
International Forestry Review Vol.20(2), 2018  149

Gender in the jungle: a critical assessment of women and 
gender in current (2014–2016) forestry research 
K. ASHERa and G. VARLEYb

aW401 South College, University of Massachusetts, Amherst 01003, USA
bNatural Resources Institute, University of Greenwich, London SE9 2UG United Kingdom

Email: kasher@umass.edu, g.g.varley@gre.ac.uk

SUMMARY

Fields and forests are gendered spaces. Women’s crucial contributions to productive and reproductive work within and beyond the household 
have been made visible since the 1970s. There has also been a persistent call for mainstreaming gender in sustainable development and envi-
ronmental concerns. Prior work discusses the importance of women and gender for forests, and provides guidelines and methods to integrate 
them in forestry research. This paper assesses the uptake of women and gender issues in recent (2014–2016) forestry research. We found that 
women and gender concerns are still largely absent or inadequately addressed in forestry research published in scientific journals. Despite the 
call for greater gender integration in forestry, much needs to be done in quantitative and qualitative terms to meet this goal.
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Question des sexes dans la jungle: une évaluation critique de la place des femmes et des sexes 
dans la recherche forestière actuelle (2014–2016)

K. ASHER et G. VARLEY

Champs et forêts sont des espaces où vivent les deux sexes. Les contributions cruciales des femmes au travail de production et de reproduction 
au sein du foyer et au-delà ont été rendus visibles depuis les années 70. Un appel persistant a retenti pour l’intégration des sexes dans le 
développement durable et les préoccupations environnementales. Un travail préalable examine l’importance des femmes et du rôle des sexes 
pour les forêts et offre des lignes directrices et des méthodes pour les intégrer dans la recherche forestière. Ce papier évalue la prise en compte 
des questions des femmes et des sexes dans la recherche forestière récente (2014–2016). Nous avons trouvé que les préoccupations au sujet 
des femmes et des sexes sont encore largement absentes, ou inadéquatement traitées dans la recherche forestière publiée dans les journaux 
scientifiques. Malgré l’appel lancé vers une plus grande intégration des sexes en foresterie; bien des choses restent à faire, quantitativement et 
qualitativement, pour atteindre ce but. 

El tema del género en la selva: una evaluación crítica sobre las mujeres y el género en la 
investigación forestal actual (2014–2016)

K. ASHER y G. VARLEY

Los campos y los bosques son espacios sujetos al género. Las contribuciones cruciales de las mujeres al trabajo productivo y reproductivo 
tanto dentro como fuera del hogar son manifiestas desde los años setenta. También ha existido una llamada persistente para incorporación 
sistemática de la perspectiva de género en el desarrollo sostenible y las preocupaciones ambientales. La investigación anterior discute la 
importancia de la mujer y el género para los bosques, y proporciona pautas y métodos para su integración en la investigación forestal. Este 
documento evalúa la adopción de las cuestiones sobre la mujer y el género en la investigación forestal reciente (2014–2016). Se encontró que 
las cuestiones sobre la mujer y el género todavía están ausentes por lo general, o se abordan de manera inadecuada en la investigación forestal 
publicada en revistas científicas. A pesar de los llamados a una mayor integración del género en el sector forestal, es necesario hacer mucho 
más en términos cuantitativos y cualitativos para alcanzar este objetivo.
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GENDER IN THE JUNGLE: WOMEN, GENDER, 
THE ENVIRONMENT, AND FORESTRY

Attention to women and forests appeared as part of a focus on 
how rural women use and manage natural resources in the 
developing world (Braidotti et al. 1994, Dankelman and 
Davidson 1988, UNEP 2004). As is the case now, rural 
women were disproportionately dependent on a wide range of 
natural resources—firewood for fuel, fodder, wild fruit, etc.—
for their livelihoods. Attention to this dependence coincided 
with debates about tropical deforestation and environmental 
degradation. Within early environmental debates, population 
growth was held responsible for resource degradation and 
poor third-world women were characterized as “forest foes” 
(Arora-Jonsson 2011, Hartmann 2001, Leach 2007, Mies 
and Shiva 1993). Advocates of poor women, such as Vandana 
Shiva from India and Wangari Maathai from Kenya, inter-
preted this dependence differently contending that rural 
women were particularly knowledgeable “stewards of nature” 
and especially vulnerable to resource degradation (Maathai 
2010, Shiva 1988). Women began to appear as stewards of 
nature or forest heroines in the development and environment 
literature, though the view of poor women as forest foes did 
not entirely disappear (Arora-Jonsson 2011).

On the ground, however, the realities are more complex 
than such binary representations indicate. Women and men 
play varying roles and hold diverse responsibilities in agricul-
tural production and resource management (Agarwal 1992, 
2010, Asher and Shattuck 2017, Elmhirst and Resurreccion 
2008, Nightingale 2006). The analytical and empirical work 
on gender also reveals that there is much heterogeneity among 
women and that their social positions depend not just on their 
relations with men but are interconnected with their class, 
ethnicity, geographic location, and age. These studies also 
highlight how gender disparities are pervasive and point out 
that women and marginalized groups “are likely to bear a 
disproportionate share of the costs of economic, social and 
environmental unsustainability” (UN Women 2014: 15). 
Furthermore, women’s advocates, gender professionals, 
and feminists contend that working towards gender equality 
and addressing gendered power relations and inequities are 
crucial parts of sustainable development. 

Various definitions and strategies have emerged to main-
stream gender within development institutions.2 The over-
arching definition was drafted in 1997 by ECOSOC (United 
Nations Economic and Social Council), the coordinating 
body for the social and economic policies of the United 
Nations: 

Mainstreaming a gender perspective is the process of 
assessing the implications for women and men of any 
planned action, including legislation, policies or pro-
grammes, in any area and at all levels. It is a strategy 

1 The SDGs (https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/sdgs) aim to guide development policies from 2015–2030, and follow from the Millennium 
Development Goals (http://www.unmillenniumproject.org/goals), which aimed to reduce poverty by half between 2000 and 2015.

2 See Dingo (2012) for a detailed discussion of how feminist scholarship, activism and advocacy and especially the Fourth World Conference 
on Women held in Beijing in 1995 influenced governments and development policy to uptake gender concerns.

INTRODUCTION

Fields and forests are gendered spaces. As in Rudyard 
Kipling’s J ungle Book, women were largely absent from 
research on farming, animal husbandry, and forestry until the 
1970s. Ester Boserup’s (1970) study Women’s Role in Eco-
nomic Development played a landmark role in highlighting 
women’s key but invisible role in agricultural production. 
Since then an extensive range of publications make visible 
women’s crucial contributions to productive and reproductive 
work within and beyond the household. Indeed, women’s 
advocates, gender professionals, and feminists argue that 
acknowledging the key roles that women play in improving 
food security, family health, and forest management is crucial 
to achieving sustainable development (MacGregor 2017, UN 
Women 2014). 

