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Chapter 1: INTRODUCTION
Numerous texts have been published about gender and water governance and
management (Zwarteveen, 2017), about gender and peacebuilding (Coomaraswamy, 2015), and
about peacebuilding and water governance (Petersen-Perlman, Veilleux, & Wolf, 2017).
However, there has been an established gap in literature in the confluence of gender studies,
water management and governance, and peace and conflict studies (de Silva, Veilleux, & Neal,
2018). Additionally, most research on gender and water has been conducted at the sub-national
level (Earle & Bazilli, 2013) and from the Global South (de Silva et al., 2018). The research
conducted in the following two chapters attempts to begin to fill such gaps. Chapter two looks at
gender representation in employment within organizations and agencies involved in the
governance and management of the Deschutes River Basin, a tributary of the Columbia River
Basin in central Oregon, U.S. Chapter three examines international River Basin Organizations
for conceptualizations of gender and conducts quantitative analysis on gender representation in
employment within such organizations. The benefits of conducting research at such vastly
different scales helps to highlight issues of pervasive masculinities at all levels of water
governance and management. It also provides the basis for more complex, qualitative analyses at
such scales and regions where there is a lack of research conducted on gender issues in water
governance.
In conducting social research on gender in a diverse set of political, cultural, and
historical contexts, it is important to establish my own social dimensions as they may
inadvertently affect how I conduct and interpret the research that follows. I am a white,
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Ashkenazi (of Eastern European heritage) Jewish, United States citizen, middle-class, cisgender,
heterosexual, able-bodied woman. Both my parents received master’s degrees in their respective
professions and many of my extended family members have doctorate degrees in various fields. I
have intersecting dimensions of class, race, gender, religion, ethnicity, sexual orientation,
educational background, and many others, some of which confer privilege and others oppression.
I offer this statement of reflexivity in acknowledgement that these dimensions may contribute to
unconscious researcher biases in the research I have conducted for this thesis that I am unaware
of or could not fully address.
While the following two chapters exist as stand-alone research, they more broadly are an
attempt to highlight a need for more research on the incorporation of gender issues in both
developed/Global North contexts and as transboundary water governance. The final concluding
chapter offers a reflection and comparison of both chapters, highlighting similarities despite
differences in scale and scope of the research conducted.
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Chapter 2: GENDER EQUITY AND GENDER MAINSTREAMING IN THE
DESCHUTES RIVER BASIN
Introduction
Collaboration and cooperation between various stakeholders in the Deschutes River
Basin (DRB) in central Oregon have been key to maintaining a functioning water governance
structure. The Dublin Principles state that water governance and management require integrated
and participatory approaches and that women play a central role in all aspects (ICWE, 1992).
Since this declaration and others like it, there have been substantial efforts to include women in
traditionally masculine aspects of water management worldwide (Earle & Bazilli, 2013). Many
international River Basin Organizations (RBOs), for example, have adopted and implemented
plans and policies with the goal of achieving gender equity in their respective organizations and
in projects they implement (Schmeier, 2014). Additionally, involving both women and men as
active participants and decision-makers in water resources governance and management can
increase project effectiveness, efficiency, and improve the likelihood of sustainability (Bazilli,
2010).
Currently, there is no policy or mandate pushing for gender equity in the DRB. However,
there has been no research to date establishing inequitable gender representation in the DRB,
indicating that without evidence of such, there is no known need for institutional incorporation of
gender issues. This research aims to fill such a gap by gathering and analyzing gender
disaggregated data – separating data by gender – within the basin to investigate whether there are
discrepancies in the representation and roles of women and men in water governance activities in
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the DRB. The goal of this research is to aid in understanding factors that may influence the
overall efficiency and effectiveness of water governance in the Deschutes River Basin. An
additional objective of this chapter is to take the results of this data and evaluate whether the
organizations involved in Deschutes River Basin water governance would benefit from
employing certain strategies and/or policies that aim towards equitable gender representation.
Description of quantitative research methods and analysis
In order to understand if there are issues regarding equitable gender representation in the
DRB, the following research methods were employed. First, organizations involved in water
governance of the DRB were identified. Next, using publicly available information on
organization websites, tables were compiled that included each employee’s name, title or role in
the institution, and gender. Descriptive statistical analyses were conducted to understand the
gender disaggregation of the governance in the DRB. These data and quantitative analyses were
gathered and conducted collaboratively with Jahan Taganova. A more detailed description of the
methods will be discussed later in this chapter.
Initial hypotheses and expectations
Before conducting research, four hypotheses concerning potential findings or outcomes
were envisioned:
1) There is an inequitable number of women employees throughout the entire Basin.
2) There is an inequitable number of women in higher decision-making roles in
organizations involved in the governance of the DRB.
3) The proportion of women in higher positions is correlated with the organization type.
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4) There are more women in administrative roles than in decision-making roles in the
Deschutes River Basin overall.
Based on the research that already exists on the importance of gender equity in water
governance and management, I expect to make final recommendations on how to enhance the
efficiency and sustainability of the governance of the DRB in aiming for gender equity.
Persisting masculinities in irrigation, water governance, and engineering
In recent decades, numerous studies have been published about gender and water
management and governance processes, and a consideration of gender in water and irrigation
development projects has become commonplace (Zwarteveen, 2017). Despite this transition
towards gender inclusion in water-related fields, scholars have argued that the irrigation world
continues to be a ‘man’s world’ (Zwarteveen, 2011; Earle & Bazilli, 2013). Ownership of land
and subsequently water rights are predominately vested in men, making it no surprise that
irrigators’ associations are typically dominated by men (Zwarteveen, 2011). Scholars have
additionally pointed out that these male-dominated spheres make it difficult for women to have a
formal voice in decision-making processes (Zwarteveen, 2011; de Silva et al., 2018).
Efforts to increase women’s participation in water management decision-making
processes has been more prevalent at local and community levels (Earle & Bazilli, 2013),
however, high-level positions of influence and decision-making are still dominated by men (de
Moraes, 2015; Earle & Bazilli, 2013). Additionally, explicit efforts to include women at any
level of water governance have been mainly within developing countries, and women are
typically identified solely as direct water users (de Silva, et al., 2018). There is additionally a
lack of academic research on how women can contribute to decision-making and water conflict
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resolution (de Silva et al., 2018). Thus, although this research is preliminary and is only
scratching the surface on equitable gender representation in water governance mechanisms, it is
vital in order to keep pushing towards more inclusive and diverse workplaces in the water sector
and beyond.
Earle & Bazilli (2013) argued that traditional hydrologic engineering approaches come
from a masculinized discourse, emphasizing “construction, command, and control” (p. 103). This
discourse is communicated and enforced by technical, economic and political elites who are also
engaged in the masculinized discourses of political science and international relations, thus
leaving out already marginalized and invisible voices including women, the poor, ethnic and
racial minorities, among others. Earle & Bazilli additionally analyzed international and regional
legal transboundary water agreements for a gendered approach and found no explicit
incorporation of gender issues in both organizational frameworks and international law (2013).
Thus, despite international recognition and efforts to include women in water management, there
is a lack of legally binding incentives to do so. While recent research indicates that women are
included more at a sub-national level, this progress has also been limited (Earle & Bazilli, 2013).
Operational Definitions
Gender and Gender Identity
Gender or gender identity consists of performative activities, traits, and values and is
based on ever-changing social constructions of what is associated with men and masculinities
and what is associated with women and femininities that varies between situations (Connell,
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2000; Paechter, 2003). Gender and gender identity differ from sex, which is assumed to be
biological, whereas gender is psychological and cultural (Cleaver, 2002).
Intersectionality
Using intersectionality as a framework for analysis can inform understandings of how
power influences systems of privilege and oppression. Intersectionality is “the critical insight
that race, class, gender, sexuality, ethnicity, nation, ability, and age operate not as unitary,
mutually exclusive entities, but as reciprocally constructing phenomena that in turn shape
complex social inequalities (Hill Collins, 2015, p. 2). The concept of intersectionality has been
called “...the most important theoretical contribution that women’s studies, in conjunction with
related fields, has made so far” (McCall, 2005, p. 1771). Despite the importance of this topic,
conducting an intersectional analysis of the DRB was beyond of the scope of this study due to
the limited timeframe available. Future research should examine how race, class, sexuality
ethnicity, nationality, ability, and age intersect with gender in the DRB. In this chapter, I focus
specifically on gender in exploring how power influences systems of privilege and in particular,
the management and governance of critical natural resources such as water.
Gender Equity
Although definitions of equity vary, it is important to note that while equity is not the
same as equality, equity is linked to the concept of fairness (Meinzen-Dick, Brown, Feldstein, &
Quisumbing, 1997). In terms of equitable distribution of a resource, for example, equal
distribution may or may not be equitable, or fair distribution. In policymaking, equity is
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important because the outcome of legal or policy interventions may be affected by the fairness
and/or perceived fairness of the target group (Meinzen-Dick et al., 1997).
The development of a quantitative definition of what equitable gender representation in
the DRB might look like would be a work in and of itself. Due to limited time and resources, I
refrain from attempting to calculate such a metric here. Equitable gender representation most
likely varies across organizations, by type and possibly by geographic location as well. This
means that an irrigation district, which provides water to irrigators, a male-dominated profession,
might not require 50% of its board members or employees in decision-making roles to be
women. However, a state agency such as the Oregon Water Resources Department (OWRD),
might aim closer to 50% as the potential candidates for jobs might be close to equal gender
distribution. Therefore, while it is beyond the scope of this research to assign numerical values to
what percentage of women working for organizations involved in DRB water governance is
equitable, I attempt to make qualitative conclusions on the relative equitability of gender
representations in certain organization types and the basin as a whole.
Gender mainstreaming
Gender mainstreaming is a process to promote gender equality, “intended to improve the
effectivity of mainline policies by making visible the gendered nature of assumptions, processes,
and outcomes” (Walby, 2005, p. 321). As a theory, it is a “process of revision of key concepts to
grasp more adequately a world that is gendered, rather than the establishment of a separatist
gender theory” (Walby, 2005, p. 321). Gender mainstreaming policies have been implemented in
both Global North and Global South countries, as well as international organizations such as the
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World Bank and the United Nations (UN) (Bacchi, 2010a). States and institutions that
mainstream gender ideally “ensure that every part of that organization becomes gender-inclusive
and gender-sensitive” (Bacchi, 2010a). In government policy for example, each policy is
examined to see that it treats both women and men equitably (Bacchi, 2010a). Some practitioners
of gender mainstreaming policies argue this approach is more comprehensive and more
transformative than policies aimed solely at increasing the numbers of women in certain jobs or
positions of influence (Rees, 1998). However, that is not to say that women-specific measures,
such as affirmative action, should be replaced by gender mainstreaming. Rather, current
literature states explicitly that mainstreaming procedures need to accompany women-specific
measures (Bacchi, 2010b)
In practice, there are several notable examples of gender mainstreaming from the global
North. The World Bank’s ‘Case for Mainstreaming Gender’ has a goal for a “less rigid or
extreme gender-based division of labor” in order to increase “female productive capital, which
has important pro-growth effects” (World Bank, 2002, p. 5). Canada’s gender policy goal is to
ensure that the differential impact of policy on women and men is considered at each of the
following stages: “Identifying the issue, defining desired/anticipated outcomes; information
gathering; development and analysis of options; communication; evaluation” (Women's Bureau,
Strategic Policy Branch, 1997, p. 23). The information gathering stage includes collecting sexdisaggregated statistics on “women and men’s differential location in the labour market”
(Bacchi, 2010b, p. 24). A third example comes from the Netherlands, which follows a formula
similar to environmental impact assessments (Bacchi, 2010b). All of these examples contain
three elements, as defined by Bacchi (2010): identifying structures, such as the gendered division
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of labor; processes, the mechanisms that produce and reproduce unequal power relations
between women and men, and; criteria – equality (under the law), autonomy, and diversity –
which allow for the assessment of whether a situation is positive or negative. In examining how
gender is mainstreamed in other settings, it is vitally important to highlight the importance of
context – “what works in one situation may not be possible or may not have the same effects
elsewhere. Any tendency to generalize about the appropriateness of a particular approach,
therefore, can come unstuck when complex institutional and political factors are taken into
account” (Eveline & Bacchi, 2010, p. 91).
Politics, as with any type of policy, affects nearly every level of the production,
development, and implementation of gender mainstreaming initiatives (Bacchi, 2010b). A
sufficient analysis of the politics in the DRB and how it would support or oppose such policies is
outside the scope of this chapter and research. Future research should consider the power
dynamics between organizations within the DRB as well as conduct a thorough stakeholder
analysis on the relative importance, influence, motivation, and ability of each organization in
order to analyze the likelihood of a successful gender mainstreaming policy implementation.
Gender mainstreaming in water governance
How does gender mainstreaming play a role in governing water resources? Without
specific attention to gender issues and initiatives, projects and organizations can reinforce or
even increase gender inequities, and this can also exacerbate gaps between rich and poor women
(Bazilli, 2010). “Promotion of gender equality in all forms of governance must be one of the
performance indicators against which water resources management must be assessed” (Bazilli,
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2010). This section will discuss existing literature and successful applications of mainstreaming
gender in water governance practices.
Gender Mainstreaming in the Global South
In a review of gender mainstreaming practices adopted in water sector reform in India,
Panda (2007) concluded that while efforts to address power relations among men and women
were unsuccessful, they did transform the ability to adequately respond to the realities and needs
of both women and men. While this review was done in a Global South situation, some of the
lessons learned could be applied to any context. Panda argued that the crucial elements of a
successful mainstreaming strategy for water governance and management processes should:
-

Give attention to gender equality right from the initial stage of development
interventions;

-

Conduct a gender analysis of responsibilities and contributions of women and men,
and the potential impact of planned processes and activities on women and men
respectively;

-

Make gender perspectives visible;

-

Situate gender issues at the center of policy decisions and resource allocations, and;

-

Involve transformative processes and practices that will concern, engage, and benefit
women and men equitably by systematically incorporating a gender perspective that
would identify the need for changes in goals, policies, strategies, and actions as well
as institutional changes in structures, procedures, and cultures (Panda, 2007).
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Gender mainstreaming in transboundary water governance
Schmeier (2014), listed eight ways that RBOs, and by extension any water governance
mechanism, can and should engage in promoting gender equality (and equity) in water resources
management (emphasis mine):
-

Be aware of the different gender-specific challenges of water resources management
in all relevant sectors and at all governance levels;

-

Acknowledge gender-specific impacts of water resources development and
management projects;

-

Engage in awareness raising and knowledge dissemination with regards to gender
and water resources management among their constituencies;

-

Ensure gender-specific data and information gathering and analysis on the various
aspects of water resources management in the basin;

-

Develop and implement water resources management projects that specifically cater
to marginalized groups;

-

Ensure that women are adequately involved in decision-making on the use and/or
protection of water resources in the basin;

-

Build capacity to develop and implement activities leading towards gender-sensitive
resource management in the basin where needed; and
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-

Engage all relevant stakeholders in the water resources and river basin management
process (Schmeier, 2014).

