41) 586 (40) 0.58"
Eating time 75 (5) 75 (5) 0.93™
Personal care 54 (4) 51 (4) 0.49™
Reading time 14 (1) 22 (2) 0.05
Off-farm work 40 (3) 88 (6) 0.83™
Farming and livestock work 86 (6) 47 (3) 0.45™
Cooking time 132 (9) 139 (10) 0.58™
Domestic work 169 (12) 205 (14) 0.11™
Care of children 77 (5) 89 (6) 0.99™
Leisure time 128 (9) 76 (5) 0.47™
Social work 74 (5) 69 (5) 0.38™

Note: * = Significant at 596,° = not significant,

Figures in the parentheses represent percentape ofinutes per day.
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4.6 Factors Influencing the Annual Household Income

In this analysis, some variables which are possibléenfluence on household
income were examined. To find out the determinaiftseinnual household income of
sample households, multiple regression models wesed with particular dependent
variables based on the nature of the data anapiscéed correlation.

The annual household income of sample householdsaiaral log value was
included as the dependent variable in the regnessidel. The independent variables of
the model were land size, households heads’ ageseholds heads’ schooling year,
family size, amount of credit, number of income reey respondents’ schooling year,
dependency ratio, working time of women in busineserking time of women in
housework, working time of women in leisure, wongedecision in crop production,
women'’s decision in non-farm activities, women’sid®n in livestock raising and one

dummy variable of women participation in trainingdeextension.

4.6.1 Factors influencing the annual household inoee for farm households

In the result of descriptive statistics, averagauah household income was 3.2
million kyats. Average farm size (3.4 hectare), rage household heads’ age (43.9
years), average heads’ education (6.2 year), agelamisehold size (4.3), average
respondent’s schooling year (5.9 years), numbenaime sources(4.6) were found as
demographic variables. Average working time of wanr@ business (125.1 min./day),
average dependency ratio (38.7 percent), averageewalecision in crop production
(56.6 percent), average working time of women indswvork (519 min./day) and average
women decision in livestock raising (65.8 perceetgvshown in Table 4.25.

According to the results, annual household incoras megatively associated with
household size, women participation in training arténsion, working time of women in
business and working time of women in houseworknmtitsignificant. Annual household
income was negatively and significantly affected Hiyusehold heads’ education and
women’s decision in crop production at 5% level 46&o level. It means that household
heads’ education and women decision making padtiicip in crop production would not
lead to high household income.

Annual household income was positively correlatedhbusehold head’s age,
number of income sources and dependency ratio dtustatistically significant. Annual
household income was positively related to farne,sieomen’s education and women’s

decision in livestock raising at 1%, 5% and 10%falim size increases by 1%, annual
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household income will be 1.001% increased. If woeducation increases by 1%,
annual household income will be increased by 1.835%omen’s decisions in livestock
increase by 1%, annual household income will beceed by 1.001%. The result shows
that land is one of the most important resourcesutal areas. Efficiently used land can
earn a higher income. The analysis shows that wagptegnan important role in family
income. The finding of the present study revealt gontribution of women decision
making in livestock raising as well as in total fgmincome was significant. In addition,
the respondents having high education level and evodecision making participation in

livestock raising could earn more household income.
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Table 4.29 Descriptive statistics of dependent anddependent variables in farm
household’s income function

Variables Units Av. Max. Min. SD

Total annual household MMK  3255891.6 11190000 500000 2290255.9

income

Farm size Hectare 3.4 11.3 0.2 2.6
Household head’s age Year 43.9 80.0 25.0 12.0
Household head’s Year 6.2 12.0 0.0 2.7
education

Household size No./hh 4.3 9.0 1.0 1.6
Number of income No./hh 4.6 9.0 1.0 1.7
sources

Working time of women Min./day 125.1 600.0 0.0 161.0
In business

Dependency ratio Percent 38.7 75.0 0.0 18.6
Women’s education Year 5.9 14.0 0.0 2.6
Women’s decision in Percent 56.6 100.0 0.0 40.9
crop production