Sustainability and gender equality remain aspirational 
goals in the 21st century, and interest in women and gender 
issues for sustainable development is surging. For example, in 
the lead-up to and following the Sustainable Development 
Goals (SDGs),1 a range of development institutions and poli-
cies including those concerned with natural resource manage-
ment and forest governance attempted to integrate women 
and gender in their mandates (Catacutan and Naz 2015, 
FAO 2009, 2016a, 2016b, ICRAF 2014, Manfre and Rubin 
2012, WOCAN 2013). Within this context this review aims to 
assess the uptake of women and gender issues within forestry 
research published in scientific journals. 

We start with a brief overview of how women and gender 
concerns emerged in discussions about natural resource man-
agement and the environment and how gender mainstreaming 
(sometimes also called gender integration) appears on the 
agenda of international forestry institutions. Next, we sum-
marize previous assessments of gender in forestry research. 
Their findings and gaps inspire our assessment of current 
research on gender and forestry. These prior works review 
case studies on roles of women in natural resource manage-
ment and reiterate the benefits of including gender concerns 
in forestry. However, they pay little critical or analytical 
attention to how the categories ‘women’ and ‘gender’ are 
understood and analyzed within forestry research. The term 
gender is narrowly interpreted to mean women, or differences 
between women and men; research focuses on collecting 
sex-disaggregated data without attention to what accounts 
for gendered relations of power. We follow up on these prior 
works to review how journal articles on forestry published 
between 2014 and 2016 take up gender concerns. Specifically 
we assess how these articles engage analytically with gender, 
especially according to the terms they espouse in their meth-
ods. We find that despite the call for greater gender integra-
tion in forestry, much needs to be done in quantitative and 
qualitative terms to meet this goal.

http://www.unmillenniumproject.org/goals),whichaimed
http://www.unmillenniumproject.org/goals),whichaimed
http://www.unmillenniumproject.org/goals),whichaimed
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for making women’s as well as men’s concerns and 
experiences an integral dimension of the design, imple-
mentation, monitoring and evaluation of the policies and 
programmes in all political, economic and societal spheres 
so that women and men benefit equally, and inequality is 
not perpetuated. The ultimate goal is to achieve gender 
equality. (http://www.ilo.org/public/english/bureau/gender/
newsite2002/about/defin.htm).

While forestry projects and research increasingly discussed 
gender mainstreaming in the wake of this definition, other 
organizations preceded ECOSOC in recognizing the need to 
integrate women in forestry. For example, in 1979, USAID’s 
Women in Development Office produced “Women in forestry 
for local community development: a programming guide” 
(Hoskins 1979, 2016). The guide observed how gender 
dynamics impact forestry activities and presented sample 
management plans, including questionnaires for interviewing 
local officials about women’s roles and relationships to 
forests. In the preface, Hoskins describes the guide as 
responding to “a growing awareness of the need for more 
fully including women in AID programming efforts, and 
program designers were asking for information on how to 
do this” (Hoskins 1979: i). In the nearly four decades since 
Hoskins wrote this guide, forestry institutions have repeatedly 
declared the need to more comprehensively include women 
and gender concerns in forestry, and asking what methodolo-
gies are most likely to achieve this. Organizations such as the 
Center for International Forestry Research (CIFOR), Food 
and Agriculture Organization (FAO), and World Agroforestry 
Centre (ICRAF) have published manuals and toolboxes for 
scientists to include gender analysis in their research, assert-
ing that such research leads to better development outcomes. 

In 1990 the FAO Committee on Forestry included 
“Women and Forestry” among the six main topics addressed 
during its biennial meeting (FAO 1990). The Committee 
recommended that the FAO support women’s participation 
in forestry projects, and pursue stronger “gender-sensitive 
monitoring of its field projects.” A few years later the FAO 
outlined more specific steps for such monitoring in a manual 
titled “Integrating gender considerations into FAO forestry 
projects” (Rojas 1993), which stressed the need to collect 
sex-disaggregated data and offered guidelines for including 
women throughout a project’s implementation. FAO later 
published the even more comprehensive “Gender Analysis 
and Forestry Training Package”, including not only recom-
mendations for designing projects but also training materials 
for workshops that would teach these gender analysis meth-
ods to researchers and officials throughout the forestry sector 
(Wilde and Vainio-Mattila 1995). 

The Consortium of International Agricultural Research 
Centers (CGIAR) also reviewed its approach to gender main-
streaming in research during the 1990s and early 2000s. In 
1996, the Gender and Diversity Program of the CGIAR 
moved gender research issues into the broader Participatory 
Research and Gender Analysis Program in an effort to 
separate gender analysis in research from diversity in hiring 
practices. Four years later, an external review found that the 

gender component was isolated within the program and 
hampered by unclear goals. The reviewers also observed that 
although researchers collected sex-disaggregated data, “in 
very few projects gender relations are analyzed with reference 
to social and political issues” (Prain et al. 2000: 52). In the 
following decade, the program assumed responsibility for 
supporting institutional gender strategies (CIAT 2011). 

The development and refinement of gender-focused tools 
for forestry researchers and development professionals 
continues, and many guides and manuals present methods 
for integrating gender into forestry research and projects 
(Catacutan and Naz 2015, CIFOR 2013, FAO 2009, 2016a, 
FAO 2016b, ICRAF 2014, Manfre and Rubin 2012). Among 
these guides, some common themes emerge. First, the guides 
usually refer to ‘gender mainstreaming’ as the underlying 
rationale for conducting research on gender issues in forestry, 
and ‘gender analysis’ as the specific methods used in such 
research. However, there is some overlap and interweaving of 
these two terms. For example, consider hypothetical research-
ers conducting a study on gender dynamics within a forestry 
project. The study may assess the extent to which gender 
mainstreaming has been successfully applied in a forestry 
project. Such an assessment could be a gender analysis. At the 
same time, the study may serve to further gender mainstream-
ing within the researchers’ institution by meeting its gender 
policy guidelines. These manuals do not contradict the defini-
tions they provide for ‘gender mainstreaming’ and ‘gender 
analysis’, but, as the example above shows, in practice there 
is some fluidity between these terms. Second, there is also 
some ambiguity among the definitions of ‘gender analysis’. 
All the guides describe gender analysis as examining, 
describing, and interpreting the impacts of gender dynamics 
on forestry practices and development objectives. But some 
guides also include a description of gender analysis as action-
oriented, seeking to “offer guidance on how to avoid or miti-
gate negative impacts” (CIFOR 2013: 4), “identify options 
and priorities for transforming inequality” (ICRAF 2014: ix), 
and assess “the capacities of service providers to address 
gender inequalities” (FAO 2016b: 66). Third, all the guides 
stress that collecting sex-disaggregated data is an essential 
step in conducting gender analysis. The type of data collected 
depends on the study’s research questions, but the most 
commonly provided examples are household-level data that 
measure differences in men and women’s labor, access to 
resources, and participation in leadership/management roles. 
The guides also recommend disaggregating the data by other 
demographic attributes (e.g., socioeconomic status, age, 
marital status) and ensuring that data are collected from both 
men and women. Fourth, the guides recommend using a 
mix of quantitative and qualitative methods and particularly 
emphasize participatory techniques. Fifth, most of the guides 
make reference to research that is ‘gender-blind’ (i.e., 
includes no gender analysis) and contrast this with research 
that is ‘gender-aware’ or ‘gender-sensitive’ (i.e., includes 
some level of gender analysis—standards vary among guides) 
and research that is ‘gender-transformative’ (i.e., thoroughly 
incorporates gender analysis and aims to reduce gender 
inequality). Finally, although most methodological recom-
mendations refer to household-level data collection, stating 

http://www.ilo.org/public/english/bureau/gender/newsite2002/about/defin.htm
http://www.ilo.org/public/english/bureau/gender/newsite2002/about/defin.htm
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(In prep.) note “CIFOR’s research over the past 10 years 
was not exempt from this narrow interpretation, where gender 
had been equated either with a focus only on women or with 
the collection of sex-disaggregated data; and little effort had 
been made to unpack the drivers of gendered relationships.” 