Some international RBOs have explicitly defined gender strategies. The Mekong River
Commission (MRC), for example, includes gender aspects in its strategic planning process, and
has a specific gender strategy that ensures equal opportunities among staff, acquiring genderdisaggregated data for all program planning, design, implementation and monitoring, increasing
awareness and skills on gender issues among MRC staff, and conducting a systematic gender
review that leads to institutional procedures that ensure that the needs of boys, girls, men, and
women are taken into consideration equally in the MRC’s work (MRC, 2013). The Lake Victoria
Fisheries Organization (LVFO) has also integrated gender aspects in its planning process,
emphasizing the need to “ensure equity and gender sensitivity in access to opportunities,
resources and services” (LVFO, 2001, p. 19), in order to ensure that women “become involved in
the strategies deployed to manage the resources of the lake basin” (LVFO, 2001, p. 27). The
Commission Internationale du Bassin Congo-Oubangui-Sanga (CICOS) set up short-term
training programs to strengthen the capacities of women port authority administrators as well as
facilities that allow women with infants and small children to take part in training programs to
become ship captains, a male-dominated field (Schmeier, 2014).
The examples from both the Global North and South show that gender mainstreaming
typically includes identifying gaps in equity through the use of gender-disaggregated data,
developing strategies and policies to close those gaps, allocating resources and expertise for
implementation, monitoring the results of implementation, and holding institutions and
individuals within them accountable for outcomes that promote gender equality (Bazilli, 2010).
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Such strategies can involve targeted interventions to ensure people of all genders participate in
and benefit equally from such efforts. This research attempts to take the first step in the process
to identify such gaps in equity by acquiring gender-disaggregated data in the DRB.
Breaking the Glass Ceiling and benefits of a diverse workplace
Over the last five decades since the second wave of the feminist social and political
movement in the United States, the extent of women’s advancement regarding representation in
the workplace has been mixed. In the U.S., it rose from 20% to 57% between 1900 and 2016
(U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2016) and a growing number of women have achieved senior
positions within organizations overall, from 18% in 1972 to 42% in 2005 in the United States
(U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2006). However, women continue to be underrepresented in
more powerful positions in society. For example, in 2016, women made up 21.2% of board seats
at S&P 500 companies in the U.S. (Catalyst, 2019), and only 33% of American boards had more
than 3 women directors in 2018 (Spencer Stuart, 2018).
Representation of women additionally varies depending on occupation type within the
United States. When it comes to agriculture, women made up 11.8% of all farmers, ranchers, and
other agricultural managers as of 2016 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2017). The same study found that
in administrative positions, women made up 94.1% of secretaries and administrative assistants,
74.9% of office and administrative support workers, 81.5% of general office clerks, and 85.8%
of bookkeeping, accounting, and auditing clerks (U.S. Census Bureau, 2017). Women made up
29.9% of general and operations managers. Natural sciences managers and biological scientists
were the closest to equal gender representation, at 52.6% and 45.1% women, respectively,
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whereas environmental scientists were 31.5% women and environmental engineers only 26.1%
(U.S. Census Bureau, 2017).
While, as discussed, there has not been a gender analysis of water governance and
management organizations in the U.S., other studies on the impacts of increased gender and
racial/ethnic diversity in other industries have been conducted. An analysis of hundreds of
organizations in the United Kingdom, Canada, Latin America, and the U.S. from 2010 – 2013
found a statistically significant relationship between a more diverse leadership team and better
financial performance (Hunt, Layton, & Prince, 2014). Diversity in this study was defined as a
greater share of women and a more mixed ethnic/racial composition within companies (Hunt et
al., 2015). Although the results varied across industry type and among countries, overall,
companies in the top quartile for gender diversity were 15% more likely to have financial returns
greater than the national industry median, and companies in the top quartile for racial/ethnic
diversity were 35% more likely to have financial returns above their national industry median
(Hunt et al., 2014). In senior executive teams, results from the U.S. showed that until women
constitute at least 22 percent of a senior executive team, there is no significant correlation
between gender diversity and performance. However, the average percent of women on an
executive team in the U.S. was just 16% (Hunt et al., 2014). While these data only show
correlations between diversity and performance and not causations, other research has discussed
how diversity has a positive impact on many key aspects of organizational performance.
Furthermore, a focus on diversity management has been shown to: increase the talent
sourcing pool, increase employee satisfaction and reduces conflicts between groups, improve
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collaboration and loyalty, foster innovation and creativity through a greater variety of problemsolving approaches, perspectives, and ideas, and enhance companies’ images as social
responsibility becomes more important and legal requirements for diversity increase (McKinsey
& Company, 2007, 2008, 2010, 2012, 2013; Barta, Kleiner & Neumann, 2012; Page, 2007,
Hewlett, Marshall, & Sherbin, 2013).
Agriculture and gendered divisions of labor
As the main use of water in the DRB is for irrigation for agriculture, a discussion on
gendered divisions of labor in farming is merited. Whatmore (1991) explained that a narrow
concept of labor in farming is widely adopted in the West, which “only comprehends labour
contributing to commercial agricultural production”, and that “[t]he host of activities necessary
to the reproduction of family labour on a daily and generational basis is largely excluded” (p.
71). Therefore, in combination with traditional Western gender roles where women are
responsible for domestic (unpaid) responsibilities, particularly childcare and housework, they are
typically not included in contributing to commercial agricultural production. Despite this
exclusion, a survey of U.K. ‘farm wives’, women reported playing additional key roles on the
farm other than childcare. This included a combination of the job descriptions of a secretary,
receptionist, accountant, public relations, and 70% were involved in manual farm labor,
including 1/3 on a regular basis (Whatmore, 1991). The results of this survey also showed that a
higher proportion of women who had childcare responsibilities participated in agricultural labor
than those who did not (Whatmore, 1991). This study, and others like it (Haney & Knowles,
1988), challenged traditional definitions of labor and are taken into account in the discussion of
the results of this research.
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Critiques of gender mainstreaming in water management and governance
The Gender and Water Alliance (GWA) claims that good water governance can have a
positive impact on gender relations, allowing for women and men to negotiate equally over
allocation of water, work as partners in managing their water supplies equitably and sustainably,
and improve their livelihoods (GWA, 2006). However, scholars such as Cleaver & Hamada
(2010) argued that the idea of ‘good governance’ does not recognize ways in which governance
systems are adapted at local levels to produce winners and losers in water allocation and access.
Additionally, in many approaches to include women and other marginalized communities in
water governance, constraints on poor people’s ability to take effective action and deeply
entrenched patterns of inequality are not fully recognized (Cleaver & Hamada, 2010).
“‘Inclusion’ or ‘integration’ in formal decision-making bodies and in markets is
something that is seen to be simultaneously good for women (or gender equity) as for the
performance of water institutions and irrigation systems” (Ahlers & Zwarteveen, 2009, p. 417).
However, these ‘equalizing’ measures, Ahlers & Zwarteveen argued, “…overlook and ignore the
social, cultural and historical dimensions of gendered inequities” (2009, p. 417). Thus, there is a
risk posed that gender becomes another box to tick and that gender inclusion perpetuates gender
myths.
Arora-Jonsson (2014) discussed the inconsistency in implementation of gender issues
within environmental and water policies. Even before implementation, there is a disconnect
between scholars, who feel that their work is rarely taken up by policy, and policy makers, who
feel that gender theorizations are too far removed from reality (Arora-Jonsson, 2014). Research
has also shown that governance has been conceptualized differently between Global North and
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Global South countries (Arora-Jonsson, 2014), making application across contexts difficult.
Additionally, as including gender in international policy has become more commonplace over
the past few decades, it has been both diluted from political focus and become a technocratic
exercise, where gender-disaggregated data is calculated “without much basis for analysis,
often…without reading the literature on gender” (Arora-Jonsson, 2014, p. 7). Such a practice
poses a risk of reinforcing patriarchal norms and has resulted in involving women in projects
without ever consulting them (Arora-Jonsson, 2014). As was discussed in the section on
persisting masculinities in the water and irrigation sectors, policies have tried to make up for the
lack of women by simply adding women to these organizations (Ahlers & Zwarteveen, 2009;
Zwarteveen, 2017). However, this solution does not challenge existing gender norms and power
structures, it merely forces women to accommodate to a masculine field and workspace (AroraJonsson, 2014; Liebrand & Udas, 2017).
These critiques of gender mainstreaming in water governance and analyses of what
‘good’ water governance looks like should be considered when formulating new policies with
these issues in mind. This consideration includes politicizing policies and remedying the
invisibility of privilege. “The structures and unequal relations that cause disadvantage to persist
need to be challenged” (Arora-Jonsson, 2014, p. 12).
Purpose of area of study – Why the Deschutes River Basin?
A defining feature of the post-colonial development of the American West has been
strong management and control of the unpredictable waters due to their high spatial and temporal
variability (McKinney & Thorson, 2015). Growth and development in the region have
historically been dependent on the ability to manage and control these water resources for human
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use and consumption (Worster, 1985; Reisner, 1993; Molle, Mollinga, & Wester, 2009).
Consequently, the water governance of Western river basins was built on a traditional view that
all water should be used for human needs (Fort, 2002). In water resources management, gender
inequalities are rooted in and produced by similar historic perspectives (Ahlers & Zwarteveen,
2009). For instance, the romanticized image of the West depicted men as the tamers of the
wilderness and protectors of the home while women were the masters at the domestic space
(Macauley, 2010). These stereotyped gender roles persist within the DRB.
The unique hydrologic regime of the DRB has made the Basin an area of study for over a
century (O'Connor, Grant, & Haluska, 2003). It is a mixed-rain snow basin with a majority of its
inflow coming from precipitation on the volcanic Cascade Mountains situated along the eastern
edge (O’Connor et al., 2003). The Deschutes River is primarily groundwater-fed from porous,
volcanic soils in the upper part of the Basin, unlike many other river systems in Oregon that are
fed by seasonal surface runoff from melting snowpack (Deschutes River Conservancy, 2012).
Thus, the river has a stable annual hydrologic regime (Deschutes River Conservancy, 2012),
making it a key area of study for more than a century (O’Connor et al., 2003).
Alteration of the natural flow regime for agricultural uses has severely negatively
impacted species and ecosystems in the Basin (Deschutes River Conservancy, 2012). Since the
early 1900s, surface water in the Basin has been almost entirely allocated for irrigation for
agriculture purposes by eight irrigation districts (Satein, 2017). Artificial storage and diversion of
flow to meet irrigation demand has dramatically altered the river’s natural stream flow,
especially in the upper parts of the Basin. For example, the Wickiup Reservoir, which holds
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water for agricultural customers of North Unit Irrigation District, releases three percent of natural
flows in the winter months. In the summer growing season, the reservoir releases up to 200
percent of natural flows (Deschutes River Conservancy, 2016, Deschutes Water Alliance, 2006).
This is a drastic shift from historically stable annual flows and has impacted ecosystems in the
Basin, causing local species to become endangered, including four salmonid fishes, two bird
species, and the Oregon spotted frog (Satein, 2017). The establishment of infrastructure
throughout this Basin represents controlled, masculine behavior towards resources.
Climate change is also expected to have an effect on the timing of the hydrologic cycles
in some tributaries, and overall increase uncertainty and unpredictability of the future water
supply in the Basin (Deschutes River Conservancy, 2014). Over the last two decades, a number
of cooperative and collaborative efforts have formed among irrigation districts, non-profit
organizations within the basin, the Confederated Tribes of Warm Springs, local, county, state,
and federal government agencies, and private companies to address new challenges of managing
the water resources in the DRB (Satein, 2017). Despite the DRB’s uniqueness and propensity to
garner academic intrigue, gender issues have never been studied in the Basin. This comes as little
surprise, as in an assessment of journal articles containing women and water as combined key
words, more than 90% of papers in the water resources category focused on communities in
developing countries (de Silva, et al., 2018).
Gender mainstreaming has been the main methodology for integrating a gender-inclusive
approach into environment and development efforts (Bazilli, 2010). In the U.S., gender
mainstreaming is not commonplace, especially in the context of water governance. As the basin
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is already of interest by academics, policy makers, and practitioners, employing gender-specific
strategies and plans within organizations in the DRB based on results and recommendations from
this report would make for an interesting pilot study. Results of such a study could pave the way
for applicability to other river basins in the American West.
Methods
Data Acquisition:
The purpose of this stage was to audit and evaluate the status of gender equity within
organizations responsible for water governance in the DRB. In order to do this, data were
collected on the respective positions, gender, and position type of each employee and board
members within each identified organization. This process is described in detail below:
1) Organizations were identified with important roles in water governance with guidance
from experts in the Basin (Dr. Todd Jarvis, Director of the Institute for Water and
Watersheds at OSU and David Newton of Newton Consultants) and were categorized
based on their role in the Basin. These categories were (table 2):
a. NGO
b. Government (further broken down into tribal, federal, state, county, and local
government bodies and agencies)
c. Irrigation District
d. Private company
2) Additional organizations were identified by visiting websites of already identified
organizations and noting their “our partners” page, or equivalent thereof (Table 2).
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3) Each organization’s website was visited, and for each organization, a table such as table 1
was completed as much as possible during the weeks of July 28, 2019 and August 4,
2019 (Table 1)
Table 1. Example of table used for data acquisition from each organization in the DRB.

Organization [Insert name
Name:
here]

Source:

Name

Title/Role

Employee 1

Director

Gender
(M/F)
M

Employee 2
Employee 3

Field
operator
Office
manager

[Insert
website URL
here]
Position Type

M

Decisionmaker
Practitioner

F

Admin

Organization [Insert
Type:
organization
type here]

As all of the information gathered came from publicly available sources, the names of
each employee were listed on initial data acquisition tables. Confidentiality was not
considered as again; all the information was gathered from publicly available sources
online. However, to ensure privacy of employees, the published tables have omitted the
names and given them generic aliases of “employee 1, employee 2, board member 1,
board member 2, etc.”.
4) The genders of the employees were assumed based on the following qualifiers: name,
photo, and usage of gendered pronouns in employee profiles. If there were genderambiguous names that did not have a photo or employee profile, the employee was
searched for on the networking site, LinkedIn, in order to identify their gender. I
acknowledge that human error in data collection can occur, and that assuming a person’s
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gender based on their name and/or photo is potentially problematic as there is no
guarantee they self-identify as the gender their name and photo may suggest.
Additionally, I recognize that restricting this research to two genders is also limiting, as
there is a substantial and growing number of people who identify outside the male-female
gender binary. Continuation of this research should include contacting each organization
to confirm the self-identified genders of all employees.
5) When an organization’s website did not include sufficient information on their staff
members, this organization was omitted from the audit and is noted in the discussion
section of this chapter.
Definition of position types
In order to succinctly categorize who within each organization was occupying a decisionmaking position, four categories were created:
Decision-Makers: This position type was occupied by employees with roles that had specific
key words including manager, director, coordinator, president, vice president, administrator (in
government positions), commissioner, council representative, Chief, head, executive, team
leader, as well as basin-specific water governance-related roles such as watermaster. All board
members with voting power were automatically assigned the role of decision-maker as well.
These position titles were assumed to suggest that the person occupying the role had some level
of decision-making power within their organization, and within the governance of the basin.
Administrative (Admin): This position type was assigned to employees with titles with
keywords including secretary, office manager, assistant, executive assistant, comptroller, office
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administrator, bookkeeper, office assistant, office coordinator, administrative specialist, office
support, and receptionist. This category also included financial and accounting positions such as
accountant, comptroller, accounting manager, accounts, and accounting. This position type did
not include board members who were treasurers and secretaries, as their voting power on the
board superseded their role as treasurer and/or secretary of the board.
Practitioner: This position included any staff member whose role was to keep the organization
running by partaking in day to day responsibilities, but who did not have (significant) decisionmaking power. This is arguably the broadest category and could have potentially been broken
down into sub-categories, but with the time limitations and narrow scope of this study, it was
kept as one overarching position type. Job titles for this type included (but is not limited to):
ditch rider, associate, manager (if a higher position-type existed within that organization), public
affairs officer, specialist, engineer, support, analyst, worker, contractor, GIS coordinator,
hydrologist, program assistant, technician, conservationist, planner, and caretaker.
Occasionally websites included staff profiles which included tasks, responsibilities, and
duties of each employee, and this information was used by the researchers to cross-check their
position-type categorization.
Limitations to data gathering
There were numerous limitations to this data gathering method, and these are noted in the
discussion section of this chapter, as well as a justification for why these methods were chosen
given the limited time frame for data gathering and analysis.
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Data Analysis
Once each organization’s website was visited and tables successfully filled out to the best
of the researchers’ abilities, the following data analysis process occurred:
Simple statistical analyses were conducted to ascertain:
-

The total number of employees and board members from each organization and in the
basin overall

-

The total number and percentage of women and men in each organization and in the
basin overall,

-

The percentage of women and men in each organization type

-

The percentages of women and men in decision-making, administrative, and practitioner
positions in each organization, by organization type and basin-wide

Table 2. Complete list of 37 organizations in the DRB used in this study, organized by organization-type. Colors
were assigned arbitrarily, solely to visually indicate a different organiztion type.

Organization Name
Confederated Tribes of Warm Springs
Deschutes County
Jefferson County
Wasco County
Sherman County
Warm Springs National Fish Hatchery (USFWS)
US Bureau of Reclamation - Pacific Northwest/Central
OR
Deschutes Valley Water District
La Pine Water District
Deschutes Soil and Water Conservation District
Jefferson County Soil and Water Conservation District
Wasco County Soil and Water Conservation District
Sherman County Soil and Water Conservation District
Oregon Department of Agriculture
Crook Country Soil and Water Conservation District
Oregon Water Resources Department

Organization Type
Government - Tribal
Government - County

Government - Federal
Government - Local

Government - State
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Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
Arnold Irrigation District
Central Oregon Irrigation District
Lone Pine Irrigation District
North Unit Irrigation District
Ochoco Irrigation District
Swalley Irrigation District
Three Sisters Irrigation District
Tumalo Irrigation District
Deschutes Water Alliance
Upper Deschutes River Communities
Deschutes River Conservancy
Wild River Owners Association
Trout Unlimited - Deschutes Redbands
Crooked River Watershed Council
Middle Deschutes Watershed Council
Upper Deschutes Watershed Council
Water Watch Oregon
Deschutes Land Trust
Portland General Electric (PGE)

Irrigation District

NGO

Private (energy utility)

Results
Table 3. Count of organizations and total employees in analysis separated by organization type.