Working time of women Min./day 519.1 975.0 45.0 193.0
in housework

Women’s decision in Percent 65.8 100.0 0.0 39.8

livestock raising
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Table 4.30 Income function of the selected farm h@eholds (N = 83)

independent variables Unstandardizec Standardize T-value Sig.
Coefficient (B) Coefficient @)
(Constant) 6.277" 1.115 .291
Farm size 1.001*** .863 4.42C .001
Household head’s age 1.459™ 426 1.77C .107
Household head’s education -1.966** -915 -2.76€ .020
Household size -572" -261 -1.19C .262
Number of income sources .608™ 237 1.123 .288
Women participation in training ant -.444™ -.224 -1.187 .263
extension
Working time of women in busines -.075™ -088 -.395 .701
Dependency ratio 516™ 211 .802 .441
Women'’s education 1.855** 796 3.072 .012
Women'’s decision in crop producti -.898* -437 -1.834 .097
Working time of women in -.575™ -244  -914 .382
housework
Women'’s decision in livestock 1.875* .644 2.20€ .052
raising

Note: Adjusted R= 0.638, R = 0.836
*** n<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p <0.1

*** ** and * are significant at 1%, 5% and 10% lelWrespectively and ns = not

significant

Women participation in training and extension yel no = 2
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4.6.1 Factors influencing the annual household inoee for landless households

Table 4.27 shows that the descriptive statisticdependent and independent
variables of annual household in function. In thsuit of descriptive statistics, average
annual household’s income was 0.8 million kyatserage household heads’ age (43.8
years), average household heads’ education (5.6s)yemverage household size (4.4),
average respondents’ schooling year (4.1 yearsyage credit amount (225637.5 kyats),
number of income sources(3.3) were found as derpbgs Average women decision in
non-farm (57.3 percent), average working time ofmea in business (135.1 min./day),
average dependency ratio (35.4 percent), averagiingotime of women in housework
(574.5 min./day) and average working time of wonmereisure time(661.8 min./day)
were explained in this table.

The results of the estimation of the annual houskeincome function for landless
households in the study areas are described ire #aB8. Annual household income was
positively influenced by household head’s age, bbokl size, credit amount and number
of income source but not significant. Annual howéhincome was positively and
significantly affected by household’s head educat 10% level. Other things being
equal, 1% increases in household head educationneibase annual household income
by 1.148%. In the landless households, high edutdivel of household head was
related to increase income.

Annual household income was negatively related wmen participation in
training and extension, women’s decision partiégratin non-farm activities and
women’s education but not statistically significa{nnual household income was
negatively and significantly influenced by workingme of women in business,
dependency ratio, working time of women in housdwanmd working time of women in
leisure time at 5% level and 10% level respectivélymeans that if 1% increase in
working time of women in business, dependency ratiorking time of women in
housework and working time of women in leisure vdécrease the annual household
income by 1.030%, 3.124%, 1.546% and 2.134% resjedetIin addition, working time
of women in business, dependency ratio, workingetioh women in housework and

working time of women in leisure time would notde@ high household income.
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Table 4.31 Descriptive statistics of dependent anddependent variables in landless

household’s income function

Variables Units Av. Max. Min. SD
Total annual household MMK 876950 2610000 100000 581984.6
income

Household head’s age Year 43.8 70 20 11.3
Household head’s Year 51 11 0 2.7
education

Household size No./hh 4.4 10 1 1.9
Credit amount MMK/hh/year 225637.5 1100000 0 275537.1
Number of income No./hh 3.3 7 1 1.4
sources

Women’s decision in Percent 57.3 100 0 39.9
non-farm activities

Working time of Min./day 135.1 690 0 184.9
women in business

Dependency ratio Percent 35.4 77.7 0 22.2
Women'’s education Year 4.1 11 0 2.5
Working time of Min./day 574.5 975 120 184.0
women in housework

Working time of Min./day 661.8 1095 420 136.8

women in leisure time
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Table 4.32 Income function of the selected landles®useholds (N = 80)

Unstandardizec Standardize T-value Sig.

Independent variables o o
Coefficient (B) Coefficient @)

(Constant) 52.853*** 4.301 .005
Household head’s age .325" .080  .408 .698
Household head’s education 1.148* .675 2.33€ .058
Household size 157" .053  .230 .826
Credit amount .187™ 212 .909 .398
Women participation in training and -.036™ -.019 -.085.935
extension

Number of income sources 140 076  .374 .721
Women'’s decision in non-farm -.989"™ -.383 -1.87C .111
activities

Working time of women in business -1.030** -.859 -3.24€ .018
Dependency ratio -3.124* -.809 -2.327 .059
Women's education -.041™ -026 -.079.940
Working time of women in housewot -1.546* -.584 -2.302 .061
Working time of women in leisure tin -2.134* -415 -2.072 .084

Note: Adjusted R= 0.620, R = 0.873
*** n<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p <0.1
**x +* and * are significant at 1%, 5% and 10% leMrespectively and ns = not
significant
Women participation in training and extension yel no = 2



CHAPTER V
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 Summary of Findings and Conclusions

In the study, average age of sample women was drdOnyears and average
family size was 4 persons in both households. Mb#te sample women were married in
both households. In the study, most of the samplmen were at the primary education
and secondary education level. Meanwhile, educagioery important for everyone to be
able to adopt new technologies.