This paper reviews research on forests and forestry pub-
lished in scientific journals after these calls and the availabil-
ity of gender mainstreaming guides to assess if and how such 
forestry research engages concerns about gender. Specifical-
ly, how often and how gender appears in forestry articles 
published between 2014 and 2016 were assessed. The focus 
was restricted to journal articles because they are considered 
the gold standard of scientific research within CGIAR 
forestry research institutions. 

METHODS

A wide net was cast in our literature searches, including the 
many diverse subfields of forestry (e.g., agrobiodiversity, 
governance, ecological economics). Two databases, EBSCO 
(largely social science literature) and Web of Science (largely 
biological science and technology literature) were queried 
and limited to the English language and articles published in 
journals of forestry, environment, agriculture, development, 
geography, or gender studies. Table 1 lists the search terms 
used. These search terms were applied to “all text” and 
“topic”, the widest field options available. Preliminary 
searches returned very few books and book chapters, and 
those that did appear had similar content published by the 

that “gender differentiation is inherently a local experience” 
(CIFOR 2013, ICRAF 2014), the guides do acknowledge 
that gender analysis may also examine gender issues at the 
community, institutional, national, or regional level. 

Despite the continued publication of these handbooks, 
attention to women and gender concerns remains a small and 
marginal part of forestry research published in scientific jour-
nals. Most published research on gender and forests focuses 
mainly to women’s roles in the social aspects and impacts of 
forestry, particularly community forestry. Mai et al. (2011) 
examined 121 peer-reviewed journal articles and books on 
women, gender and forests published from 2000 to 2011. 
Their assessment of the emerging priorities and ongoing con-
cerns about gender in forestry research focused on the differ-
ences between men’s and women’s contributions to forestry. 
Reiterating the benefits of gender research for forestry, the 
review discussed what prevents the inclusion of gender in 
forestry research and offered methods for gender integration. 

Colfer and Minarchek (2012) explore this topic further 
and suggest an array of approaches to gender analysis, 
differentiated according to the time, resources, and expertise 
available to researchers, noting that any gender analysis 
is better than none at all. A few other studies synthesize 
the content of forestry and agroforestry studies that include 
gender (Colfer et al. 2015, Kiptot and Franzel 2012). These 
reviews also reiterate the importance of integrating gender 
concerns in agroforestry research stating the benefits it has for 
agroforestry systems and women. Aside from these reviews, 
there is little work critically analyzing the uptake of gender 
concerns within forestry research. Indeed, as Mai and Mwangi 

TABLE 1 Breakdown of the 104 papers reviewed, arrayed according to level of gender analysis

Gender-focused 
research 
question 

(34 of 104)

Gender is part 
of secondary 

analysis 
(61 of 104)

No substan-
tial gender 

analysis 
(9 of 104)

Gender is defined (34 total) 29 5 0

Gender is defined, but concepts are not applied to analysis (5 total) 4 1 0

Gender is not defined (65 total) 1 55 9

Addresses broad structural power relations (14 total) 13 1 0

Only examines local level gender dynamics between men & women (90 total) 21 60 9

Primary data (90 total) 27 54 9

Secondary data (14 total) 7 7 0

Community forestry (26 total) 9 15 2

Not community forestry (78 total) 25 46 7

Global South (85 total) 29 51 5

Global North (18 total) 5 9 4

Global (1 total) 0 1 0

Statistical analysis (58 total) 11 41 6

No statistical analysis (46 total) 23 20 3

Search terms: 
(forest* AND gender) OR (forest* AND women) OR (“community forestry” AND gender) OR (“community forestry” AND women)
These terms were searched in the most inclusive field available, namely All Text (EBSCO) and Topic (Web of Science)
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authors in academic journal articles (Chowdhury 2014, 
Chowdhury et al. 2014). For that reason and because most 
natural science fields value publications in scientific journals 
more highly than chapters in edited volumes, we focused on 
journal articles. Because our review comprises current for-
estry research (rather than the historical trajectory of gender 
in forestry research), articles were limited to the years 2014, 
2015, and 2016. 

Articles that used ‘forest’ metaphorically, articles that 
used ‘gender’ to refer to the sex of plants or animals, and 
articles that used the word ‘forest’ but did not focus on 
forestry or forestry-related issues were eliminated. While the 
judgment of what constituted forestry was ultimately subjec-
tive, the selection process erred on the side of inclusivity. This 
step removed many articles, resulting in a steep decline from 
the initial search results (1180 articles) to the final set of 
articles selected (104).

Each article of the final set was assessed based on the 
following questions: 

1) Do issues of gender drive the research questions posed 
in the study? Or are gender concerns secondary or 
subsidiary?

2) Does the study clearly and explicitly articulate the 
way in which it conceptualizes gender? If so, does the 
study apply this defined understanding of gender 
consistently to its methods and analysis?

3) Does the study engage with gender in terms of broad 
structural power relations, or does it only examine 
gender at the local level, particularly in terms of power 
relations between individual men and women? 

In addition to these questions examining level of engage-
ment with gender issues, some basic features of each study’s 
research methods were documented: 

4) Does the study draw on primary or secondary data?
5) Does the study apply statistical analysis to its data? 

(Here statistical analysis refers only to tests of statisti-
cal significance. Studies that reported only summary 
statistics—regardless of quantitative, qualitative, or 
mixed methods used—were all categorized as non-
statistical analysis.) 

6) Does the study focus on a region in the global south or 
global north? 

The purpose of questions 4–6 was to identify what trends 
(if any) exist between different research approaches and the 
type and depth of engagement with gender. 

RESULTS AND FINDINGS: HOW OFTEN AND HOW 
DOES GENDER APPEAR IN FORESTRY RESEARCH

Presence of gender issues within forestry research

The 104 articles included in this review were published in 
46 different journals. International Forestry Review published 

the greatest number of articles (19) followed by Forest Policy 
& Economics, which published ten. During the last three 
years (2014–2016), International Forestry Review published 
a total of 173 articles. Thus, approximately 11% of the articles 
published by International Forestry Review include gender 
to some degree. Notably, ten of these articles were part of a 
special issue on gender (Special Issue: Gender in Agrofor-
estry, Sep. 2015). When this special issue is excluded, articles 
including gender account for about 6% of articles published 
by IFR. For comparison, the ten Forest Policy & Economics 
articles in this review represent about 3% of those published 
by the journal. These estimates are limited by the databases 
used. Nevertheless, these estimates give a rough picture of the 
frequency of gender’s appearance in forestry literature. 