Organization Type
Government (All)
Tribal Government
Federal Government
State Government
County Government
Local Government
Irrigation District
NGO
Private Company
Total

Count
Total Employees
252
18
24
1
14
2
9
174
40
4
8
2
86
8
149
10
28
1
37
523
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Gender-Disaggregation basin-wide and by position-type
After all organizations involved in the water governance and management of the DRB
were identified, they were objectively categorized into organization types, as seen in Table 3.
Some types had more than others, which potentially affects the significance of the data (Table 3).
For example, only two local government organizations were identified, and only eight total
employees within those two organizations were counted. Because of this small sample size,
qualitative analyses and generalized conclusions concerning local government data is marginal.
Table 3. Gender disaggregation of all employees throughout the DRB and by position type.

Total Count

Percent

Total of All Employees Basin-Wide

523

100.0%

Women

197

37.7%

Men

326

62.3%

Total of All Employees in Administrative Positions Basin-Wide

44

100.0%

Women

35

79.5%

Men

9

20.5%

Total of All Employees in Decision-Making Positions Basin-Wide

364

100.0%

Women

110

30.2%

Men

254

69.8%

Total of All Employees in Practitioner Positions Basin-Wide

115

100.0%

Women

45

39.1%

Men

70

60.9%

After all the tables (Table 1) were populated to include each employee’s name, title, and
gender, a subjective categorization of position type was undertaken. Of the 523 total employees,
44 were in administrative positions, 364 were in decision-making positions, and 115 were
practitioners (Table 3). Graphic visualizations for each position type as well as the gender
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representation within the entire basin are presented in Figures 1-4. Overall, 62% of employees in
the Basin were men, and 38% of employees were women (Figure 1). Administrative positions
were dominated by women, holding almost 80% of those jobs (Figure 2). Practitioners almost
mirrored the basin-wide results, with 61% men and 39% women (Figure 3). Women made up
30% of decision-making positions within all organizations in the basin (Figure 4).

Gender Representation in the
Deschutes River Basin

Women
38%

Men
62%

Figure 1. Overall gender representation of all employees audited in the DRB.

Gender Representation in
Administrative Positions in the DRB
Men
20%

Women
80%

Figure 2. Gender representation of all administrative positions in the DRB.
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Gender representation in
Practitioner Positions in the DRB

Women
39%

Men
61%

Figure 3. Gender representation of all practitioner positions in the DRB.

Gender Representation in DecisionMaking Positions in the DRB
Women
30%

Men
70%

Figure 4. Gender representation of all decision-making positions in the DRB.

Gender-disaggregation by organization type and position type
Figure 5 shows the percent of women in the DRB by both organization type and position
type. Not all organizations had employees in all three position types, but all had decision-makers.
In every organization type with all three position types represented, women in administrative
positions outnumbered women in decision-making and practitioner positions, except NGOs,
where women held 71.4% of the admin positions, and 72.7% of the practitioner positions.
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Women practitioners outnumbered women decision-makers in all organization types except
county governments. Irrigation Districts had the lowest percentage of women in nonadministrative positions. In contrast, women held 100% of administrative positions, representing
8.7% of practitioners and 6.0% of decision-makers. Looking more deeply at the data from the
Irrigation Districts, the only women identified as decision-makers in irrigation districts came
from one district, the Central Oregon Irrigation District.

Proportion of women in Organization type and Position Type
Private
NGO
Irrigation District
Local Government
County Government
State Government
Federal Government
Tribal Government
Government (All)
0%

10%

Women Admin (%)

20%

30%

40%

50%

Women Practitioner (%)

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Women Decision-Maker (%)

Figure 5. Disaggregation of women employees in the DRB separated by organization type and by position type.

Figure 6 shows gender disaggregation by organization type. These data were weighted by
the number of employees per organization. Basin-wide, government agencies were the closest to
50% representation, with women holding 48.4% of all positions. Although in local government
women were the least represented of all organizations, they did not significantly alter overall
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government representation. Additionally, state government agencies had the highest number of
employees overall, at 174, as well as the highest number of all government agencies, with nine
agencies included (Table 3). With over half of the government employees coming from state
agencies, it is unsurprising that the overall government proportions are similar to those of the
state agencies. Tribal, federal, and county government were close to basin-wide proportions, with
women holding 37.5%, 35.71%, and 40.0% of all positions, respectively. As also depicted in
Figure 5, Irrigation Districts have the lowest representation of women after local government, at
20.1%. NGOs and the private company audited (PGE) were close to overall basin proportions
(Figure 1), with women holding 39.0% and 35.7% of positions, respectively.

Gender Representation by Organization Type
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

Women

Men

Basin-Wide Average

Figure 6. Percent gender representation by organization type in the DRB.
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Discussion
I conducted an audit of most of the organizations within the governance structure of the
DRB to identify whether there was inequitable gender representation in the basin. The aims of
this gender analysis, the first of its kind in the DRB, were to: begin to fill a large gap in the
literature concerning women’s role as decision-makers when it comes to water resources and
high levels of decision-making; fill a gap on this type of research on developed countries/global
North; and to evaluate whether the organizations involved in DRB water governance would
benefit from employing a policy that aims towards gender equity, and if so, produce policy and
strategy recommendations.
Limitations
The time available to acquire data was one of the most limiting factors hindering a more
in-depth analysis. Data were collected and quantified collaboratively with Jahan Taganova,
between July 24 and July 31, 2019. Only publicly available information on organization and
agency websites was used. We originally planned to contact each organization during the data
gathering process, to verify that the information available online was accurate and up to date, and
to ensure that the genders of each employee were correctly identified. However, it was ultimately
decided that there was insufficient time to conduct this step as it was anticipated that not all
organizations would respond in time with the due date of this report. This was limiting as some
organizations did not share their entire employee directory online. These organizations include,
but are not limited to: Sun River Anglers (NGO), U.S. Fish and Wildlife (Bend, OR Field
Office), Confederated Tribes of Warm Springs (currently decision-makers only), PGE (data only
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include Board members and a select number of employees working on hydroelectric dams in the
DRB), Lone Pine Irrigation District (no website, currently only board members), Wild River
Owners Association (currently board members only), Crook County (Website down during data
collection period), Bend, Redmond, Madras, Warm Springs, La Pine, and Prineville municipal
water providers, and domestic well owners. Although extensive research was conducted during
the organization identification process and checked with DRB experts Dr. Todd Jarvis and David
Newton, it is possible that there remain some unidentified organizations that have been left out of
the present analysis.
Another limitation to this research was the subjectivity to assigning position types to each
employee. There was no distinction between decision-makers at different levels of influence and
importance. Board members were given the same status of decision-makers as managers and
directors. The practitioner categorization was arguably too broad, as it essentially included every
employee with little to no decision-making power that did not include the administration
category. Administrative positions included financial job types, which should have their own
category. The three categories were subjectively created in order to perform a relatively simple
statistical analysis in a short timeframe, and continuation of this research should add more
position-types and stratified decision-maker tiers to ensure for accurate position-type
categorization.
As stated in the Intersectionality section of this chapter, modern gender analyses that do
not use an intersectional framework are regarded by feminist scholars as incomplete. I was fully
aware of this at the beginning of the data acquisition process, however, as this project was also