Crop income was the largest portion of the totaldaihold income in farm
households while the largest income for landlesssbbolds was off-farm and non-farm
incomes. In the study area the occurrence of cgclbiargis affected employment
opportunities in many ways. Severe limits to prdoity in both agricultural and
aguaculture sector depress job opportunities. laravbailability and destruction of tools
deprived farmers to run agriculture and aquaculith consequent limits in household
incomes. The current level of indebtedness in drapde farm and landless households
were increased compared with the last year andquevhree years. Farm households
had more credit sources than landless householtslléss households did not get the
credit from MADB and farmer association.

Farm women decision making power was the highektastock raising, growing
crops for household food consumption and growirgpsrfor sale in the market for the
farm households. Women'’s decision making power higisest in non-farm economic for
the landless households but low for all othersvéms in the study area. Women were
largely involved in decision making process whenjamadecisions regarding the
household’s economic activities were made.

In this area, nutrition and healthy food trainingres given as the top priority
because there were many non-government organizatebaited to health after happening
Cyclone Nargis in 2008. Although extension servipeovided crop cultivation
technology, the farmers were not well understardirast willing to adopt these practices.
Both farmer and landless women used more minutesdags for off-farm work for
income activities. The farmer with larger land stoeild get higher income.

Annual farm household income was negatively assettiavith household size,

women participation in training and extension, wiegktime of women in business and
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working time of women in housework but not sigrafit. Annual farm household income
was negatively significant affected by householtéad education and women’s decision
in crop production at 5% level and 10% level. Itame that household’s head education
and women decision making participation in cropdoiction would not lead to high
household income in the farm households.

Annual farm household income was positively cotegldo household head’s age,
number of income source and dependency ratio bustatistically significant. Annual
household income was positively related to farme,smomen’s schooling year and
women'’s decision in livestock raising at 1% level level and 10% level. The result
shows that land was one of the most important mesguin rural areas. Efficient land
utilization caused to get higher income. In additithe women having high education
level and women decision making participation ue$tock raising could earn more farm
household income.

In the landless households, annual household incevas positively and
significantly affected by household’s head educatd 10% level. High education level
of household head was related to increase incomeu® landless household income
was negatively related to women participation imining and extension, women’s
decision participation in non-farm activities andmen’s education but not statistically
significant. Annual landless household income wasgatively and significantly
influenced by working time of women in businesspa&l®lency ratio, working time of
women in housework and working time of women irslee at 5% level and 10% level
respectively. It means that if 1% increase in wagkitime of women in business,
dependency ratio, working time of women in housdwanrd working time of women in
leisure will decrease the annual landless househotzme by 1.030%, 3.124%, 1.546%
and 2.134% respectively. In addition, working timfewomen in business, dependency
ratio, working time of women in housework and waorkiime of women in leisure would

not lead to high landless household income.

5.2 Recommendations

Based on the findings, it would be recommended digaicultural extension and
other capacity building training needed for ruramen should be paid attention to both
farm and landless women. Therefore, more educdtionastment plan in rural areas

such as vocational training would be promoted fom&n and young people to secure
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livelihoods and poverty reduction. The role of wama livestock through education
should be promoted.

Other income generation activities would be encgedao conduct for improving
living standard of farm and landless women. Morepwarious income generating
projects should be introduced in rural areas torawp living standard particularly for
women. Similarly, promoting women’s participatiom ifarmer organizations and
women’s groups are necessary to develop womenils,skroaden their networks, and
boost their self-confidence. Policy makers shoeltbgnize women'’s active participation
in non-agricultural self-employment activities as @apportunity to increase rural
employment especially amongst women’s groups. Beitérastructure should be
provided to create linkage not only between cided villages as well as between farm
and non-farm sectors. Women should be encouragg@mmpowered to participate more
intensively in various development trainings in erdo reduce poverty and income
inequality. Women should be given experiences idsiten-making process, including
participatory personnel management and budget neamagt. This study indicates the
need of further studies on rural women roles arelr tessential status in household
economic activities depend different on househa@onemic types in rural sector cross

the country.
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