Depth of engagement with gender 

Of the 104 articles reviewed, 34 had research questions that 
focused on gender, 61 applied gender as a secondary level 
of analysis, and 9 did not include any substantial gender anal-
ysis. That is, gender is central to the investigation in about 
one-third of the articles. Examples of gender-driven research 
include examinations of the role of women’s networks in the 
male-dominated Swedish forestry industry (Andersson and 
Lidestav 2016), the impact of climate change on gender roles 
in community forestry in Vietnam (Pham, P. et al. 2016), 
and gender equity in carbon-market projects in Kenya (Lee 
et al. 2015). 

In contrast, a majority of the articles included gender 
analysis in a supporting role. That is, they provided some 
assessment of how gender relates to their primary research 
questions but focused on other topics. For example, Galloway 
et al. (2016) studied the potential for commercializing the 
harvest of perfume plants from forests in Namibia, and found 
that, among other social impacts, this economic activity may 
increase women’s decision-making power. In a study of 
Americans’ perceptions of public forests, women were more 
likely to express lower levels of understanding of forest con-
ditions (Hartter et al. 2015). And a case study of a “payments 
for ecosystem services” (PES) program in Mozambique 
found that gender, among other socio-demographic variables, 
explained differences in participation rates (Mudaca et al. 
2015).

Finally, nine articles appeared in our literature search 
because they mentioned women or gender but not in a manner 
that had any bearing on their overall analysis. For example, 
five articles used sex-disaggregated data only to describe 
the demographics of their sample and did not analyze the 
relationships between gender and other variables. Also some 
health and fertility research used women subjects but did not 
explore how these women’s gender impacted the results. 
Other research made brief, broad observations about women, 
which were not derived from their own data. 

Conceptualizations of gender

Gender was conceptualized in broad and different ways in the 
104 articles reviewed. The majority of the articles (65) did not 
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define gender explicitly. Rather the authors moved directly 
to discussing differences between women and men in their 
results. That is, the studies implicitly assumed that gender 
referred to men and women within a particular local context. 

The remaining 39 articles articulated their reasons for 
examining gender in the background and rationale for their 
research. They specified the existing gender-related scholar-
ship they built upon and/or described how they understood 
gender to be relevant to and within a particular context. Most 
(33) of these 39 articles also had research questions that 
focused primarily on gender. The remaining six articles 
defined gender even though gender analysis was a secondary 
goal of their research (compared to 55 secondary-gender-
analysis articles that did not define it). The nine articles 
with no gender analysis did not define their understanding of 
gender either.

Among the 39 articles that did explain what they meant 
by gender, five articles had discrepancies between their 
definition (as described in the article’s introduction) and their 
practice (as applied in their methods). For example, Pham, 
P. et al (2016) note that overemphasizing the importance 
of power relations between individual women and men 
can obscure larger underlying social structures. Yet, their 
own study focuses on local individuals. Two studies noted the 
importance of intersectionality in gender analysis but did not 
apply this principle to their methods (Bose 2015, Larson et al. 
2015). Kiptot (2015) observes that gender dynamics are com-
plex, context-specific, and change over time before making 
broad generalizations about differences about between 
women and men in African agroforestry. McCall et al. (2016) 
initially stress the importance of including gendered knowl-
edge in measuring forest carbon, but later hedge this stipula-
tion, wishing to avoid disturbing social norms. Adherence 
alone does not indicate whether a particular conceptualization 
of gender is nuanced or simplistic. Therefore discrepancies 
identified in these five articles do not necessarily suggest 
methodological shortcomings, but do exemplify the types of 
gaps that exist between gender in theoretical discourses and 
gender in research practice. 

The other 34 articles with an explicit conceptualization of 
gender appeared to apply their definition consistently in their 
methods. However, the nature of these definitions varied 
widely. For example, for Coutinho-Sledge (2015) gender 
analysis means not only examining women and men but also 
“normatively feminine values” and organizational culture and 
change. Khadka et al. (2014: 199) give a direct definition of 
gender relations, stating that they “refer to power differen-
tials, especially between men and women, in a particular 
context, over time”. They also stress that gender analysis 
must consider “existing gendered structural barriers” and 
“a broader sociopolitical perspective” (199). Gelinas et al. 
(2015) cite gender mainstreaming in framing their research, 
specifically the ‘gender box’ framework (Colfer and 
Minarchek 2012), and distinguish between gender approach-
es that focus on equality versus those that focus exclusively 
on women. Mbosso et al. (2015) mostly discuss the ways in 
which responsibilities in food production are often gendered, 
noting that these roles can change over time. Mulyoutami 

et al. (2015) similarly consider how gender roles impact tree 
species domestication, as well as gendered differences in 
access to and control over natural resources. The point here 
is that each of these 34 articles engaged with gender in a 
slightly different manner, varying in their scope, framing, 
and focus. 

While no two articles took the same approach to gender, 
we were able to characterize each article as either focusing 
their analysis at the local level relationships between individ-
ual men and women, or considering these relationships within 
the context of other broader power relations. The vast major-
ity (90 articles) fell into the former category and 14 into the 
latter. Among these 14, three studies examine the masculine 
culture of forestry institutions in the North (Andersson & 
Lidestav 2016, Coutinho-Sledge 2015, Reed et al. 2014). 
Kern et al. (2015), Agarwal (2015), and Pham, T et al. (2016) 
all grapple with the relationship between women’s represen-
tation, institutional change, and governance. Four articles 
argue that in order to be successful environmental conserva-
tion programs such as REDD+ [Reduction in Emissions from 
Deforestation and Land Degradation+] must consider gen-
dered power structures, particularly related to resource access 
and governance (Khadka et al. 2014, Stiem and Krause, 2016, 
Westholm, 2016). In their investigation of gendered adapta-
tion to climate change, Bhattarai et al. (2015) similarly urge 
researchers to critically analyze community and national 
power relations and also call attention to the gendered knowl-
edge and power of international development organizations. 

The complexity of gendered power dynamics between 
individuals, communities, and state governance is also a 
recurring theme in two studies of ethnic minority groups 
resisting state control over natural resources (Dey et al. 2014, 
Kusakabe et al. 2015). All of these articles have research 
questions that focus on gender, but there was one outlier 
in this group. Leipold (2014) presents a literature review 
of forest-related discourses. Although the review considers 
the gender of the authors and notes when papers focus on 
questions of gender, these points are secondary to the overall 
assessment of forestry discourses. However, the concluding 
arguments advise greater questioning of the underlying 
political dynamics that shape understandings of forest gover-
nance (the very type of investigation pursued by the thirteen 
aforementioned articles). 