34

done based on publicly available information only, given the inability to contact organizations
and conduct employee surveys with the time available, it was not possible to complete a full
intersectional analysis. Continuation of this research should include the addition of the following
variables from each employee for an intersectional analysis: self-identified race/ethnicity,
sexuality, gender identity not aligning with gender binary, type and highest level of education
completed, and time spent at organization and/or in the organization type. A more detailed
description of continuation and recommendations for future research is discussed at the end of
this chapter.
Discussion of Results
The results show that among employees in organizations involved in DRB water
governance and management, slightly over one third (38%) were women (Table 3; Figure 1).
Among those who were classified as having any type of decision-making power, this number
decreased to 30% (Table 3; Figure 4). Among those who were classified as practitioners, nearly
40% were women (Table 3; Figure 3). And of those who held administrative positions, 80%
were women. These results follow a general national (and international) trend that women are
underrepresented in positions of higher decision-making power as discussed in the introduction
and literature review sections of this chapter, and that they maintain a strong majority in
traditionally feminine jobs, namely administrative and secretarial.
Organizational trends
When the data were disseminated by organization type, the most drastic shift away from
basin-wide trends were local government (water districts) and Irrigation Districts, which
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respectively had 12.5% and 20.1% women overall. For Irrigation Districts, that percentage
decreased to just 6.0% women employees holding decision-making power with 100% of
administrative positions were held by women. Given that these organizations fall within
traditionally masculine fields of irrigation and hydrologic engineering (Zwarteveen, 2011; Earle
& Bazilli, 2013, Molle et al., 2009), these results are unsurprising.
The question of whether these results indicate gender equitability or in-equitability still
remains. While the number of women farmers in the Deschutes River Basin is unknown, one
might assume that that number is greater than zero. Nationally, women make up 11.8% of
farmers, ranchers, and other agricultural managers. This likely does not include women in family
farms who partake in non-commercial agricultural labor, as discussed by Whatmore (1991), yet
are vitally important in the overall functioning of the farm. Additionally, none of the eight
irrigation district boards have women members, and the only women holding positions of
decision-making power are in one district – Central Oregon Irrigation District. Therefore, it is it
is concluded that within irrigation districts in the DRB, there exists inequitable gender
representation among all position types, most prominently among those with decision-making
power.
The organization types with the highest percentages of women employees were state
government agencies at 46.0%, and county governments at 40.0%. Women decision-makers
made up 33.7% percent of state agencies and 35.7% of county government. In tribal government,
The Confederated Tribes of Warm Springs, women comprised 37.5% of decision-makers. There
may be a few explanations for these relatively higher values. The state of Oregon is generally
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recognized as a progressive state (Associated Press, 2019), with state policies such as the Equal
Opportunity and Affirmative Action Rule and Executive Order 16-09 (State of Oregon
Employment Department 2016), relating to affirmative action and diversity and inclusion, which
orders state agency directors and administrators to:
1. Identify resources for improving the hiring and developmental opportunities of
underrepresented persons;
2. Promote diversity in the workplace and eliminate past and present discrimination;
3. Determine whether management personnel are being evaluated based on effectiveness
in achieving affirmative action objectives, and;
4. Improve employees’ skills and competency in managing affirmative action and
diversity issues (State of Oregon Employment Department, 2016)
These and other related policies suggest that due to institutional mandates by the state
government of Oregon, state agency directors and managers are constantly evaluated and trained
on ensuring diverse hiring, retention, promotion, and career development practices. Under
federal law, protected classes include sex and people who use leave covered by the Family and
Medical Leave Act, and under Oregon state law, this is expanded to include marital status,
family relationship, and sexual orientation (State of Oregon Employment Department, 2016).
Additionally, on August 9, 2019, Oregon Governor Kate Brown signed what advocates are
calling the most progressive paid family and medical leave act in the country (Associated Press,
2019). The law, which will go into effect in 2023, gives 12 weeks of paid time off to new
parents, victims of domestic violence and those who become ill or need to care for a sick family
member, and includes undocumented people and part-time workers (Associated Press, 2019).
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Education also plays a role determining labor divisions. In 2018, women attending public
universities (undergraduate and graduate) in Oregon were 53.3% of all student enrollments (State
of Oregon, 2018). Women attending OSU-Cascades in Bend, Oregon, Central Oregon’s largest
public university campus, comprised 56.0% of all enrollments (State of Oregon, 2018). Although
these data are not disaggregated by discipline, and such statistics should be considered, it does
indicate that women seeking higher education in Oregon do so to pursue advanced employment
opportunities.
Gender Inequity in the DRB?
Although there is discrepancy across organizational type overall, no organization type
had greater than 37.5% women in decision-making roles. This, in addition to other results
already discussed, leads me to conclude that there is inequitable gender representation in the
Deschutes River Basin as a whole.
Applying Gender Mainstreaming to the Deschutes River Basin
There exists a plethora of literature and research on what has worked (Schmeier, 2014a;
Bazilli, 2010; Panda, 2007) and what hasn’t worked (Arora-Jonsson, 2014; Ahlers &
Zwarteveen, 2009; Cleaver & Hamada, 2010) in including gender mainstreaming in water
governance and management, especially in Global South and developing country contexts. There
are examples of countries in the global North where gender mainstreaming is applied on a
broader scale, including the Netherlands, Canada, and New Zealand (Bacchi, 2010b). In the U.S.,
studies have shown that increased gender and racial/ethnic diversity is correlated with and leads
to greater organizational productivity, higher financial returns, improved collaboration and
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loyalty, and increased innovation and creativity, among other benefits (Hunt, Layton, & Prince,
2014; Catalyst, 2019; McKinsey & Company, 2013; Spencer Stuart, 2018).
However, academics and policy makers have warned against the tendency to make
generalizations when examining how gender is mainstreamed in other contexts (Eveline &
Bacchi, 2010). What has been successful in one context “can come unstuck when complex
institutional and political factors are taken into account” (Eveline & Bacchi, 2010, p. 91). Phi,
Hermans, Douven, Van Halsema, & Khan (2015) similarly argued that plan implementation in
water management is a multi-actor process and requires a thorough analysis of the motivations
and abilities of all involved actors, as well as perceived threats and opportunities as a result of
implementation. Given these considerations, all recommendations in this section should be taken
as just that: recommendations. Further research, including discussions with stakeholders and
organizations in the Basin on their perceived problems and needs is a logical next step. This is
reiterated by scholars, such as Panda (2007), who stated that in incorporating gender
mainstreaming in water management, the final stage should
“involve transformative processes and practices that will concern, engage, and benefit
women and men equitably by systematically incorporating a gender perspective that
would identify the need for changes in goals, policies, strategies, and actions as well as
institutional changes in structures, procedures, and cultures” (p. 323).
Recommendations for achieving equitable gender representation in the DRB and beyond
The objective of this research was to conduct quantitative analysis on gender
disaggregation in employment in organizations involved in water governance and management
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of the DRB. It was out of the scope of this research to analyze the reasons behind the results.
Further or continued research should work with the organizations involved in this study to
answer such a question. Knowing this, I provide some broad recommendations based on lessons
learned from scholars implementing gender policies and strategies in non-water sectors. As there
is no known gender mainstreaming policy designed explicitly for water governance or
management in the United States, the DRB could be a pilot study for implementation. Further
research could involve assessing the applicability of the following suggested strategies in the
DRB and other similar basins in the American West.
Work-life policies aimed at both men and women. These types of policies have the “best
chance of reducing gender inequality because they have the potential of contributing to a more
equal division of labor outside work” (Sabattini & Crosby, 2009). Policies like this should
include steps toward reducing the stigma associated both with regard to work arrangements and
with regard to the division or labor within the family, as changes in one without changes in the
other are likely to meet only limited and short-term success (Sabattini & Crosby, 2009). An
example of this is following in the footsteps of the Oregon State law signed just a week before
the initial submission of this chapter which includes paid 12-week parental leave to all new
Oregonian parents in the workforce (Associated Press, 2019).
Cross-cultural networking and mentoring. Social and professional networks have been
suggested as one of the resources that typically help men advance within organizations and that
tend to be less available to women (Hunt, et al., 2009). This is especially important to cross
cultural boundaries like ethnicity and race as strategies to overcome discrimination (Hunt, et al.,
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2009). Implementation of this could be in the form of summer camps, field trips, youth
conferences, and mentorship programs for young women and people from traditionally
marginalized communities in the basin.
Quotas and/or affirmative action. Affirmative action, which is already implemented within
state agencies in Oregon (State of Oregon Employment Department, 2016), has had clearly
positive effects with regard to increasing the representation of women in organizations while
maintaining or even increasing organizational productivity and effectiveness (Iyer, 2009). It has
also been implemented in other forms of gender mainstreaming in water management (Bazilli,
2010). However, a responsible use of this strategy needs to recognize that affirmative action and
the use of quotas can have both positive and negative effects that need to be anticipated and
addressed. Therefore, adequate implementation plans can combat potential negative effects of
this strategy, such as taking various levels of analysis into account (i.e., the individual, teams,
and organizations) when planning implementation or examining its effectiveness (Iyer, 2009).
Encourage alliances in the DRB to ensure (gender) diversity is in line with their group
norms. If groups are able to self-identify the conditions under which the benefits of diversity can
be revealed in the absence of its costs while still taking into account existing group dynamics and
characteristics, then they are better equipped to argue in favor of the inclusion of women and
other minority group members in the workplace (Rink & Ellemers, 2009). This strategy has been
discussed in different forms by scholars in relation to water governance and management
(Schmeier, 2014; Panda, 2007). Alliance organizations such as the Deschutes Water Alliance,
Deschutes Basin Board of Control, and the Deschutes River Conservancy should amend their
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shared vision statements, and memoranda of understandings to ensure that diversity (of gender,
race, ethnicity, class, age, ability, sexuality, etc.) is in line with their group norms. Furthermore,
these amendments should be clearly communicated to board members, or better yet, be codefined by the board members and organization staff, so they maintain ownership and ensure
positive outcomes for organizational functioning. This could be supported by diversity training
designed for work groups that are focused on changing existing group norms and forming new
diverse working groups explicitly chosen to offer unique contributions to the group/board’s
performance. Additionally, with alliance organizations in the DRB being the first to enact such
changes to their group policies, it is anticipated that the organizations that make up these
alliances would subsequently follow suit.
Implementation of Gender Mainstreaming
The recommendations above are not exhaustive. There are undoubtedly more policies,
strategies, and plans which could be added, and not all of the recommendations from this chapter
will be feasible for the DRB context without direct communication and discussion with
stakeholders in the Basin. Thus, in order to achieve success in gender mainstreaming, it can be
argued that the stakeholders in the DRB need to take ownership of the issue of equitable gender
representation in their basin. The success of any project “depends on select staff with knowledge
and expertise in the functions and culture of those…taking a high degree of ownership in the
refining and testing of the process” (Bacchi, 2010b, p. 31).
Bacchi & Eveline suggest that effective implementation of a gender mainstreaming
initiative “…requires a focus on policy’s creative (active) role in constructing ‘problems’ and in
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shaping gender relations” (2010, p. 41). The recommendations in this section for a gender
mainstreaming strategy in the DRB attempt to balance what is likely feasible for the basin and its
diverse set of stakeholders and encourage a collaborative, participatory process, while still trying
to address systematic gendered power imbalances at their core. Therefore, ‘just’ affirmative
action and/or a quota system is never enough, and why other mainstreaming policy attempts to
impose policies without fully understanding cultural or political contexts have failed in the past
(Arora-Jonsson, 2014; Ahlers & Zwarteveen, 2009).
Conclusion
Some gender studies scholars believe that reform needs to be imposed upon those lower
down in the chain of command for meaningful change to occur (Roggeband and Verloo 2005;
Earle & Bazilli, 2013). Others focus on the need to cultivate a sense of ownership of reform
processes among those asked to implement them (Bacchi, Eveline, Binns, MacKenzie, &
Harwood, 2010). Practitioners, however, discuss experience with reform “sprouting up from
somewhere in the middle” (Bacchi, et al., 2010, p. 80).
Employing a gender mainstreaming strategy for the Deschutes River Basin would be the
first of its kind in the United States and some recommendations might be met with pushback and
opposition from some stakeholders and organizations within the basin. Despite this, I argue that
qualitative analysis is just the beginning. Merely highlighting the problem of gender inequity in
the basin is not enough to invoke change and thus the given recommendations should be received
by the relevant stakeholders and organizations credibly.
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Future Research
As discussed in the limitation section, this research is preliminary, and continued research
is vital. This should include, but is not necessarily limited to: contacting organizations to clarify
results and to add organizations not included in this analysis; conducting an intersectional
analysis by looking at intersecting factors such as race/ethnicity, type and level of education
attained by employees, time spent at the organizations or in the same field, and expanding the
definition of gender identity beyond a male-female binary; further disaggregating data by boards
of directors; ensuring that the data are statistically significant, and; re-categorizing position types
to include multiple levels of decision-makers and leadership positions. Finally, the results and
conclusions of the work from this report should be cross-validated and communicated with the
organizations involved in this study. This could involve holding and facilitating roundtable
discussions with stakeholders from the 37+ organizations to discuss the implications of these
data, define problem statements, organizational and basin-wide needs when it comes to gender
equity and water governance efficiency.
This chapter provided alternative analyses to how water governance processes are shaped
in the DRB. There will always be those who argue that gender has no impact on water
governance and management processes. However, the recommendations in are intended to
improve more than just gender representation in the Basin. If implemented, they have the
potential to level gendered power asymmetries, improve cooperative, participatory processes,
and increase efficiency in the water governance structure of the Deschutes River Basin.
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Chapter 3: GENDER CONCEPTUALIZATION AND REPRESENTATION IN RIVER
BASIN ORGANIZATIONS
Introduction
Since the early 1990s, the international community has recognized that women have a
role to play in all processes of water governance and management through declarations such as
the 1992 Dublin Principles, 1992 Rio Convention, and the 1995 Beijing Declaration (ICWE,
1992; Weiss, 1992; UNESCO, 1995). Good water governance can also have positive impacts on
gender inequalities, by ensuring that women are equal partners with men in decision-making and
introducing inclusive and equitable rules and practices that improve the livelihoods of all
vulnerable and marginalized groups, not just women (Bazilli, 2010). Despite these recognitions,
however, the laws and organizations responsible for transboundary water management have not
been found to reflect a gendered approach from the top-down (Earle & Bazilli, 2013). This has
created a gender divide, as women’s participation in water management processes are more
prevalent at the local and community levels, while high-level positions of decision-making
power are dominated by men (de Moraes, 2015, de Silva, Veilleux, & Neal, 2018).
Research Importance and Objectives
Gender studies research of this scope has never been attempted before in the field of
international water governance institutions. Some studies have looked at specific case studies of
RBOs and similar water governance institutions (Von Lossow, 2015; Earle & Bazilli, 2013;
Schmeier, 2014a), however, a literature review conducted by de Silva et al. (2018) found that
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there has been no analysis on the articulation of gender issues or the representation of women in
RBOs.
Ample research has established strong links between gender and water, water and peace,
and peace and gender, however, a literature gap remains in the intersection of these three fields
of study and practice. Ray (2007) argued that more collaborative work between gender scholars
and water policy analysts can help bridge this gap. The literature that does exist focuses almost
exclusively on women’s role in intra-state, local water conflicts as community leaders (Yerian, et
al., 2014; Carmi, Alsayegh, Zoubi, 2019), and literature that discusses women’s role in interstate water conflicts simply points out this gap exists (Earle & Bazilli, 2013, Von Lossow, 2015,
de Silva, et al., 2018). As River Basin Organizations have been established as institutions that
can reduce the likelihood of water conflict (Wolf, et al., 2003; Yoffee et al., 2003; 2004) and
help resolve disputes (Schmeier et al., 2016), understanding how gender is conceptualized in
RBOs’ written policies and legislation as well as the representation of women, is a prime way to
bridge the knowledge gap in the center of that nexus.
Additionally, there is a considerable lack of research conducted in the Global North
(Arora-Jonsson, 2014; de Silva et al., 2018, Fletcher, 2018). Yet, many of the efforts to empower
women and mainstream gender in water and environmental management come from donorfunded agencies and institutions in the global North (Mukhopadhyay, 2004; Arora-Jonsson,
2014). This is especially significant in RBOs, as Schmeier (2014b) found that 41.6% of RBOs
with known sources of funding rely at least partially on external donor funding.
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While this study is a small ripple in a larger wave of research in this field, it is my hope
that the results can be used to inform international water governance and management decisionmakers on the necessity for research such as this, how it can help bridge the shortcomings of
gender mainstreaming in water, improve the efficiency and effectiveness of RBOs, and address
‘hydro-hegemonic masculinity’ at its core.
The objective of the research in this chapter is to answer the following questions and subquestions:
1. Is there equitable gender representation in employment of RBOs?
a. Does gender representation vary by position type and/or level of decisionmaking? If so, to what extent?
b. Does this vary by region? If so, to what extent?
c. Is gender representation correlated with RBOs that conceptualize gender?
2. How many RBOs conceptualize and incorporate gender and/or women’s issues into their
policies, strategies, and projects?
a. How is gender incorporated in these documents?
b. Does this vary by RBO organizational structure and water resource governance
mechanisms? If so, which types of organizational structures and mechanisms are
more likely to be found in RBOs that conceptualize gender?
c. Does this vary by region? If so, to what extent?
d. Is conceptualizing gender in an RBO correlated with equitable gender
representation?
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Operational Definitions
Gender: Performative activities, traits, and values based on ever-changing social constructions
of what is associated with men and masculinities and what is associated with women and
femininities that vary between situations and contexts (Connell, 2000; Paechter, 2003).
Gender disaggregation: Taking gender-disaggregated data by counting the number of male and
female employees in an organization.
Equitable gender representation: I refrain from giving an exact quantifiable value for equitable
gender representation in all RBOs throughout the world, as that would be avoiding political,
cultural, and social contexts. At the “Gender Equity for a Water Secure Future” panel at the 2015
World Water Forum, it was stated that all water governing bodies should strive for minimum
quota of 40% of women (Women for Water Partnership, 2015). Again, although this number
may not be what is equitable in each region and RBO, it will be approximated for this
quantitative study as a baseline value for equitable gender representation.
Decision-making position: Any employee in an RBO that has at least some decision-making
power. For the purpose of this study, a decision-making position is split into three hierarchical
tiers. This is further explained in the methods section.
Region: For the purpose of this study, I divided up RBOs into five geographical areas of the
world: Africa, Asia, Europe, North America, and South America.
International River Basin Organization (RBO): An institution that has been set up by riparian
states to internationally govern shared water resources and provide mechanisms to respond to
conflicts over a variety of interactions (Schmeier, Gerlak, & Blumstein, 2016).
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RBO organizational structure and water resource governance mechanisms: Schmeier
(2014c) created the RBO Institutional Design Database (RBO Database), which gives a
comprehensive look at the institutional design of RBOs. There are many mechanisms and
functions defined, and for the purpose of this study, only a select number are used. The
organizational set up includes: the membership structure, functional scope, international water
law principles on which the RBO relies, level of institutionalization and legalization,
organizational set-up, Secretariat, and financing. The governance mechanisms include: decisionmaking, data and information sharing, monitoring, dispute-resolution, and mechanisms for
stakeholder involvement. Not all of these characteristics were used in this study, explained
further in the methods section.
Gender conceptualization in RBOs: How many RBOs have gender strategies or focuses in
their organization, programs, and policies, and to what extent gender and/or women’s issues are
addressed in such documents. This includes but is not limited to strategies, programs, and
policies that include gender mainstreaming, gender quotas, gender inclusion, gender-sensitive,
gender transformative approaches, Women in Development, Gender and Development, and
intersectional approaches.
Initial Hypotheses & Explanations
Before conducting research, I had five hypotheses concerning potential findings or outcomes
regarding the research questions:
1. There are a minimal number of RBOs that have explicit gender strategies and/or policies,
and those that do are mainly donor funded and/or are in the Global South.
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2. RBOs that conceptualize gender and/or women are more likely to have public
participation mechanisms, a functional scope of at least “beyond the river”, dispute
resolution mechanisms, be multilateral, inclusive, and be established within the last 50
years.
3. Overall, RBOs have inequitable gender representation within their employees.
4. Gender representation in RBOs varies across regions: Africa, Asia, Europe, North
America, South America.
5. RBOs that conceptualize gender and/or women are more likely to have equitable gender
representation than those that do not.
Some of these hypotheses indicate the potential for correlative relationships between
variables. In doing so, I do not attempt to imply that such relationships are causal. As there has
been no research to date at this scale, my objective is to find and highlight certain trends of
conceptualizing gender in RBOs and gender disaggregation within employment of RBOs. This
can set the stage for future research to determine the causes of the relationships between the
variables introduced in the hypotheses. There are undoubtedly other correlative relationships that
exist, as this research was not exhaustive.
Description of research methods and analysis
In order to understand how gender is disaggregated and conceptualized within RBOs, the
following quantitative research methods were employed. First, RBOs were identified from the
Transboundary Freshwaters Dispute Database (TFDD) RBO Database, compiled by Dr. Susanne
Schmeier (2014c). Information from each organization regarding employees and the existence of
gender and women’s issues was found using publicly available information on organization
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websites. Descriptive statistical analyses were conducted to quantify the gender disaggregation
of RBOs and to uncover trends in the conceptualization of gender. A more detailed description of
the methods is discussed later in this chapter.
Historical involvement of women in water management and governance
The inclusion of women and gender issues in development policies have evolved over the
past few decades. Policies prior to the 1970s focused on women as passive beneficiaries,
concerned only in the context of their role as mothers and caregivers (Bazilli, 2010). Within the
water sector, women’s responsibilities were only seen to be concerned with healthcare and
hygiene (Bazilli, 2010). The Women in Development (WID) approach came into existence in the
1970s and 1980s, which aimed to more specifically integrate women in development activities,
however, women remained passive recipients and their roles outside of mother, wife, and
caregiver were not considered (Bazilli, 2010). From the late 1980’s on, the Gender and
Development (GAD) approach was adopted to “remove disparities in social, economic and
political balances between women and men as a precondition for achieving development that
was more ‘people centered’” (Bazilli, 2010, p. 4). Much of the work in the water sector today is
informed by this approach.
Gender and Gender Identity
As defined in the previous chapter, gender or gender identity consists of performative
activities, traits, and values and is based on ever-changing social constructions of what is
associated with men and masculinities and what is associated with women and femininities that
varies between situations (Connell, 2000; Paechter, 2003). Gender and gender identity differ
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from sex, which is assumed to be biological, whereas gender is psychological and cultural
(Cleaver, 2002).
Intersectionality
Intersectional approaches emerged in the 1980s and 1990s by Black, multicultural and
postcolonial feminists, as a resistance to how theorizing about women’s experiences of
discrimination solely as a result of patriarchy based on sex fails to account for the complexities
of oppression (Crenshaw, 1991). Intersectional analysis opens up single lensed experiences of
gender, race, class, etc. by allowing these and other intersecting dimensions to coexist. McCall
(2005) describes it as “the relationships among multiple dimensions and modalities of social
relations and subject formations” (p. 1771). As a framework for analysis, intersectionality allows
for a deeper understanding of how people of all genders, races, classes, and other power systems
are affected by limiting forms of water governance and management (Fletcher, 2018). I was
limited in time and scope to include a full intersectional analysis in this research. Regardless, it is
still important to explore how power influences systems of privilege and oppression through the
management and governance of water resources.
Gender Equity in International Water Governance
In the context of this research, equity is related to the concept of fairness (Meinzen-Dick
et al., 1997). Equity is not the same as equality, as equal distribution or representation may not
be equitable, or fair. Although there was no set quantitative definition for what equitable gender
representation in the Deschutes River Basin would look like in the previous chapter, there has
been international discourse on establishing such a value. At the 2015 World Water Forum, a
panel on “Gender Equity for a Water Secure Future” focused on the role of women and women
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leadership in water management (Women for Water Partnership, 2015). The panel stipulated that
a minimum quota of “40% women in water governing bodies at all levels and ensure women
voices are actually heard when assigning roles and reporting” (Women for Water Partnership,
2015). Unlike the variety of organizations studied throughout the DRB in Oregon, the RBOs
studied are broadly the same type of institution. Although RBOs differ in their functional scope,
holding all of them to a general quota of 40% women employees would start to tackle issues of
underrepresentation.
Masculinities in water governance
There has been a recent shift in the past two to three decades towards including women in
water resources management and governance processes. Zwarteveen (2017) noted that water
policy documents “…often mention women or gender, and most donor-funded irrigation projects
have gender components” (p. 78). Additionally, and often at the initiative of donors, ministries of
some countries have developed or are developing specific gender policies (Zwarteveen, 2017). In
spite of these developments towards gender inclusion, the professional irrigation domain remains
heavily male-dominated as most professionals in this field – experts, engineers, managers,
planners, and policymakers are men, and furthermore, these positions are perceived as masculine
or belonging to men (Zwarteveen, 2017). Often gender and water narratives focus solely on
women, thus giving men and masculinities a “Foucaultian type of power, the source and
workings of which themselves remain hidden” (Zwarteveen, 2017, p. 80). Therefore, it bears
analyzing why water governance and management have been for so long dominated by men.
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Large-scale water resources development, entrusted to powerful state water
bureaucracies, or hydrocracies, was a defining feature of the 20th century throughout the world
(Molle et al., 2009). Such infrastructural developments became a symbol for state power (Molle
et al., 2009), and those who worked on such projects were tied in with that power and control,
features of which are inherently linked with many societal definitions of masculinity. Male water
engineers of colonial times were (and still are) lauded as heroes, triumphs, and pioneering
champions (Zwarteveen, 2017). Hydrocracies have long been dominated by men, and the strong
association with water resources engineering and masculinity has made it difficult for women to
enter these spheres. For example, a 2009 study of irrigation agencies in Bangladesh, India,
Pakistan and Sri Lanka found that women constituted between 2 and 4% of the engineering staff.
Those few women engineers were relegated to lower ranks and administrative and secretarial
tasks, and many felt like they were deliberately kept away from field sites by their male
colleagues and superiors (Kulkarni, Bhat, Majumdar, & Goodrich, 2009). A study of the female
engineers in the irrigation department in Nepal had similar findings (Liebrand & Udas, 2017).
The historical prominence of men in engineering and the water sector “has shaped
professional identities and cultures through a strong gendered dichotomy” where men seem to
naturally reign (Zwarteveen, 2017, p. 89). Breaking this dichotomy in this and other maledominated fields tends to be difficult or risky, as women need to simultaneously invest
themselves in a male-dominated profession while maintaining their identities as women
(Faulkner, 2007, Liebrand and Udas, 2017). Therefore, in a study such as this on the
representation of women in RBOs, institutions which often represent state hydrocracies on an
international stage, it is important to look beyond numbers of women in organizations. This is
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discussed further in the section on gender mainstreaming in international water governance and
management. Zwarteveen argued that “normalization” of women in this field involves changing
norms of both masculinity and femininity so that these professions become a “gender-authentic”
option for both women and men (2017). Water professions are not inherently masculine, they
were constructed that way through mutually reinforcing processes of normalization, therefore,
underscoring these norms and challenging essentialist understandings of masculinity and
femininity will create more space for women in water management and governance institutions.
Importance and Limitations of Gender-Disaggregated Data
Gender-inclusive and gender mainstreaming practices in water governance are one way
that RBOs and other water governance agencies have attempted to highlight the gendered
dichotomy within the vast field of water resources. One of the goals of this research is to
highlight the existence of and lack of gender-inclusive practices in international water
governance institutions and find trends among institutions that do and do not include a gendersensitive approach. This research also aims to carry out a crucial first step in typical gender
mainstreaming practices, identifying gaps in equity using gender-disaggregated data (Bazilli,
2010).
Both within and outside the field of water resources, researchers have argued that taking
gender-disaggregated data not only fills in gaps in information, but also shows how women and
men are affected differently by different processes. For example, Bennet (2005) argued that a
lack of attention to the gendered dimensions of fisheries management can result in policy
interventions missing their target of creating sustainable livelihoods at the community level.
Other research has shown that the impacts of climate change are not gender-neutral, as it can
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have greater effects on vulnerable groups (Singh, Sevensson & Kalyanpur, 2010; Dankelman,
2010; Fröhlich & Gioli, 2015). From a development perspective, researchers have argued that
gender-disaggregated data can enable humanitarian responses to crises more effectively and
efficiently (Mazurana, Benelli, & Walker, 2013), and Sharma (1997) posited that by
incorporating sex-disaggregated data in calculating the Human Development Index could reveal
the different socio-economic contributions and situations of men and women in countries.
In this study, I compare the conceptualization of gender and women in RBOs with
gender-disaggregated data of employees. Calculating data like this is important (yet not
exhaustive) as it indicates whether organizations that have a gender-inclusive approach are
actually involving women in their decision-making procedures. RBOs that have gender
mainstreaming strategies but have low proportions of women staff-members, especially in higher
levels of decision-making, may suggest insufficient implementation of such policies.
Gender, Environment, and Peacebuilding
Since the publishing of the Brundtland report “Our Common Future” (Keeble, 1988),
there have been several schools of thought on the relationship between conflict and the
environment. The most recent discourse is a constructivist approach, that questions whether the
concept of scarcity, which plays a role in most environment and conflict studies, is useful since
scarcity is always relative (Fröhlich & Gioli, 2015). Along these lines, scholars consider the
naturalization of scarcity as “instrumental to shying away from addressing political and socioeconomic factors affecting access to resources” (Fröhlich & Gioli, 2015, p. 139). This, Fröhlich
& Gioli (2015) posit, yields the biggest potential for integrating gender into environment/water
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and conflict discourses, yet very little attention has been paid to the role of gender in
environmental/water conflicts.

Figure 7. The Gender, Water, and Peace Nexus (Best, 2019). There is a noticeable lack of research and literature at
the intersection of gender, water, and peace studies.

Although there has been little discourse at the center of the gender, environment/water,
peace/conflict nexus (Figure 7), academia has studied gender and conflict since the 1980s
(Fröhlich & Gioli, 2015). At a policy level, a turning point was the United Nations Security
Council Resolution 1325 on Women, Peace and Security in 2000. The resolution urged U.N.
Member States to “ensure increased representation of women at all decision-making levels in
national, regional and international institutions and mechanisms for the prevention, management,
and resolution of conflict” (Coomaraswamy, 2015, p. 238). Since this resolution and three others
like it, the international community, through the U.N. and international courts, has addressed
sexual violence in conflict and crimes against women and girls in conflict situations and 27% of
peace agreements signed since 2000 included a reference to women, up from 11% between 1990
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and 2000 (Coomaraswamy, 2015). However, a U.N. commissioned report on the implementation
of resolution 1325 between it signing and 2015 admits that progress continues to be measured in
firsts, rather than as standard practices, and that representation of women in formal peace
processes remains dismally low (Coomaraswamy, 2015). Of 31 major peace processes between
1992 and 2011, only 9% of negotiators were women, and only 3% of the military in U.N.
missions are women, the majority employed as support staff (Coomaraswamy, 2015).
Additionally, only 54 countries have formulated national action plans on women, peace and
security, most of which are focused on process, and lack mechanisms for accountability and
budgets for actual implementation (Coomaraswamy, 2015).
Research suggests that participation of women in all levels of peacebuilding processes is
key to increasing the effectiveness, comprehensiveness, and sustainability of such processes
(Coomaraswamy, 2015). This is underscored by the need to fully understand gender roles in
local and national contexts before employing ‘one-size-fits-all’ practices. Women have always
participated in peace negotiations and peacebuilding processes, but often at the informal level,
rarely visible to formal peacemakers and peacekeepers (Coomaraswamy, 2015). However, it is
important not to assume an inherent link between femininity and peacefulness, a perspective that
has led to combatant women being excluded from peace processes (McEvoy, 2009). In a study of
Loyalist women combatants in the conflict in Northern Ireland, McEvoy (2015) argued that the
conflict remained intractable for 30 years in part because these women, who wielded political
violence, were excluded from conflict resolution processes. The inclusion of combatant women,
could have disrupted the patriarchy of both high politics and armed nonstate groups, leading
towards alternate pathways to peace, yet their actual exclusion reaffirmed women’s feminized
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and subservient positions in both scholarly and policy thinking about solutions to conflict
(McEvoy, 2009).
The active involvement of women in peace processes during conflicts can have
transformative effects on their own lives. For example, many Palestinian and Israeli women
grassroots peace activists have been able to expose the gendered dimensions of the ongoing
conflict, ensuring that gender and other intersecting dimensions of race, class, and sexual
orientation are not overlooked (Sharoni, 2012). Since the breakout of the first intifada in 1987,
they have also been able to “transition from struggles of inclusion, voice and visibility to new
frameworks of peace-building and conflict transformation”, fight against prescribed roles and
prevailing gender stereotypes, and develop feminist consciousness and an overarching political
perspective, now constituting a “critical mass that is likely to continue to impact the course of the
conflict and shape its aftermath” (Sharoni, 2012, pp. 114, 125). It is not a giant leap to envision
the impact that women and other traditionally marginalized groups can have on transforming
international water conflicts.
An objective of this research is to begin to fill the gap in the water, gender, and peace
nexus (Figure 7) by examining the articulation of gender and overall and regional trends in
women’s representation in RBOs. Multiple scholars have discussed how building adaptive
institutional capacity, through signing agreements and creating RBOs to uphold and implement
those treaties, is a tool that can reduce the likelihood of water conflict (Wolf, Stahl, &
Macomber, 2003; Yoffe et al., 2003; 2004). Characteristics of RBOs that make them effective
for preventing water conflict include: an adaptable management structure (including public
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participation mechanisms); clear and flexible allocating criteria among riparians; equitable
distribution of benefits; and detailed conflict/dispute-resolution mechanisms (Giordano & Wolf,
2003). International water treaties and resulting RBOs have the potential to create more equitable
power dynamics between riparians, although sometimes they reinforce or strengthen existing
unequal power dynamics between states (Petersen-Perlman, Veilleux, & Wolf, 2017). At its core,
intersectional feminist studies directly addresses inequities and unequal power dynamics. By
mainstreaming gender in their policies and involving equitable numbers of women in high-level
decision-making processes, RBOs could more effectively address inequities between member
states.
Gender Mainstreaming in international water governance and management: successes and
shortcomings
Chapter two discusses how gender mainstreaming plays a role in governing water
resources. The United Nations originally defined gender mainstreaming as:
“Mainstreaming a gender perspective is the process of assessing the implications for
women and men of any planned action, including legislation, policies or program, in all
areas and at all levels. It is a strategy for making women’s as well as men’s concerns and
experiences an integral dimension of the design, implementation, monitoring and
evaluation of policies and program 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” (U.N., 1997).
Gender mainstreaming was an attempt to transform the outdated GAD and WID development
agendas, so development could adequately respond to the realities and needs of both women and
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men (Panda, 2007). In the context of water governance and management, this fits into the recent,
widely accepted discourse that women have a role to play in all levels of water management,
brought about by the Dublin Principles (ICWE, 1992), through the Sustainable Development
Goals (SDGs) (UN, 2015), with interlinkages between SDG 5 (Gender Equality) and SDG 6
(Clean Water and Sanitation). Therefore, any meaningful attempts at mainstreaming gender
should entail “creating policies and laws that institutionalize the equitable participation of
women and men, fostering the development of institutions that are gender sensitive and that also
have sufficient expertise in water management” (Panda, 2007, p. 324). However, there is a
glaring lack of incorporation of gender issues in transboundary water management institutions,
specifically in the representation of women in decision-making, the incorporation of gender in
legislation, policies, and strategies of organizations, and the technical specialists working in
these organizations (Earle & Bazilli, 2013). And, where there exists some recognition of gender
in water management policies and projects, scholars argue that is only on paper, or mainly in the
area of domestic water supply and sanitation (Panda, 2007). Some progress of developing
gendered approaches has been made at the sub-national level in developing countries. However,
at the inter-state level, the intersection of the mutually reinforcing masculinized fields of water
management, political science, and international relations largely negates such progress (Earle &
Bazilli, 2013).
Implementing gender mainstreaming policies, strategies, and legislation into RBOs could
help fill the gap between the sub-national and inter-state levels. Some notable RBOs and similar
institutions have explicit gender mainstreaming policies and practices. The African Ministers’
Council on Water (AMCOW) has committed to addressing gender issues in Integrated Water
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Resources Management (IWRM) and transboundary waters, and highlights RBOs as one of the
prime pathways for achieving this goal by assigning them the role as “hubs around which gender
mainstreaming issues are handled” (Schmeier, 2014a, AMCOW, 2011). The Mekong River
Commission (MRC) has a gender strategy that defines four objectives – ensuring equal
opportunities among staff, acquiring sex-disaggregated data for all program planning, design,
implementation and monitoring, increasing awareness and skills on gender issues among MRC
staff, and conducting a systematic gender review that leads to institutional procedures that ensure
that the needs of boys, girls, men, and women are taken into consideration equally in the MRC’s
work (MRC, 2013). The MRC also includes gender-specific outcomes in its strategic plan at both
the overall institutional level and at the individual program level, targeting the institution, its
member states, and its beneficiaries (MRC, 2010). The Lake Victoria Fisheries Organization
(LVFO) has integrated gender aspects in its planning processes to promote gender equity,
empower women, and ensure that women become involved in water management processes
(LVFO, 2001). Although it doesn’t necessarily integrate gender into its policies, the OrangeSenqu River Commission (ORASECOM) has implemented various gender-specific projects in
each of its member countries (Schmeier, 2014a). A final example of promoting gender-sensitive
international water resource management is by engaging stakeholders such as NGOs, civil
society, water user groups, and the private sector. The Okavango River Basin Commission
(OKACOM) has a project which deliberately coordinates facilitates the participation of a wide
range of stakeholders in water management activities, and by emphasizing gender as a
particularly important area to work on, it has allowed women from different local communities
to share their opinion on how the Okavango River could be managed (Schmeier, 2014a).
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Gender mainstreaming strategies in water governance institutions such as these and
others are not without criticisms and failures. Scholars, policymakers, and practitioners working
in development and environmental institutions have seen disparities emerge between gender
theorizations from the practice of gender inclusion in environmental and development work
(Arora-Jonnson, 2014; Mukhopadhyay, 2004). When gender mainstreaming was first formalized
in environmental policies and practices, a divide emerged between technical and political
focuses. Gender mainstreaming in development was only tolerated as a technocratic exercise,
and the political focus became diluted (Baden & Goetz, 1998; Mukhopadhyay, 2004; AroraJonsson, 2014). “Gender mainstreaming in the absence of accountability becomes merely a
technical exercise without political outcomes” (Mukhopadhyay, 2004, p. 100). This stratification
occurred because development is understood as a planned process in which techniques, expertise,
and resources are brought together to achieve economic growth (Mukhopadhyay, 2004).
One way in which the political aspect of gender mainstreaming has been hidden from the
environment and development agenda is that transformation of power structures, a key tenet for
change, is hardly ever explicitly acknowledged in policy or in practice. Mukhopadhyay (2004)
argued that transformation is only acknowledged when it is instrumental to the development
imperatives of poverty eradication, improvement in children’s health, family welfare, intrahousehold equity and fertility decline. Anything more than this would separate women from their
foremost identities as daughters, wives, and mothers and create resistance and resentment from
development institutions. In the context of water and the environment, Leach (2007) took this
one step further, describing how policymakers in the 1990s held onto outdated biological
essentialist and ecofeminist narratives that women had inherently close relationships to the
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environment and nature. This led to women being given “environmental chores”, regardless of
whether they had the resources or time to be able to carry them out, but in the environmental
development narrative, it was simply assumed that women’s participation was good for women
in general (Leach, 2007; Arora-Jonsson, 2014).
Second, feminist scholars have argued that gender mainstreaming gets rid of the focus on
women, and any initiatives specifically directed towards are seen as a failure of mainstreaming
(Mukhopadhyay, 2004).
Third, applying gender mainstreaming in practice has created ambiguity as to whose
responsibility it is to apply mainstreaming principles (Mukhopadhyay, 2004). Accountability is
difficult to define, and the integration of gender equality into the work done by institutions
“relies on committed gender expertise and the ‘good will’ of colleagues” (Mukhopadhyay, 2004,
p. 98). Gender mainstreaming is supposed to ensure that everyone is responsible for upholding
gender equity, yet in reality this has meant that no one is responsible for getting it done
(Mukhopadhyay, 2004). This is again due to a lack of political accountability in international
institutions.
Multiple critics have argued that gender mainstreaming has become a numbers game –
reducing it to simply increasing the number of women within organizations and in positions of
decision-making (Mukhopadhyay, 2004; Panda, 2011; Arora-Jonnson, 2014). This position,
typically pushed by well-meaning donors, is often enforced without attention to localized
contexts, culture, and history, and in worst-case scenarios, can backfire and lead to a
reinforcement of dominant patriarchal norms (Mukhopadhyay, 2004). Effective gender
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mainstreaming should include, but not stop at increasing the representation of women. This
thesis research therefore aims to go beyond a quantitative analysis of the representation of men
and women in water governance organizations.
A significant difficulty in enforcing gender equity commitments arises in institutions
whose main objectives do not include the promotion of equal rights and human rights. An
example of this comes from an analysis of gender mainstreaming efforts in selected ministries in
Ethiopia. Although each ministry had the same national mandate to promote gender equality and
equity, the Ministry of Education performed far better in adhering to the mandate than the
Ministry of Agriculture, because the Ministry of Education’s overarching goals included clear
support to girls’ education and to reduce the gender gap in girls’ education, whereas the Ministry
of Agriculture’s agenda did not enable a gender-inclusive strategy (Mukhopadhyay, 2004).
There are clear parallels here to water governance and management. Unless a water
governance institution such as an RBO includes the promotion of equality and equity in its
institutional and functional framework, it is likely that mainstreaming gender in practice will be
difficult and limited in scope. This is exemplified in a document analysis of the Nile Basin
Initiative (NBI)’s “NBI Gender Mainstreaming Policy and Strategy” (NBI, 2012). Published 13
years after the establishment of the NBI, it exclusively links gender to the NBI’s overarching
goal of sustainable socio-economic development and the sustainability of NBI programs and
projects yet establishes responsibility solely at the national level (Von Lossow, 2015).
Additionally, it lacks any strategic dimension or approach to achieving an increase of gender
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sensitivity in the Nile River Basin, and the survey that informed the creation of the strategy was
unrepresentative in a geographic, socio-economic, and even a gender sense (Von Lossow, 2015).
Transformational change must come from within institutions to change norms and
practices as well as outside institutions to build pressure on institutions to be more responsive
and accountable to women’s interests (Mukhopadhyay, 2004). Equality requires political
engagement – “the messy business of creating voice, articulating demand, carving out rights,
insisting on participation and mobilizing women’s constituencies to demand accountability”
(Mukhopadhyay, 2004, p. 102). Alternatively, Davids, Van Driel & Paren (2013) argued that the
idea of transformative change to achieve gender equality needs to be let go. Gender
mainstreaming, which breaks down equality into several components, can be considered a slow
revolution (Davids et al., 2013). Rapid, transformational change or slow revolution, gender
mainstreaming in environmental development has come a long way since the days of GAD and
WID, despite its shortcomings. And, with acknowledgement of its failings, addressing equality
from the start and from the top-down, more reflexive research that leads to changes in practice,
and making visible intersectional dimensions of privilege and power, these problems can be
remedied.
Gender Mainstreaming in Development/Aid organizations
Gender mainstreaming has become the tool for donor and aid organizations to promote
gender equality in development abroad. A cursory search of major donors to RBOs shows that
most have a gender mainstreaming policy, plan, or strategy. This includes, but is not limited to;
The World Bank, European Union, GIZ (the Germain International Aid Organization), the UN
and its bodies, The U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID), The Asian
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Development Bank (ADB), the Global Environmental Facility (GEF), The Inter-American
Development Bank (IDB), and the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe
(OSCE). Each of these examples contains three key elements to a successful gender strategy,
also defined in chapter two: identifying structures, such as the gendered division of labor;
processes, the mechanisms that produce and reproduce unequal power relations between women
and men, and; criteria – equality (under the law), autonomy, and diversity – which allow for the
assessment of whether a situation is positive or negative (Bacchi, 2010).
Methods
Gender Conceptualization
In order to start with the largest set of RBOs possible, I downloaded the International
River Basin Organization (RBO) Database from Oregon State University’s Transboundary
Freshwater Dispute Database (TFDD), that includes more than 120 identified RBOs. “The
database highlights the commonalities and differences across RBOs in the way they are set up
and in the functions they fulfill in governing international watercourses” (Schmeier, 2014c).
While there are over 120 RBOs in the database, some RBOs manage multiple rivers/river basins,
so for the purpose of this research, these rivers were combined as the policies and governance, at
least on paper, is the same. Information from the RBO database was transferred to an editable
spreadsheet, including: website, agreement date, region, country names, laterality, type of
organization (inclusive or non-inclusive), river-relatedness of functional issues, existence of
dispute resolution mechanisms, donor involvement, name of key donors, and existence of public
participation mechanisms. Selected definitions of RBO functions used in this study, adapted
from Schmeier (2014c):
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Agreement Date: Year in which the RBO was established. There were a select number of RBOs
with two agreement dates. For this study, the earlier date of establishment was used in data
analysis. Schmeier elaborates: “In some cases, the RBO relies on an agreement signed earlier
than the actual establishment of the RBO, therefore, in some cases, two years are given (this
might, however, pose problems when using the data for analysis and needs to be adjusted for
those cases” (Schmeier, 2014c).
Laterality: Classified as either bilateral – having two members, and multilateral – having more
than two members.
Type of Organization: Classified as either inclusive – including all riparian states to the basin as
its members, or non-inclusive – at least one riparian state to the basin is not a member to the
RBO.
River-Relatedness of Functional Issues: Categorized into: To the River (TRV); Beyond the
River (BRV); and To and Beyond the River (TBR). This “[c]aptures the river-relatedness of the
functional scope of the RBO, distinguishing between functional issues that concern water
resources management in the narrow sense/are related to the river and those that are related to
issues other than water resources management in the narrow sense/go beyond the river”
(Schmeier, 2014c).
Existence of Dispute Resolution Mechanisms: Captures whether dispute-resolution
mechanisms are defined for the RBO in its principle documents.
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Donor Involvement: Captures whether donors and/or development partners are involved in
financing the RBO, whether through financial or technical means.
Name of Key Donors: Captures the main and most important donors to an RBO; not an
exhaustive list of all donors.
Existence of Public Participation Mechanisms: This captures whether mechanisms exist for
public participation and the inclusion of civil society and NGOs in river basin management.
There are dozens of other mechanisms employed in the original RBO Database, however,
not all of them are relevant to this study nor was there sufficient time to compare more variables
to the conceptualization of gender and women in RBOs.
I then visited the websites of all RBOs as provided from the database. Of the 117 RBOs,
51 of them had working websites. A select few were either broken links or the site addresses
were hosted by someone else. For each working website, the following key terms were searched
for: “Gender” and “women”. Often the search function on the website was not comprehensive of
the entire site. To get around this, the site name was typed into www.google.com, with the prefix
“site:” and the keyword was put into quotes. An example of a search within the Organization of
the Amazon Cooperation Treaty: site: www.otca-oficial.info/ “gender”. It was very common that
the RBO website did not have an English version. In these instances, google translate was used
on the site itself, and the translation of “gender” and “women” was used in the search functions.
In PDF documents where an automatic google translate was not available, selected relevant
phrases were translated using https://translate.google.com/. The English translation of these
phrases were used in data collection and analysis.
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Each time gender and/or women were explicitly mentioned, they were added to the data
collection spreadsheet with a direct quote and/or description of the page explaining the context.
This equaled one count of conceptualizing gender within the RBO. The exact webpage for each
count was catalogued as well.
Once all RBOs with publicly available websites were accounted for (51 in total), each
count of conceptualization was given a source, or document type, from the following list of
source types:
Table 4. Gender/Women Conceptualization types and Group Types.