Methodological characteristics of research on gender 
and forests

The vast majority of the articles (90) drew on primary data. 
Slightly more than half of all articles statistically analyzed 
their data. However, statistical analysis was more prevalent in 
studies where gender analysis was secondary (67%) than in 
studies with gender-focused research questions (32%). Most 
articles (85) conducted research in countries in the Global 
South; this held true across all levels of gender analysis. 
Finally, a quarter of all articles discussed community forestry, 
a proportion also maintained across all levels of gender 
analysis (see Table 1).
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DISCUSSION: CRITICALLY ASSESSING GENDER 
MAINSTREAMING IN FORESTRY

As we discuss above, 104 articles published between 2014 
and 2016 focused in varying ways on women and gender in 
forestry. With 11% as the highest proportion of articles on 
gender appearing in International Forestry Review, there is a 
marginal level of uptake of gender mainstreaming in forestry. 
The average figure across all forestry journals is likely lower 
than this, as all other journals in this review each published 
ten or fewer articles that include gender and published more 
than 100 articles overall from 2014 to 2016. This average 
percentage would be lowered further when including all the 
forestry journals that did not appear in our review (because 
they published zero articles including ‘gender’ or ‘women’). 

There is no definitive threshold number that indicates 
when gender has been fully mainstreamed into forestry 
research or that signals a discipline has developed a rigorous 
discourse on gender issues. And we do not presume to suggest 
such a benchmark. However, we do argue that these numbers 
provide some indication of the uptake of gender mainstream-
ing in forestry, or lack thereof. 

In terms of how gender is understood in the articles we 
reviewed we found that most of the 104 articles (90) focused 
on gender relations at the local level and implicitly assumed 
these relations to mean the dynamics between individual men 
and women. They collected or reviewed data disaggregated 
by sex, and drew conclusions based on the differences 
between women’s and men’s responses. These studies can 
give a partial view of the impacts of gender dynamics in a 
given context. However, they are limited by their definition of 
gender dynamics as being only the social differences and 
power dynamics between women and men. They observe 
a fraction of the effects of gender dynamics (e.g., women’s 
limited access to land) without engaging with the broader 
structural causes (e.g., the roles of political and economic 
institutions in perpetuating social norms). In addition, most of 
these articles did not define their understanding of gender. 
When researchers reflect on how their own conceptualization 
of gender frames their research, it can reveal other ways 
in which gender norms are reinforced. For example, only 
three studies in this review (Andersson and Lidestav 2016, 
Bhattarai et al. 2015, Westholm 2016) do not assume gender 
identity is binary and gender relations are heterosexual. 

In our results, the most common way in which gender 
appeared in forestry research was in statistical analysis of 
sex-disaggregated data. In these studies, researchers asked 
how gender influenced their results but merely as one dimen-
sion of an overarching research question. If this framework 
of analysis is the most prevalent in research on gender 
and forestry, it may be possible to conclude that this method 
represents the most common interpretation of gender 
mainstreaming in forestry. According to CIFOR’s guide to 
integrating gender into forestry research (Manfre and Rubin 
2012: 48–49), research projects fall along a continuum 
from gender blind to gender aware to gender transformative. 
On this spectrum, gender-blind studies fail to acknowledge 

gender issues, gender-aware studies at least include sex-
disaggregated data (but not necessarily any deeper analysis), 
and gender-transformative studies have a research design 
informed by gender issues and seek “to transform the rela-
tionships between men and women that produce inequali-
ties”. The guide goes on to state, “Not all research, however, 
will adopt a gender transformative approach. It may not be 
relevant or appropriate.” Gender integration is thus defined as 
designing research that is at least gender aware. At the same 
time, the guide encourages researchers to “strive to move your 
research along the continuum” (48–49). 

Assessed in terms of Manfre & Rubin’s handbook, this 
review shows that many more forestry articles are gender 
aware than gender transformative. Why might this be the 
case? One possibility is that gender aware is a stepping stone 
to gender transformative and that the prevalence of studies 
that use simple gender analysis tools indicates a gradual shift 
toward more transformative approaches (sliding along the 
continuum, as the CIFOR guide suggests). This theory would 
perhaps be convincing if there were evidence that researchers 
follow-up on sex-disaggregated statistics with studies that 
expose the underlying social dynamics that create sex-based 
differences. Another possibility is that there are simply more 
instances in which sex-disaggregated data provide all the 
information relevant to a study, and no further investigation 
of gender is required. However, among all the articles in this 
review, only four (out of 32) found no statistically significant 
differences between men and women. This suggests that 
underlying gender dynamics impact forestry topics frequently 
enough to warrant closer analysis. 

A more plausible explanation is that the prevalence of 
simplistic gender analysis reflects a discursive environment 
that does not actively encourage research that probes the 
causes and consequences of gendered social norms. If any 
level of gender awareness meets the minimum requirements 
to have gender as a cross-cutting theme, then gender-
disaggregated data become an end-point rather than a spring-
board for deeper, more nuanced analyses of social dynamics 
and power relations. In other words, compelling discussions 
about social dynamics and gender inequalities are more likely 
to thrive in academic environments that encourage critical 
questioning of social institutions. In spite of the discipline’s 
apparent disinterest, some forestry researchers pursued 
studies driven by questions of gender. By examining these 
articles, we can begin to see the potential for more forestry 
research to move beyond just sex-disaggregated statistics. 

The field of forestry research need not invent new meth-
odologies and terminologies for discussing gender dynamics; 
such tools already exist in feminist scholarship (and indeed in 
the gender manuals and methodologies drafted by the gender 
experts hired by forestry institutions). Applying feminist 
research methods and theories to forestry topics is a logical—
though seldom tread—path for integrating gender. Dey et al. 
(2015) bring a feminist political ecology lens to struggles 
over forest resources in Bangladesh. Bhattarai et al. (2015) 
also employ feminist political ecology in their exploration of 
the interactions between gender, socio-economic changes, 
and climate change adaptation in Nepal. Other articles do not 
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content of the studies that do engage gender, we find they tend 
to focus on it rather narrowly. That is, beyond reference to 
the critical insights of prior analytical and empirical work on 
gender, few articles engage with these insights in their own 
methods or analysis. This review found that a minority of 
articles (14) were attentive to power relations or structural 
factors of gender dynamics in forestry. 

We are not suggesting that gender theory needs to appear 
in every forestry study. However, gender mainstreaming 
as most commonly defined is as a process of assessing all 
policies/actions/research from a gender perspective, so we 
might expect it to appear more. And where it does take place, 
an opportunity to learn from feminist scholarship and gain 
a more complete and nuanced understanding of interactions 
between gender and forests is missed. We concur with critical 
gender scholars that in order for forestry research to meet the 
goals of gender mainstreaming, it must expand to include 
greater consideration of these underlying social structures. 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

This research was sponsored in part by the University of 
California-Davis Research and Innovation Fellowship for 
Agriculture, and by the Center for International Forestry 
Research.

The authors wish to acknowledge the valuable input from 
anonymous referees.

REFERENCES

AGARWAL, B. 1992. The gender and environment debate: 
lessons from India. Feminist Studies 18(1): 119–158. 
doi:10.2307/3178217

AGARWAL, B. 2010. Gender and green governance: The 
political economy of women’s presence within and beyond 
community forestry. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
doi:10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199569687.001.0001

AGARWAL, B. 2015. The power of numbers in gender 
dynamics: Illustrations from community forestry groups. 
Journal of Peasant Studies 42(1): 1–20. doi:10.1080/0306
6150.2014.936007

ANDERSSON, E., and LIDESTAY, G. 2016. Creating 
alternative spaces and articulating needs: Challenging 
gendered notions of forestry and forest ownership through 
women’s networks. Forest Policy and Economics 67: 38–
44. doi:10.1016/j.forpol.2016.03.014

ARORA-JONSSON, S. 2011. Virtue and vulnerability: Dis-
courses on women, gender and climate change. Global 
Environmental Change 21: 744–751. doi:10.1016/j.gloen
vcha.2011.01.005

ASHER, K., and SHATTUCK, A. 2017. Forests and food 
security: What’s gender got to do with it? Social Sciences 
6(1): 34. doi:10.3390/socsci6010034

BHATTARAI, B., BEILEN, R., and FORD, R. 2015. Gender, 
agrobiodiversity, and climate change: A study of adapta-
tion practices in the Nepal Himalayas. World Develop-
ment 70: 122–132. doi:10.1016/j.worlddev.2015.01.003

explicitly use a feminist framework but draw upon lessons 
from feminist scholarship. For example, Kusakabe et al. 
(2015) draw upon feminist migration literature to understand 
how migration in Laos affects women’s mobility and use of 
forest products. Raising concerns similar to this review, Reed 
et al. (2014) voice concern over the lack of dialogue between 
feminist research and climate change research and map 
ways in which gender sensitivity could strengthen Canadian 
forest-based communities’ adaptation to climate change. A 
few articles examined women’s representation in institutions, 
a topic commonplace in feminist literature. These studies 
show that gender gaps vary in different forestry institutions 
(Coutinho-Sledge 2015, Kern et al. 2015), and argue oppos-
ing viewpoints on representation—its insufficiency for chang-
ing gender dynamics (Coutinho-Sledge 2015) and its power 
to change gender dynamics (Agarwal 2015). 

Many articles in this category did not explicitly engage 
with feminist research but still questioned the underlying 
social dynamics causing differences between women and 
men (Kiptot 2015, Sunderland et al. 2014). All of the afore-
mentioned gender-transformative studies do not apply statis-
tical analyses to their data. However, critical gender analysis 
and sex-disaggregated statistics are by no means mutually 
exclusive (Blare and Useche 2015, Bourne et al. 2015).

We distinguished articles focused on community forestry 
from all other sub-disciplines of forestry because we suspected 
that gender analysis would be more frequent and/or more 
nuanced in this subject. This hypothesis was not borne out 
by the literature review results; community forestry articles 
appear with approximately the same frequency among ‘gen-
der-transformative’ studies as less critical gender and forestry 
research. However, we do not argue that no connection exists 
between community forestry and gender analysis; rather, this 
study simply fails to show a relationship. A previous review 
of gender in forestry literature (Mai et al. 2011) found that 
gender-focused studies were concentrated in community 
forestry, particularly in South Asia (where much of the 
community forestry literature originated). Presuming that 
our review results are not anomalous to 2014–2016, this 
change could signal a shift in social forestry research—that 
it is increasingly branching out into other topics and is no 
longer dominated by research on community forestry and 
South Asia. 

CONCLUSIONS

Critiques of gender mainstreaming and its efficacy have 
existed, particularly in international development literature, 
for over a decade (Moser 2005; Rao and Kelleher, 2005; 
Walby 2005). The aim of this review is not to add to this 
chorus, or to pose existential questions of the purpose of 
gender mainstreaming in research institutions. Rather, we 
consider the goals of gender mainstreaming as defined by 
forestry research institutions, and ask whether these goals 
have been realized. We have argued that gender integration 
has not been achieved by simple quantitative measures. 

Assessing how gender mainstreaming is currently mani-
festing itself in forestry research by closely examining the 

http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/3178217
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/acprof
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0306
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/socsci6010034
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j


Gender in the jungle  157

DANKELMAN, I., and DAVIDSON, J. 1988. Women and 
environment in the third world: Alliance for the future. 
London: Earthscan. 

DEY, S., RESURRECCION, B., and DONEYS, P. 2014. 
Gender and environmental struggles: voices from Adivasi 
Garo community in Bangladesh. Gender, Place & Culture 
21(8): 945–962. doi:10.1080/0966369X.2013.832662

DINGO, R. 2012. Networking arguments: Rhetoric, transna-
tional feminism, and public policy writing. Pittsburgh: 
University of Pittsburgh Press.

ELMHURST, R., and B. RESURRECCION. 2008. Gender, 
environment and natural resource management: New 
dimensions, new debates. In: Gender and natural resource 
management: Livelihoods, mobility and interventions, 
London: Routledge, 3–22.

FAO (Food and Agriculture Organization of the UN). 1990. 
Committee on forestry: 10th session. FAO Library 
AN:307879. 

FAO (Food and Agriculture Organization of the UN). 2009. 
Module 15: Gender and forestry. In Gender in Agriculture 
Sourcebook. http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTGEN
AGRLIVSOUBOOK/Resources/CompleteBook.pdf 
[accessed 13 Aug 2017]

FAO (Food and Agriculture Organization of the UN). 2016a. 
How to mainstream gender in forestry: A practical field 
guide. http://www.fao.org/3/a-i6610e.pdf [accessed 13 
Aug 2017]

FAO (Food and Agriculture Organization of the UN). 2016b. 
Mainstreaming gender into forestry interventions in Asia 
and the Pacific: Training manual. http://www.fao.org/3/a-
i5866e.pdf [accessed 13 Aug 2017]

GALLOWAY, F., WYNBERG, R., and NOTT, K. 2016. Com-
mercialising a perfume plant, Commiphora wildii: Liveli-
hood implications for indigenous Himba in north-west 
Namibia. International Forestry Review 18(4): 429–443. 
doi:10.1505/146554816820127541

GELINAS, N., LAVOIE, A., LABRECQUE, M., and OLIV-
IER, A. 2015. Linking women, trees and sheep in Mali. 
International Forestry Review 17(4): 76–84. doi:10.1505/
146554815816086462

HARTMANN, B. 2001. Will the circle be unbroken? A 
critique of the project on environment, population and 
security. In: PELUSO, N., and WATTS, M. (eds.) Violent 
Environments. Ithaca: Cornell University Press 39–62.

HARTTER, J., STEVENS, F., HAMILTON, L., CONGAL-
TON, R., DUCEY, M., and OESTER, P. 2015. Modelling 
associations between public understanding, engagement 
and forest conditions in the Inland Northwest, USA. PloS 
one 10(2) doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0117975

HOSKINS, M. 1979. Women in forestry for local community 
development: A programming guide. Office of Women in 
Development, USAID. 

HOSKINS, M. 2016. Gender and the roots of community 
forestry. In: COLER, C., BASNETT, S., ELIAS, M. (eds.) 
Gender and forests: Climate change, tenure, value chains 
and emerging issues. New York: Routledge, 17–32. 

BLARE, T., and USECHE, P. 2015. Is there a choice? Choice 
experiment to determine the value men and women place 
on cacao agroforests in coastal Ecuador. International 
Forestry Review 17(4): 46–60. doi:10.1505/1465548158
16086390

BOSE, P. 2015. India’s drylands agroforestry: A ten-year 
analysis of gender and social diversity, tenure and climate 
variability. International Forestry Review 17(4): 85–98. 
doi:10.1505/146554815816086435

BOSERUP, E. 1970. Women’s role in economic development. 
New York: St. Martin’s Press.