Types of Conceptualization Group Type
Policy
Legal
Policy
Strategy
Plan
Policy Recommendations
News
Meeting
Event
Workshop
Conference
Event
Project
Project/Research
Program
Research
Report
Employment
Employment
Each conceptualization type was further categorized into a group type (Table 4). Colors were
arbitrarily chosen. Both the source types and the group types were counted for data analysis.
A subtype of gender conceptualization was then generated, which categorizes the
description of the contents of the source type (Table 5). The subtypes were further categorized
into groups, and colors were arbitrarily chosen. While not completely comprehensive, the
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subtype group names were chosen to best articulate the subtype categories. Both the source
subtypes and the subgroup types were counted for data analysis.
Table 5. Subtypes of Gender/Women Conceptualization and Subtype group Names.

Subtypes of Gender
Conceptualization
Diversity
Feminist studies
Gender disaggregation
Gender equality
Gender equity
Gender inclusive
Gender mainstreaming
Gender representation
Gender roles
Gender strategy
Intersectionality
Lack of gender inclusive
Youth
Agriculture
Climate change
Disaster risk reduction
Ecotourism
Fish
Food security
Infrastructure
Navigation
Water quality
Water-Energy-Food Nexus
Water Quantity
Development
Donor funding
Economy
Education/Training
Employment
Entrepreneurship
SDG
Social
Socio-economic
Sustainable development
UN
Bottom up
Community participation
Decision making

Subtype Group Names

Gender/ Intersectional
Specific

Water Uses

Socio-Economic
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IWRM
Public participation
Stakeholder participation
Top down
Water governance
Water management
Water user
Women as beneficiaries
Women empowerment
Women organized
Women visibility
Women, Peace, Security
Anti-human trafficking
Health
Event
Social media
Contract
Legal
Recommendation

Water Governance and
Management

Women-Specific

Health
News/Event

Legal

Finally, a more thorough document content analysis was conducted to identify and
highlight which RBOs contained the following among and/or within their policies and strategies:
A gender strategy, attributes of gender mainstreaming, or gender inclusivity. Definitions of these
categorizations are as follows:
Gender Strategy (GENSTRAT): If an RBO has a specific, explicit gender policy, plan, and/or
strategy.
Gender Mainstreaming (GENMAIN): If an RBO employs gender mainstreaming practices, i.e.
it has policies which make visible the gendered nature of assumptions, processes, and outcomes
the gendered nature of assumptions, processes, and outcomes. Can exist with or without a gender
strategy (GENSTRAT) and may not be comprehensive in all RBO activities.
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Gender Inclusive (GENINCL): If an RBO does not specifically employ gender mainstreaming
within its policies but does have measures to increase women's representation and/or have gender
equitable/equal representation.
Data Analysis
Once each RBO’s website was visited and the spreadsheets successfully filled out, the
following data analysis process occurred:
The following descriptive statistical analyses were conducted:
-

The total number of RBOs that conceptualized gender and/or women, further
disaggregated by region: Africa, Asia, Europe, North America, and South America

-

The total counts of conceptualizing gender/women, further disaggregated by region

-

A comparison of the percentage of RBOs that conceptualize gender/women per
region with the actual distribution of RBOs per region

-

The total number and percentages of each conceptualization type, group type,
subtype, and subgroup type (from Tables 4 & 5)

-

The total number of Policy Documents, Events, Project/Research documents, and
Employment documents that conceptualize gender per region

-

The total number and percentages of RBOs that specifically mainstream gender, are
gender inclusive, and/or have a gender strategy

-

Comparisons of the following RBO qualifiers from the RBO database with whether
gender/women are conceptualized:
o RBO agreement date
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o Inclusiveness
o Laterality
o River-Relatedness of functional issues
o Existence of dispute mechanisms
o Existence of public participation mechanisms
o Existence of donor funding
Gender Representation
Again, the RBO database from the TFDD was used to catalogue data. Similarly, websites
for each RBO as listed on the database and from independent research were used to gather
employee names, positions, and genders. In the case of an RBO having a website not in English,
Google translate was used, especially for position titles.
For names that were unclear whether the gender was male or female, the following crosscheck method was used: First, a search on www.LinkedIn.com for the profile of the employee in
question. If they were not found or a photo was not listed, a google search for the first name and
the keyword “gender”. Often there were multiple websites that would clarify whether the name
was typically assigned to men or women. In rare cases, names were consulted with colleagues
from the region in question, and their expertise and unique knowledge of the region and language
was trusted and cross-checked by an internet search.
I was limited in this research to using a binary concept of gender – male/female. It is
generally recognized by academics and in many societies around the world that gender is a
spectrum and there are people who identify outside of the male-female binary (Monro, 2005).
The strategy I used to establish the gender of employees negates the existence of a gender
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spectrum, and although it is likely that most RBOs typically use a binary concept of gender, this
is still a significant limitation that should be addressed in future research.
After each employee was catalogued in a spreadsheet, their positions were categorized
into the following position-types: Decision-Maker, Tier 1 (DM1), Decision Maker, Tier 2
(DM2), Decision-Maker, Tier 3, Practitioner, Administrative (Admin). The usage of three tiers in
decision-making roles was determined after completion of chapter two, where the term decisionmaker was concluded to be too broad, as, for example, both a field manager and a board member
could have equal decision-maker status. Thus, even though their respective levels of decisionmaking making varied drastically, there was no distinction in the data analysis. The distinction
into three tiers is an attempt to rectify that flaw. Additionally, as each RBO is structured
differently, whether an employee with decision-making power is designated DM1, DM2, or
DM3, depends on the hierarchical structure of their respective RBO and not in relation to others.
Additionally, although each position type was labeled to the best of my ability and with the
information provided by the RBO as to how the institution is organized, there exists the
possibility that some positions were mis-categorized due to human error, language mistranslation, and/or misunderstanding of position roles and responsibilities.
Definitions of each position type:
The position-types are similar to their counterparts in chapter two, however, they merit a reexplanation as international water governance is not the same as intra-state water governance.
Decision-Maker: This position-type was occupied by employees of RBOs that had the highest
levels of power and authority and were able to make and enact decisions that would affect the

81

organizations. Decision-makers were further divided into three tiers to delineate hierarchy, when
necessary.
Decision-Maker 1 (DM1): This position-type included decision-makers at the highest level of
authority and decision-making power in their respective RBOs. Examples of titles of staff in this
role include, but are not limited to: Executive Secretary, Head Delegate, Minister, Board Chair,
Executive Secretary, Commissioner, Secretary General, Council of Ministers, Executive
Director, Plenipotentiary, President of Commission, and Head of Secretariat.
Decision-Maker 2 (DM2): This position-type included decision-makers at the second highest
level of authority, as compared to the respective employees in the DM1 positions in their own
organizations. Examples of titles in this role include, but are not limited to: Finance Director,
Delegate, Committee Chair, Director, Project Head, Advisor, Secretariat staff, Working group
member, Subdirector, Director of Human Resources, Committee Member, and Program director.
Decision-Maker 3 (DM3): This position-type included decision-makers at the third level of
authority, as compared to the respective employees in the DM1 and DM2 positions in their own
organizations. Examples of titles in this role include: Manager, Committee Member, Panel
Member, Project Coordinator, Advisor, Expert Group Member, Program Manager, and
Counsellor.
Practitioner: This position-type included employees with little to no decision-making power,
and responsibilities included carrying out duties in service of the organization. Examples of job
titles for employees in this role included, but are not limited to: Driver, Technician, GIS
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Manager, Biologist, Scientist, Specialist, Scientific Assistant, Expert, Engineer, Hydrologist,
Natural Resources Specialist, Foreign Affairs Coordinator, Data Analyst, and translator.
Administrative (Admin): This position-type was assigned to employees that were involved in
administerial, secretarial, financial, legal, and assistant-type duties. Examples of titles of Admin
employees include: Legal advisor, Administrative Secretary, Administrative Assistant,
Accountant, Secretary, Office Manager, Information Technology, Manager, Budget Officer,
Accountant, Financial Officer, Reception, and Finance Officer.
Data Analysis
After all the employees were catalogued in the spreadsheet, I conducted the following
descriptive statistical analyses:
-

The total number of employees from all RBOs counted

-

The total number and percentage of women and men in all RBOs, further
disaggregated by region: Africa, Asia, Europe, North America, South America

-

The percentages of women and men in decision-making, administrative, and
practitioner positions in each organization, by organization type and basin-wide

-

The percentages of women and men in all RBOs studied

-

Comparison of the proportion of RBOs counted per region compared with all RBOs
per region

-

Comparison of the proportion of men and women in RBOs that have conceptualized
gender and/or women and those that have not
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-

Comparison of the proportion of women and men in each position type with RBOs
that have conceptualized gender and those that have not

Results
Gender Conceptualization
Of the 117 RBOs listed on the RBO database, 51 had publicly available websites. No
secondary information was found regarding conceptualization of gender and/or women for RBOs
without websites. Of the 51 RBOs with an online presence, 32 had conceptualized gender and/or
women in at least one form. There were 139 total counts of conceptualization, however, this
should not be taken as an absolute total, as there were a few sources with redundant information
that were intentionally left out.
Figure 8 shows the proportions of each document source type. The majority of documents
fell into the Policy or the Project/Research source type (see Table 4 for all source types), both
having 51 counts each. The employment source type consisted of employment listings, and they
included language that indicated women were encouraged to apply and/or that the hiring process
was not discriminatory of gender (and other qualifications such as race, religion, and ethnicity).
Events included news articles or notices about upcoming or past workshops, conferences, or
meetings that were related to gender issues or women, either as a focal issue or a marginal one.
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Gender Conceptualization Group Type
Employment
5%
Policy
37%
Project/Research
37%

Event
21%
Figure 8. This graph visualizes the frequency of document/source types of conceptualizations of gender and/or
women in all RBOs. Policy and Project/Research documents dominate equally with 37% of the documents analyzed.

Table 6. Counts of Gender/Women Conceptualization types and subtypes.

Types of Conceptualization
Count of Conceptualization
Policy
Legal
Strategy
Plan
Policy Recommendations
News
Meeting
Workshop
Conference
Event
Project
Program
Research
Report
Employment

22
5
17
3
4
9
6
11
2
2
26
4
13
8
7
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Figure 9 shows the proportion and breakdown of the eight identified subgroup categories,
which go into further detail in describing the contents of the source type. Most documents had
multiple subtypes assigned to them. Table 5 shows the Subtypes and their respective group
names. The most frequent subtypes were related to gender and facets of intersectionality, the
most common by far being gender inclusivity, with 61 documents referring to gender inclusivity
and/or gender sensitivity. 27 documents referred either explicitly or implicitly to gender
mainstreaming principles, and 27 referred to gathering gender-disaggregated data.

Conceptualization of Gender/Women:
Subgroup Categories
News/Event
Women- Health 1%
specific 2%
6%
Water
governance and
management
17%

Socio-economic
26%

Legal
1%

Gender/Intersectional
Specific
37%

Water uses
10%

Figure 9. This graph illustrates the breakdown and frequency of subgroup categories of the conceptualization of
gender and/or women in RBOs.

26% of subtypes were related to socio-economic issues including development, donor
funding, economy, education and training, and the United Nations. The next most common
subgroup was water governance and management, and the most prevalent subtypes in this group
were bottom-up, water management, stakeholder participation and top-down. Water uses, both
consumptive and non-consumptive made up 10% of all subtypes, the most common within this
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group being agriculture at 20 counts, and the next most common were water quality, fish, and
climate change. The women-specific subtype group had 6% of conceptualizations, and the top
subtypes were women visibility, women as beneficiaries, and women empowerment. Health,
which was its own subtype and group, had 14 counts, often referring to pollution and poor water
quality affecting health of women, pregnant women, and children. News/Events and Legal were
all less than 2% of subtypes.
Table 7. Types and counts of gender/women conceptualization.

Subtypes of Gender
Conceptualization
Diversity
Feminist studies
Gender Disaggregation
Gender equality
Gender Equity
Gender Inclusive (and sensitive)
Gender Mainstreaming
Gender Representation
Gender Roles
Gender Strategy
Intersectionality
Lack of Gender Inclusive
Youth
Agriculture
Climate Change
Disaster Risk Reduction
Ecotourism
Fish
Food Security
Infrastructure
Navigation
Water Quality
Water-Energy-Food Nexus
Water Quantity
Development
Donor Funding
Economy

Count

Subtype Group Name
Gender/Intersectional
4
Specific
1
Percent
27
18
10
67
27
10
21
10
16
1
20
20
Water uses
8
Percent
3
1
10
5
2
1
12
1
2
18
Socio-economic
22
Percent
28

Subtype Group
Count/Percent
of Total
232
36.48%

65
10.22%

162
25.47%
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Education/Training
Employment
Entrepreneurship
SDG
Social
Socio-Economic
Sustainable Development
UN

19
10
4
3
8
15
3
32

Bottom-up
Community Participation
Decision-Making
IWRM
Public Participation
Stakeholder Participation
Top-Down
Water Governance
Water Management
Water User
Women as Beneficiaries
Women Empowerment
Women Organized
Women Visibility
Women, Peace, Security
Anti-Human Trafficking
Health

18
12
6
11
11
15
15
1
17
4
12
8
1
15
1
1
14

Event
Social Media
Contract
Legal
Recommendation

8
1
2
2
2

Water governance and
management
Percent

110
17.30%

Women-specific
Percent

38
5.97%

Health
Percent
News/Event
Percent
Legal
Percent

14
2.20%
9
1.42%
6
0.94%

Total All

636
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Gender Conceptualization disaggregated by region

All RBOs by Region
South
America
13%

Africa
31%

North
America
7%

Europe
28%
Asia
21%

Figure 10. This graph displays the proportion of all RBOs, classified by region.

RBOs that discuss
Gender/Women per Region
South America
13%
North
America
9%
Africa
47%

Europe
19%
Asia
12%

Figure 11. This graph displays the proportion of RBOs that conceptualize gender and/or women, classified by
region.

Figures 10 and 11 show the proportion of all RBOs as disaggregated by region and those
that only conceptualize gender and/or women, respectively. Notable differences between the two
charts are that African RBOs have a higher proportion of conceptualizing gender at nearly 50%,
and Asia and Europe are the most proportionally underrepresented, each with 9% less than their
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overall frequency. Figure 12 displays this comparison graphically, showing the counts of RBOs
per region.

RBOs that discuss Gender/Women compared
with All RBOs per Region
50%
40%
30%
20%

15
36
25

10%

4

33
6
3

8

4

15

0%
Africa

Asia

Europe

Discusses Gender

North America South America

All

Figure 12. This graph compares the proportion of all RBOs, divided by region, with those that discuss gender
and/or women. The error bars represent a 95% confidence interval.

Figure 13 compares the percentages of RBOs that conceptualize gender per region
compared with those that do not in each region. African RBOs were the most represented with
41.7% conceptualizing gender, and of the eight RBOs in North America, three incorporated
gender. Asia and Europe had the least representation, with 16.0% and 18.2%, respectively, per
region.
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RBOs that Conceptualize gender per region
100%
80%
21
60%

5
21

27

4

6

Asia

Europe

11

40%
20%

15

0%
Africa

3

4

North America South America

Region
Gender

No Gender

Figure 13. This graph shows the percentages of RBOs that conceptualize gender per region, compared with all
RBOs in each respective region.

Gender Conceptualization compared with RBO qualifiers
Figures 14 – 21 show comparisons of RBO qualifiers taken from the RBO database
compared with the conceptualization of gender and/or women. These qualifiers were chosen
specifically as they were believed to have some correlation with conceptualizing gender. The
data suggest that some qualifiers have clear correlations, while others suggest no significant
difference from all RBOs. Figure 14 shows the comparison of RBO agreement date (earliest date
if necessary) with gender conceptualization. Figure 14 shows a slight decrease in the proportion
of RBOs that conceptualize gender that were established in the 1900-1950 and 1951 to 1975 time
periods, and a slight increase in the proportion of RBOs that conceptualize gender and were
established in the 2001 to 2014 time period.
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Conceptualization of Gender/Women Compared
with RBO Agreement Date
60%

55

17
38

50%
40%
23

30

30%

7

6

20%
10%

15
2 1 1

7

6

9

1

0%

>1900

1901-1950

All

1951-1975

Gender

1976-2000

2001-2014

No Gender

Figure 14. This graph compares RBO agreement date with conceptualizing gender and/or women. The values above
the bars represent actual counts, and the error bars represent a 95% confidence interval.

Figure 15 shows the comparison of laterality with the conceptualization of gender and/or
women in RBOs. It is important to note that this qualifier does not imply inclusivity of an RBO,
data of which was analyzed in Figure 16. There is a strong positive correlation with the
proportion of RBOs that do conceptualize gender with those that are multilateral, with 75% of
the RBOs that conceptualize gender being multilateral organizations. Similarly, bilateral RBOs
have a positive correlation with RBOs that do not conceptualize gender.
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Conceptualization of Gender/Women
Compared with Laterality of RBOs
100%
80%
60%
40%
20%

24

58

66

51

27

8

0%
Bilateral

All

Multilateral

Gender

No Gender

Figure 15. This graph compares laterality of RBOs with the conceptualization of gender and/or women. The values
inside the bars represent the actual counts, and the error bars represent a 95% confidence interval. A bilateral RBO
is between two states; a multilateral RBO is between more than two states.

Figure 16 shows a comparison of RBOs that do and do not conceptualize gender and/or
women with the inclusivity of RBOs. There appears to be no significant difference between
RBOs that conceptualize gender and the inclusivity of RBOs. It is pertinent to note here, that the
RBO database does not distinguish between RBOs that are truly non-inclusive and those that are
quasi-inclusive. Schmeier (2014b) identified 17 non-inclusive RBOs that exclude riparian states
that share only a small part of the basin (less than 1% of the entire basin territory). However, as
these quasi-inclusive basins were not identified as such in the RBO Database, they were not
included in a separate category.
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Conceptualization of gender/women
compared with RBO inclusivity
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%

53

14

39

64

18

46

10%
0%
Inclusiveness

All

Non-inclusive

Gender

No Gender

Figure 16. This chart compares the inclusivity of RBOs with the conceptualization of gender and/or women.
Inclusive RBOs include all the riparians of the river basin and non-inclusive RBOs lack at least one riparian.

Figure 17 compares the river-relatedness of functional issues compared with the
conceptualization of gender and/or women in RBOs. Schmeier created this variable based on
research on the benefits that joint water governance can provide (Sadoff & Grey, 2002) to
distinguish between RBOs that focus on issues solely to the river, beyond the river, or both
(Schmeier, 2014c). Issues to the river are acutely linked to water governance, such as water
allocation, flood management, or transportation. Issues beyond the river go beyond traditional
mandates of water governance, such as economic development, tourism, or industrial
development. Schmeier also noted that this category is exclusively found in the developing world
(2014b). There is a slight negative correlation between RBOs that conceptualize gender and
those that focus solely on issues to the river. There is no discernable change from RBOs that are
solely beyond the river. 31.3% of RBOs that conceptualized gender were both to and beyond the
river, implying a positive correlation between these two variables.

94

Conceptualization of Gender/Women Compared
with River Relatedness of Functional Issues
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60%
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20%
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58
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21
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(BRV)
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Gender

7
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Figure 17. This graph compares the River Relatedness of Functional Issues of RBOs, as characterized by Schmeier
(2014c), with the conceptualization of gender and/or women. The values above the bars represent actual counts, and
the error bars represent a 95% confidence interval.

Figure 18 compares the existence of dispute-resolution mechanisms in RBOs with gender
conceptualization. Nearly 80% of RBOs that conceptualize gender had dispute-resolution
mechanisms, compared with the overall proportion of RBOs, at 53.9%, implying a strong
positive correlation. RBOs that do not conceptualize gender were slightly less likely to also have
a dispute-resolution mechanism than that of all RBOs.
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Conceptualization of Gender/Women Compared
with Existence of Dispute-Resolution
Mechanisms in RBOs
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Figure 18. This graph compares the existence of dispute-resolution mechanisms in RBOs with the conceptualization
of gender and/or women. The values above the bars represent actual counts, and the error bars represent a 95%
confidence interval.

Figure 19 compares the existence of public participation mechanisms in RBOs with
gender conceptualization. Of the RBOs that conceptualize gender, 71.9% also had public
participation mechanisms, compared with the overall proportion at 33.3%, implying a strong
positive correlation between these variables. Similarly, there exists a negative correlation
between RBOs that do not conceptualize gender and do have a public participation mechanism.
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Conceptualization of Gender/Women Compared
with Existence of Public Participation
Mechanisms in RBOs
23

80%

54

60%

40%
20%

58
39
16

20

5

15

4

0%
Has Public Participation
Mechanisms

All

No Public Participation
Mechanisms

Gender

N/A

No Gender

Figure 19. This graph compares the existence of public participation mechanisms in RBOs with the
conceptualization of gender and/or women. The values above the bars represent actual counts, and the error bars
represent a 95% confidence interval. Schmeier described these mechanisms in RBOs as including public
participation and the inclusion of civil society and NGOs in river basin management (2014c).

Figure 20 shows the comparison between RBOs that have donor funding and those that
do and do not conceptualize gender. There exists a clear and strong positive correlation between
RBOs that conceptualize gender and have donor funding. It is important to note that the RBO
Database did not distinguish between RBOs that are both member and donor funded and those
that are only donor funded, however, Schmeier noted that only four RBOs are funded solely
from donor funds (2014c). There is no significant difference between RBOs that do and do not
conceptualize gender and do not have donor funding. No RBOs that conceptualized gender had
unknown funding mechanisms (N/A).

97

Conceptualization of Gender/Women compared
with Existence of Donor Funding of RBOs
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Figure 20. This graph compares the existence of donor funding in RBOs with the conceptualization of gender and/or
women. The values above the bars represent actual counts, and the error bars represent a 95% confidence interval.
Donors/development partners are involved in financing the RBOs, through financial and/or technical means
(Schmeier, 2014c).

The RBO database included other variables that could have a correlation with gender
conceptualization, however, these seven variables were chosen because they were determined to
be most likely related to the existence or absence of gender/women conceptualization in RBOs.
It is additionally worth noting that few to no RBOs with gender conceptualization appeared in
the N/A category (Not Applicable due to lack of information/data) where it existed.
Gender Representation
Of the 117 RBOs identified in the RBO database and 51 with working websites, 45 had
employees listed on publicly available websites. Of the 45 RBOs, 1606 total employees were
counted. Women made up 506, or 31.5% and men 1100, or 68.5% (Table 8 & Figure 21).
Employees in decision-making positions were the highest proportion of all employees, with

98

nearly 1200 or 74.6% of employees falling into this position type. In the three tiers of decisionmaking, women were less
Table 8. Gender disaggregation of all employees in all RBOs counted and by position type.

Total Count Percent
Total of All Employees
1606
100%
Women 506
31.51%
Men 1100
68.49%
Total of all Employees in Decision-Making Positions
1198
100%
Women 310
25.88%
Men 888
74.12%
Total of All Employees in Decision-Making-1 Positions 200
100%
Women 37
18.50%
Men 163
81.50%
Total of All Employees in Decision-Making-2 Positions 516
100%
Women 138
26.74%
Men 378
73.26%
Total of All Employees in Decision-Making-3 Positions 482
100%
Women 135
28.01%
Men 347
71.99%
Total of All Employees in Practitioner Positions
175
100%
Women 81
46.29%
Men 94
53.71%
Total of All Employees in Administrative Positions
124
100%
Women 77
62.10%
Men 47
37.90%
represented than the overall count of 31.5%, the lowest being Tier 1 decision-makers, at 18.5%
(Table 8 & Figure 23), and the highest at Tier 3 decision-makers – 28.0% (Table 8 & Figure 25).
The additional separation of decision-makers into three tiers proved to be beneficial to the data
analysis, as the difference in gender representation between Tier 1 and Tier 3 decision-makers
was nearly 10% overall. The practitioner position-type had the most equitable genderdisaggregation. Of the 175 RBO practitioners, 46.3% were women (Table 8 & Figure 27).
Women were the most represented in administrative positions, holding 77 of the 124 total
administrative positions, or 62% (Table 8 & Figure 27).
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Gender Representation in All
RBOs
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Women
32%

Percent
Men
68%

Figure 21. This chart shows the gender representation of all employees, staff, and members of RBOs counted.

Gender Representation in
Decision-Making Positions All RBOs
Women
26%

Men
74%

Figure 22. This chart shows the gender representation of all employees, staff, and members of RBOs in all levels of
decision-making positions. The total counts are 888 men and 310 women.
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Gender representation in Tier 1
Decision-Makers (DM1) - All
RBOs
Women
19%

Men
81%
Figure 23. This chart shows the gender representation of tier 1 decision makers in all RBOs counted. The total
counts are 163 men and 37 women.

Gender Representation in Tier 2
Decision Makers (DM2) - All RBOs
Women
27%

Men
73%

Figure 24. This chart shows the gender representation of tier 2 decision makers in all RBOs counted. The total
counts are 378 men and 138 women.
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Gender Representation in Tier 3
decision-makers (DM3) - All RBOs
Women
28%

Men
72%

Figure 25. This chart shows the gender representation of tier 3 decision makers in all RBOs counted. The total
counts are 347 men and 135 women.

Gender Representation in
Practitioner Positions - All RBOs

Women
46%

Men
54%

Figure 26. This chart displays the gender representation of RBO staff in practitioner positions. The total counts are
94 men and 81 women.
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Gender Representation in
Administrative positions - All
RBOs

Men
38%

Women
62%

Figure 27. This chart displays the gender representation of RBO staff in administrative positions. The total counts
are 47 men and 77 women.

Gender Representation per region
Of the 45 RBOs counted, nearly half of the employees (778) came from North America
(Figure 28). The region with the least employees counted was Asia at 58 (Figure 28). These
numbers and proportions are not necessarily representative of the total number of RBO
employees in this basin. They are more likely due to the trends of the regions providing
employee information online. Despite the stark differences in employees counted per region, the
total number of RBOs counted compared with the total breakdown by region does not differ
drastically. Asia was the least represented, with only five (11.1%) Asian RBOs providing
employee names and positions compared to 22 or 18.8% of all RBOs (Figure 29). North
American RBOs had the greatest representation, making up 13.3% of RBOs counted, while they
make up only 6.8% of all RBOs (Figure 29). Europe was also slightly over-represented, and
Africa was under-represented (Figure 29).
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Figure 28. This graph shows the number of all members and employees of RBOs counted, categorized by region.
The values above the bars represent the actual counts.

RBOs counted per region compared with All
RBOs
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Figure 29. This graph shows the proportion of RBOs that were counted in this study, divided by region, compared
with the proportion of all RBOs divided by region. The error bars represent a 95% confidence interval and the
values inside the bars represent the actual counts.

Figure 30 visually compares the gender representation of each region, compared with the
overall averages. Only Europe and North America had more equitable gender representation than

104

both the overall average (68.5% men) and the region-wide average (72.4% men). Asia had the
least, with men holding 81.0% of all positions.

Gender Representation per Region
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Figure 30. This graph displays the gender disaggregation of all employees counted, divided by region. The black
line is the average percent of men per region, which is 72.4%. The values inside the bars represent the counts of
men (blue) and women (orange).

Figures 31-35 show the gender-disaggregated data of each position-type per region. Of
employees in Tier 1 decision-making positions, only South America and Europe had greater
equitable gender representation than the region-wide average (81.5% men), and only Europe beat
the overall average with men holding 66.1% of Tier 1 decision-making positions and women
with 33.9% (Figure 31). Asia had the least equitable representation, with women holding just
8.9% or 4 out of 45 counted Tier 1 decision-making positions (Figure 31).
Figure 31 shows data for employees in Tier 2 decision-making roles. Africa just barely
beat the overall average and basin-wide average with women holding 26.6% of positions. Europe
again had the most equitable gender representation of all regions, with women holding 33.9% of
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Tier 2 decision-making positions. Asia is not included in this graph, as there were only four total
employees counted in this position-type and was deemed to not produce statistically significant
data. Likewise, no basin-aggregate analysis was conducted on employees in Tier 3 decisionmaking positions, as the overwhelming majority of the 482 employees in this position type (471)
came from Europe and North America. Again, this is not to say that the other regions did not
have employees with equivalent positions, however, it is reasonable to infer that these
employees’ information was simply not publicly available online.
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Figure 31. This graph displays the gender disaggregation of Tier 1 decision-makers, divided by region. The black
line is the average percent of men per region, which is 82.53%.
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Gender Representation of Tier 2 DecisionMakers (DM2) per Region (not including Asia)
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Figure 32. This graph displays the gender disaggregation of Tier 2 decision-makers, divided by region. The black
line is the average percent of men per region, which is 74.34%.