BOURNE, M., Kimaiyo, J., TANUI, J., CATACUTAN, D., 
and OTIENDE, V. 2015. Can gender appreciation of trees 
enhance landscape multifunctionality? A case of small-
holder farming systems on Mount Elgon. International 
Forestry Review 17(4): 33–45. doi:10.1505/1465548158
16086480

BRAIDOTTI, R., CHARKIEWICZ, E., HAUSLER, S., and 
WIERINGA, S. 1994. Women, the environment and 
sustainable development. London: Zed Books.

CATACUTAN, D., and NAZ, F. 2015. A guide for gender 
mainstreaming in agroforestry research and development. 
ICRAF Vietnam. http://www.worldagroforestry.org/sites/
default/files/Guide-for-Gender-mainstreaming-in-Agro
forestry.pdf [accessed 13 Aug 2017]

CHOWDHURY, M. 2014. Forest conservation in protected 
areas of Bangladesh: Policy and community development 
perspectives (Vol. 20). Springer.

CHOWDHURY, M., GUDMUNDSSON, C., IZUMIYAMA, 
S., KOIKE, M., NAZIA, N., RANA, M., MUKUL, S., 
MUHAMMED, N., and REDOWAN, M. 2014. Commu-
nity attitudes toward forest conservation programs through 
collaborative protected area management in Bangladesh. 
Environment, Development and Sustainability 16(6): 
1235–1252. doi:10.1007/s10668-014-9524-y

CIAT (International Centre for Tropical Agriculture). 2011. 
Final report of the PRGA program 1997–2011. CIAT 
Working Document No. 220. http://library.cgiar.org/
bitstream/handle/10947/5214/PRGA_Final_Report__
2011.pdf?sequence=1 [accessed 13 Aug 2017]

CIFOR Centre for International Forestry Research). 2013. 
Gender in the CGIAR Research Program on Forests, Trees 
and Agroforestry: A strategy for research and action. 
https://library.cgiar.org/bitstream/handle/10947/2795/
CGIAR_Research_Program_on _Forests,_Trees_and
_Agroforestry_-_Gender_Strategy.pdf?sequence=1 
[accessed 13 Aug 2017]

COLFER, C., and MINARCHEK, R. 2012. Forest research 
and gender: A review of available methods for promoting 
equity. Forests, Trees and Livelihoods 21(4): 221–240. 
doi:10.1080/14728028.2012.761011

COLFER, C., ELIAS, M., and JAMNADASS, R. 2015. 
Women and men in tropical dry forests: A preliminary 
review. International Forestry Review 17(S2): 70–90. 
doi:10.1505/146554815815834877

COUTINHO-SLEDGE, P. 2015. Feminized forestry: The 
promises and pitfalls of change in a masculine organiza-
tion. Gender, Work & Organization 22(4): 375–389. doi:
10.1111/gwao.12098

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0966369X
http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTGENAGRLIVSOUBOOK/Resources/CompleteBook.pdf
http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTGENAGRLIVSOUBOOK/Resources/CompleteBook.pdf
http://www.fao.org/3/a-i6610e.pdf[accessed
http://www.fao.org/3/a-i6610e.pdf[accessed
http://www.fao.org/3/a-i5866e.pdf
http://www.fao.org/3/a-i5866e.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1505/146554816820127541
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal
http://dx.doi.org/10.1505/1465548158
http://dx.doi.org/10.1505/146554815816086435
http://dx.doi.org/10.1505/1465548158
http://www.worldagroforestry.org/sites/default/files/Guide-for-Gender-mainstreaming-in-Agroforestry.pdf
http://www.worldagroforestry.org/sites/default/files/Guide-for-Gender-mainstreaming-in-Agroforestry.pdf
http://www.worldagroforestry.org/sites/default/files/Guide-for-Gender-mainstreaming-in-Agroforestry.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10668
http://library.cgiar.org/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14728028
http://dx.doi.org/10.1505/146554815815834877
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/gwao.12098
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/gwao.12098


158  K. Asher and G. Varley

International Forestry Review 13(2): 245–258. doi:10.
1505/146554811797406589

MANFRE, C., and RUBIN, D. 2012. Integrating gender into 
forestry research: A guide for CIFOR scientists and pro-
gram administrators. http://www.cifor.org/publications/
pdf_files/Books/BCIFOR1203.pdf [accessed 13 Aug 
2017]

MBOSSO, C., DEGRANDE, A., VANDAMME, P., TSAFA-
CK, S., NIMINO, G., and TCHOUNDJEU, Z. 2015. 
Gender differences in knowledge, perception and use of 
the Ricinodendron heudelotii (Baill. Pierre ex pax) kernel 
extraction machine. International Forestry Review 17(4): 
124–134. doi:10.1505/146554815816086417

MCCALL, M.K., CHUTZ, N., and SKUTSCH, M. 2016. 
Moving from measuring, reporting, verification (MRV) 
of forest carbon to community mapping, measuring, 
monitoring (MMM): Perspectives from Mexico. PloS one 
11(6). doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0146038

MIES, M., and SHIVA, V. 1993. Ecofeminism. London: Zed 
Books. 

MOSER, C., 2005. Has gender mainstreaming failed? A com-
ment on international development agency experiences in 
the South. International Feminist Journal of Politics 7(4): 
576–590. doi:10.1080/14616740500284573

MUDACA, J., TSUCHIYA, T., YAMADA, M., and ONWO-
NA-AGYEMAN, S. 2015. Household participation in 
Payments for Ecosystem Services: A case study from 
Mozambique. Forest Policy and Economics 55: 21–27. 
doi:10.1016/j.forpol.2015.03.002

MULYOUTAMI, E., ROSHETKO, J., MARTINI, E., and 
AWALINA, D. 2015. Gender roles and knowledge in 
plant species selection and domestication: a case study in 
South and Southeast Sulawesi. International Forestry 
Review 17(4): 99–111. doi:10.1505/146554815816086453

NIGHTINGALE, A. 2006. The nature of gender: Work, 
gender, and environment. Environment and Planning D: 
Society and Space. doi:10.1068/d01k

PHAM, P., DONEYS, P., and DOANE, D. 2016. Changing 
livelihoods, gender roles and gender hierarchies: The 
impact of climate, regulatory and socio-economic 
changes on women and men in a Co Tu community in 
Vietnam. Women’s Studies International Forum 54: 48–
56. doi:10.1016/j.wsif.2015.10.001

PHAM, T., MAI, Y., MOELIONO, M., and BROCKHAUS, 
M. 2016. Women’s participation in REDD+ national deci-
sion-making in Vietnam. International Forestry Review 
18(3): 334–344. doi:10.1505/146554816819501691

PRAIN, G., HAMBLY, H., JONES, M., WARDIE, L., and 
NAVARRO, L. 2000. CGIAR program on participatory 
research and gender analysis: Internally commissioned 
external review. 

RAO, A., and KELLEHER, D. 2005. Is there life after gender 
mainstreaming? Gender & Development 13(2): 57–69. 
doi:10.1080/13552070512331332287

REED, M., SCOTT, A., NATCHER, D., and JOHNSTON, M. 
2014. Linking gender, climate change, adaptive capacity, 
and forest-based communities in Canada. Canadian 
Journal of Forest Research 44(9): 995–1004. doi:10.1139/
cjfr-2014-0174

ICRAF (World Agroforestry Centre). 2014. In equal measure: 
A user guide to gender analysis in agroforestry. http://
www.worldagroforestry.org/sites/default/files/In%20
equal%20measure_reduced.pdf [accessed 13 Aug 2017]

KERN, C., KENEFIC, L., and STOUT, S. 2015. Bridging 
the gender gap: The demographics of scientists in the 
USDA Forest Service and academia. BioScience 65(12): 
1165–1172. doi:10.1093/biosci/biv144

KHADKA, M., KARKI, S., KARKY, B., KOTRU, R., and 
DARJEE, K. 2014. Gender equality challenges to the 
REDD+ initiative in Nepal. Mountain Research and 
Development 34(3): 197–207. doi:10.1659/MRD-
JOURNAL-D-13-00081.1

KIPTOT, E. 2015. Gender roles, responsibilities, and spaces: 
Implications for agroforestry research and development in 
Africa. International Forestry Review 17(4): 11–21. doi: 
10.1505/146554815816086426

KIPTOT, E., and FRANZEL, S. 2012. Gender and agrofor-
estry in Africa: A review of women’s participation. 
Agroforestry Systems 84(1): 35–58. doi:10.1007/s10457-
011-9419-y

KUSAKABE, K., LUND, R., MISHRA PANDA, S., WANG, 
Y., and VONGPHAKDY, S. 2015. Resettlement in Lao 
PDR: mobility, resistance and gendered impacts. Gender, 
Place & Culture 22(8): 1089–1105. doi:10.1080/096636
9X.2014.939149

LARSON, A., DOKKEN, T., DUCHELLE, A., ATMADJA, 
S., RESOSUDARMO, I., CRONKLETON, P., CROM-
BERG, M., SUNDERLIN, W., AWONO, A., and SELA-
YA, G. 2015. The role of women in early REDD+ imple-
mentation: Lessons for future engagement. International 
Forestry Review 17(1): 43–65.

LEACH, M. 2007. Earth mother myths and other ecofeminist 
fables: How a strategic notion rose and fell. Development 
and Change 38: 67–85. doi:10.1111/j.1467-7660.2007.
00403.x

LEE, J., MARTIN, A., KRISTJANSON, P., and WOLLEN-
BERG, E. 2015. Implications on equity in agricultural 
carbon market projects: A gendered analysis of access, 
decision making, and outcomes. Environment and 
Planning A 47(10): 2080–2096. doi:10.1177/0308518X
15595897

LEIPOLD, S. 2014. Creating forests with words—a review 
of forest-related discourse studies. Forest Policy and 
Economics 40: 12–20. doi:10.1016/j.forpol.2013.12.005

MAATHAI, W. 2010. Kenya’s Green Militant: An Interview 
with Wangari Muta Maathai by Ethirajan Anbarasan. In: 
CONCA, K., and DABELKO, G. (eds.). Green Planet 
Blues: Four Decades of Global Environmental Politics, 
Westview Press. (originally published in the UNESCO 
Courier, December 1999), 99–105.

MACGREGOR, S. (ed.) 2017. Handbook of gender and 
environment. NY: Routledge.

MAI, Y., and MWANGI, E. In prep. Incorporating gender in 
CIFOR’s research: A review of CIFOR’s gender analysis. 
CIFOR working paper. Center for International Forestry 
Research, Bogor.

MAI, Y., MWANGI, E., and WAN, M. 2011. Gender analysis 
in forestry research: Looking back and thinking ahead. 

http://www.cifor.org/publications/pdf_files/Books/BCIFOR1203.pdf
http://www.cifor.org/publications/pdf_files/Books/BCIFOR1203.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1505/146554815816086417
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14616740500284573
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j
http://dx.doi.org/10.1505/146554815816086453
http://dx.doi.org/10.1068/d01k
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j
http://dx.doi.org/10.1505/146554816819501691
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13552070512331332287
http://www.worldagroforestry.org/sites/default/files/In%20equal%20measure_reduced.pdf
http://www.worldagroforestry.org/sites/default/files/In%20equal%20measure_reduced.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/biosci
http://dx.doi.org/10.1659/MRD
http://dx.doi.org/10.1505/146554815816086426
http://dx.doi.org/10.1505/146554815816086426
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10457
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/096636
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0308518X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j


Gender in the jungle  159

ROJAS, M. 1993. Integrating gender considerations into 
FAO forestry projects. http://www.fao.org/docrep/t1855e/
t1855e00.htm [accessed 13 Aug 2017]

SHIVA, V. 1988. Staying alive: Women, ecology and develop-
ment. London: Zed Books.

STIEM, L., and KRAUSE, T. 2016. Exploring the impact of 
social norms and perceptions on women’s participation in 
customary forest and land governance in the Democratic 
Republic of Congo—implications for REDD+. Interna-
tional Forestry Review 18(1): 110–122. doi:10.1505/146
554816818206113

SUNDERLAND, T., ACHDIAWAN, R., ANGELSEN, A., 
BABIGUMMIRA, R., ICKOWITZ, A., PAUMGARTEN, 
F., REYES-GARCIA, V., and SHIVELY, G. 2014. Chal-
lenging perceptions about men, women, and forest prod-
uct use: A global comparative study. World Development 
64: S56–S66. doi:10.1016/j.worlddev.2014.03.003

UNEP. 2004. Women and the Environment. http://wedo.org/
wp-content/uploads/2004/05/womenandtheenvironment.
pdf [accessed 13 Aug 2017]

UN WOMEN. 2014. Gender equality and sustainable 
development: World survey on the role of women in 

development 2014. https://sustainabledevelopment.un.
org/content/documents/1900unwomen_surveyreport_
advance_16oct.pdf [accessed 13 Aug 2017]

WALBY, S. 2005. Gender mainstreaming: Productive ten-
sions in theory and practice. Social Politics: International 
Studies in Gender, State & Society 12(3): 321–343. 
doi:10.1093/sp/jxi018

WESTHOLM, L. 2016. Fruits from the forest and the fields: 
forest conservation policies and intersecting social 
inequalities in Burkina Faso’s REDD+ program. Interna-
tional Forestry Review 18(4): 511–521. doi:10.1505/146
554816820127578

WILDE, V.L., and VAINIO-MATTILA, A. 1995. Gender 
analysis and forestry training package.

WOCAN (Women Organizing for Change in Agriculture and 
Natural Resource Management). 2013. Scoping study of 
good practices for strengthening women’s inclusion in 
forest and other natural resource management sectors: 
Joint regional initiative for women’s inclusion in REDD+. 
http://www.wocan.org/resources/scoping-study-womens-
inclusion-REDD [accessed 13 Aug 2017]

http://www.fao.org/docrep/t1855e/t1855e00.htm
http://www.fao.org/docrep/t1855e/t1855e00.htm
http://dx.doi.org/10.1505/146
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j
http://wedo.org/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/sp
http://dx.doi.org/10.1505/146
http://www.wocan.org/resources/scoping-study-womens-