Figure 33 shows the gender-disaggregated data for all decision makers per region. Only
European RBOs beat the overall proportion (25.88%) and region-wide average (27.53), with
nearly equal gender representation (46.52%).
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Figure 33. This graph displays the gender disaggregation of all decision-makers, divided by region. The black line
is the average percent of men per region, which is 72.47%.
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Figure 34 displays the gender representation for practitioners per region. The bars that are
lightly shaded for Africa, Asia, and South America, represent a lack of publicly available data in
practitioner employees in these regions. Despite this, the average percent of men per region
(57.76%) is relatively close to the overall average, 53.71%.
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Figure 34. This graph shows the gender disaggregation of all practitioners, divided by region. The black line is the
average percent of men per region, which is 57.8%. The faded colors indicate a probable lack of data for those
regions.

Figure 35 displays the gender-disaggregated data for all RBO employees in
administrative positions. This was the least represented position overall, with only 124
employees or 7.7% of all staff counted. Despite the probable lack of data in Asia and Africa,
women outnumbered men in all regions except South America, the only position-type to do so.
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Figure 35. This graph displays the gender disaggregation of all employees in administrative positions, divided by
region. The black line is the average percent of men per region, which is 35.4%.

Figures 36 – 42 compare the conceptualization of gender and/or women in RBOs with the
gender representation of the RBOs that counted both. Of the 32 RBOs that conceptualized
gender and/or women, 29 of them had employee counts as well. That left 16 RBOs that had
employee counts but did not conceptualize gender. Figure 36 compares the overall gender
representation of RBOs that do and do not conceptualize gender. The data show that there is no
discernable difference in the gender representation of staff between RBOs that do and do not
conceptualize gender overall.
There was greater variation among some position types. In the Tier 2 decision-maker
position, in which RBOs with gender conceptualization had 29.1% women in these roles, and
RBOs without gender had 19.0% women (Figure 38). Of all decision-makers, RBOs with gender
conceptualization had 4% more women than those without, with 27.1% and 23.0% women,
respectively (Figure 40). In the practitioner position type, RBOs that did not conceptualize
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gender had greater representation of women than those that did not, with exactly 50% men and
women. RBOs that did conceptualize gender had only 38.6% women (Figure 41). The other
position types (DM1, DM3, and Admin) show little to no difference in gender representation
between RBOs that do and do not conceptualize gender (Figures 37, 39, and 42).

Gender Representation of RBOs and
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Figure 36. This graph shows the gender disaggregation of RBOs counted that have and have not conceptualized
gender and/or women in their policies, strategies, projects, research, etc. The black line indicates the overall
percent of men in all RBOs counted (68.5%).
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Gender Representation of Tier 1 DecisionMakers (DM1) and Conceptualization of
Gender/Women in RBOs
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Figure 37. This graph compares the gender disaggregation of Tier 1 decision-makers with RBOs that have and have
not conceptualized gender and/or women. The black line indicates the overall percent of male DM1 decision-makers
in all RBOs counted (81.5%).

Gender Representation of Tier 2 DecisionMakers (DM2) and Conceptualization of
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Figure 38. This graph compares the gender disaggregation of Tier 2 decision-makers with RBOs that have and have
not conceptualized gender and/or women. The black line indicates the overall percent of male DM1 decision-makers
in all RBOs counted (73.3%).
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Gender Representation of Tier 3 Decision-Makers
(DM3) and Conceptualization of Gender/Women
in RBOs
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Figure 39. This graph compares the gender disaggregation of Tier 3 decision-makers with RBOs that have and have
not conceptualized gender and/or women. The black line indicates the overall percent of male DM3 decision-makers
in all RBOs counted (72.0%).
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Figure 40. This graph compares the gender disaggregation of all decision-makers with RBOs that have and have
not conceptualized gender and/or women. The black line indicates the overall percent of male decision-makers in all
RBOs counted (80.7%).
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Figure 41. This graph compares the gender disaggregation of practitioners with RBOs that have and have not
conceptualized gender and/or women. The black line indicates the overall percent of male practitioners in all RBOs
counted (53.7%).
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Figure 42. This graph compares the gender disaggregation of administrative positions with RBOs that have and
have not conceptualized gender and/or women. The black line indicates the overall percent of men in administrative
positions in all RBOs counted (37.9%).
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Not all RBOs that conceptualized gender were deemed to have gender inclusive policies,
gender mainstreaming principles, or an explicit gender mainstreaming policy. Table 9 shows the
average percent women per category. RBOs with gender strategies had the highest representation
of women overall, with an average of 32.6%. Organizations with gender inclusive or gender
mainstreaming strategies had over 10% fewer women. Only the organizations with gender
strategies topped the overall average representation of women in all RBOs of 31.5%.
Table 9. Average percent women's representation of RBOs with policies of gender inclusion, gender mainstreaming,
and gender strategies.

Gender Inclusive
(GENINCL)
Gender Mainstreaming
(GENMAIN)
Gender Strategy
(GENSTRAT)
Gender Mainstreaming &
Strategy

Count

Average % women

7

17.8%

13

20.5%

8

32.6%

7

26.5%

Discussion
Overall findings
In terms of conceptualizing gender, only 32 RBOs were shown to have at least one
conceptualization of women and/or gender issues. Most of these RBOs were found in regions in
the Global South and most had donor funding. Relationships between conceptualizing gender
with other RBO governance mechanisms and organizational structure was mixed. There was a
positive correlation between RBOs that conceptualize gender and those that had dispute
resolution mechanisms, public participation mechanisms, laterality, and a functional scope of “to
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and beyond the river”. There was minimal to no statistically significant correlations found
between RBO agreement date and inclusivity.
In terms of gender representation in RBOs, women were under-represented overall,
missing the established equity baseline of 40% women by 8%. Gender representation varied by
region, with European and North American RBOs having the highest percentage of women
overall, and Asian and African RBOs having the lowest percentages of women. There were
variations by position type as well. Women were inequitably represented in decision-making
roles, and this was exacerbated as the level of decision-making power increased. Overall, women
were almost equally represented in practitioner positions and over-represented in administrative
positions.
Contrary to initial hypotheses, there was no overall correlation between RBOs that
conceptualize gender and increased representation of women. RBOs that had gender inclusive
strategies and those that adopted gender mainstreaming principles had 15% and 12% fewer
women, respectively than the overall average of 31.5%. Only the Tier 2 decision-making
position showed a positive correlation with RBOs that conceptualized gender.
The following sections provide a more in-depth discussion of each hypothesis.
Hypothesis 1: Few RBOs have gender strategies and most are donor funded and in the Global
South.
The first hypothesis was that there are few RBOs with explicit gender strategies, and
most are donor funded and in the Global South. Although “few” was not explicitly defined, it is
taken to mean that substantially less than half. 32 RBOs were identified as conceptualizing
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gender and/or women to any extent, or 27% of all identified RBOs. Within those 32
organizations, there were 139 total counts, with an average of 4.34 per RBO. Most of those were
either in a policy type document or a project/research type document. This indicates that overall,
most RBOs do not incorporate gender into their policies, projects, research, or events.
Not all RBOs that conceptualized gender had a gender strategy or policy, however.
Through a more intensive document content analysis, I filtered out organizations that employed
gender mainstreaming practices (GENMAIN), were not quite gender mainstreaming but at the
very least gender inclusive (GENINCL), and those that did have explicitly titled gender
strategies or policies (GENSTRAT). 13 had documents that employed gender mainstreaming
principles and practices, seven were gender inclusive, and seven had explicit gender strategies
(Table 10). Four had both gender strategies and gender mainstreaming.
Table 10. RBOs that have explicit gender strategies and their key donors.
RBO Name

Region (Riparians)

Gender Strategy
Type/Name

Donor
Funded?

Names of Key Donors

Dniester
Commission

Europe (Moldova; Ukraine)

Gender Equality
Strategy

Yes

GEF; UNDP; UNECE;
OSCE

Lake Victoria
Fisheries
Organization

Africa (Kenya; Tanzania;
Uganda; Burundi)

Gender and Equity
Principle within
2016-2020
Management Plan

Yes

Canada, EU; FAO; GEF;
Norway; Sweden: World
Bank

Mekong River
Commission

Asia (Laos, Thailand;
Cambodia; Vietnam)

MRC Gender
Strategy, includes
gender
mainstreaming

Yes

Australia; Belgium;
Denmark; Finland;
France; Germany; Japan;
Luxembourg;
Netherlands; New
Zealand; Sweden;
Switzerland; US; World
Bank

Nile Basin
Initiative

Africa (Burundi; DR
Congo; Egypt; Ethiopia;
Kenya; Rwanda; Sudan;

Nile Basin Gender
Mainstreaming Policy
& Strategy

Yes

Canada; Denmark;
Germany; Netherlands;
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South Sudan; Tanzania;
Uganda)

Norway; Sweden; UK;
World Bank

Organization
of the Amazon
Cooperation
Treaty

South America (Bolivia;
Brazil; Colombia; Equador;
Guyana; Peru; Suriname;
Venezuela)

Uphold gender equity
guidelines, gender
mainstreaming &
IWRM within
Strategic Action Plan

Yes

EU; UN; IDB; OAS

Okavango
River Basin
Water
Commission

Africa (Angola, Botswana,
Namibia)

2015 Gender
Mainstreaming
Strategy

Yes

GEF; Sweden; US

Zambezi
Watercourse
Commission

Africa (Angola; Botswana;
Malawi; Mozambique;
Namibia; Tanzania; Zambia;
Zimbabwe)

Gender
Mainstreaming
Strategy

Yes

UNDP; UNEP; World
Bank; Denmark; GIZ

Of the seven RBOs with gender strategies, four were in Africa, one was in Europe, one in Asia,
and one in South America. No RBOs from North America were classified has having a gender
strategy, gender mainstreaming, or gender inclusive.
When it came to donor funding, the data showed a clear and strong positive correlation
between RBOs that conceptualize gender and have donor funding. 78.1% of RBOs with gender
conceptualization were donor funded, compared with 31.6% of all RBOs. Narrowing that down
to just RBOs that have an explicit gender strategy, all seven are donor funded. Of the RBOs that
had adopted gender mainstreaming principles, 100% were donor funded, and of those that were
gender inclusive, all but one were donor funded.
Most RBOs that conceptualized gender come from regions with many countries in the
Global South. 72% percent of RBOs that conceptualized gender were from Africa, Asia, and
South America (Figures 12 and 13), even though combined they make up 65% of all RBOs.
Because of the lack of available data in some RBOs, this percentage might be higher.
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Why do most RBOs that conceptualize gender come from the Global South and receive
donor funding? All the aid organizations listed in Table 10 have gender strategies incorporated in
their policies and strategies. This includes, but is not limited to: The World Bank, European
Union, GIZ (the Germain International Aid Organization), the UN and its bodies, The U.S.
Agency for International Development (USAID), The Asian Development Bank (ADB), the
Global Environmental Facility (GEF), The Inter-American Development Bank (IDB), and the
Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE). Therefore, in order to receive aid,
it is likely that RBOs incorporate gender into their policies and programs in order to fulfill the
conditions mandated by the donor institutions. Donor pressure can have negative unintended
consequences, leading institutions to apply gender policy in a mechanistic way – doing so out of
necessity rather than genuine commitment to achieving gender equity. In a review of Poverty
Reduction Strategy Articles, Whitehead (2003) showed that governments in the Global South
conducted national dialogues on poverty policy in order to access debt relief funds. This practice
was also observed in donor-funded interstate water cooperation efforts, which resulted in vague
declarations that women and children are most affected by water conflicts and need special
attention and a lack of specification of implementation on the ground (Von Lossow, 2015).
The Joint Commission on the Dniester (Ukraine and Moldova) was the only RBO in
Europe to have an explicit gender strategy. Although a copy of this strategy was not publicly
available online, the Black Sea Women’s Club (BSWC), a regional network of environmental
NGOs and women leaders working in river basins that flow into the Black sea, was actively
involved in the creation of the treaty that led to the establishment of the commission in 2012
(Fauconnier, et al., 2018). The BSWC also worked on the development of the Regulation on

118

Public Participation for Dniester Commission and the leader of the club, Svetlana Slesarenoc, is
a member of the commission’s council (Fauconnier, et al., 2018). The Dniester commission is
donor funded.
Of all 33 RBOs in Europe, four (12.1%) have donor funding, the rest are funded by
member states. The results are more drastic in North America. Of all eight North American
RBOs, zero are donor funded. In the other three regions where there are more countries in the
Global South, there are higher percentages of donor funding. Of 36 African RBOs, 18 have
donor funding (50%), however, the other 18 are marked as N/A (no information available). Out
of 25 Asian RBOs, 11 are donor funded (44%), with 13 marked as N/A and only one is funded
solely by member states. Of 15 South American RBOs, four (26.7%) have donor funding, and
the other 11 are marked as N/A.
A limitation of this study is that there is no way of knowing how well implemented these
strategies and policies are, if at all. Future or continued research should investigate this. Despite
this limitation, we can conclude that few (seven) RBOs have explicit gender strategies, and of
those that at least conceptualize gender in their documents, most are donor funded and come
from the Global South.
Within the documents that conceptualize gender, a plurality referred to gender and/or
intersectional issues. The next most common topic discussed was socio-economic issues,
followed by water governance and management, and then water uses, both consumptive and nonconsumptive. These topics are characteristic of the GAD approach in development, which has
the objective of removing disparities in social, economic, and political balances between women
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and men (Bazilli, 2010). There were also eight documents that referred to women’s
empowerment, another strategy under both the WID and GAD approaches (Bazilli, 2010).
Despite growing visibility in development discourse, feminist and gender scholars have recently
pushed back on the use of the term ‘women’s empowerment’, as it is vaguely defined, represents
a neoliberalist, depoliticized narrative, and some have argued overuse of the term has caused it to
lose its meaning (Cornwall & Anyidoho, 2010; Bazilli, 2010). In international development
agencies who work with national governments in the Global South, Cornwall & Anyidoho
(2010) raise the question of “how women can be empowered within disempowering structures
and systems” without acknowledging global inequities (p. 147).
Within the water governance and management subgroup, there was an almost even split
between bottom-up and top-down conceptualizations. This does not imply that there were equal
numbers of top-down gendered approaches as there were bottom-up, however. Decision-making
was only referred to six times, whereas participation (including community participation, public
participation, and stakeholder participation), were referred to a combined 38 times. This is
aligned with the findings of de Silva et al. (2018), that showed a “definite gap in the literature
concerning women’s role as decision makers when it comes to water resources and high levels of
decision making” (p. 214).
Women were referred to as beneficiaries of projects and programs in 12 documents. This
could be a remnant of the WID approach, which is characterized by integrating women into
existing development practices and targeting them in women-specific activities (Bazilli, 2010).
For example, the Gender and Water in Central Asia Network (GWANET), an ADB funded
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project within the Aral Sea Scientific Information Center aimed, among other objectives, to build
a platform for women’s voices within the water governance structures of the region (ICWC,
n.d.). In the Lake Victoria Fisheries Organization (LVFO) 2016-2020 management plan, there
was a gender and equity principle which included the “active participation of women and youth”
and mechanisms that would “address inequities experienced by women and the poor, in
opportunities, power and influence for wealth generation in fisheries” (LVFO, 2016).
Hypothesis 2: RBOs that conceptualize gender and/or women are more likely to have public
participation mechanisms, a functional scope of at least “beyond the river”, dispute resolution
mechanisms, be multilateral, inclusive, and be established within the last 50 years.
Figures 14 – 19 show the relationships between these five variables and the existence or
non-existence of conceptualizing gender. The data show that there is little to no relationship with
the RBO agreement date and conceptualizing gender issues, although RBOs established since
2000 are nearly 5% more likely to include gender in their documents than the overall average
(Figure 14).
In terms of the membership structure of the RBOs, inclusivity of RBOs (Figure 16)
showed almost no relationship with conceptualizing gender, while laterality had a strong
relationship with gender conceptualization. Although most RBOs are bilateral (56.1%), 75.0% of
RBOs that conceptualize gender are multilateral, and most (68.2%) RBOs that do not
conceptualize gender are bilateral (Figure 15).
When comparing functional issues (Figure 18), RBOs that conceptualized gender were
over 13% more likely to be classified as “To and Beyond the River” than the overall proportion.
RBOs that did not conceptualize gender were 9% more likely to be solely focused on issues “To
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the River” than those that did (Figure 18). RBOs that conceptualized gender were 24% more
likely to have dispute-resolution mechanisms than the overall proportion (Figure 18). There was
no correlation between RBOs that did not have a dispute mechanism and conceptualizing gender.
Similarly, RBOs that conceptualized gender were much more likely to have a public
participation mechanism than the overall proportion of RBOs. 71.8% of RBOs that
conceptualized gender had such a mechanism, while only 33.3% of all RBOs have one (Figure
19).
It is pertinent to discuss whether an RBO should incorporate gender issues, especially if
its functional scope is purely “to the river” (Sadoff & Grey, 2002). For example, document
analysis on the Nile Basin Initiative’s (NBI) 2012 gender mainstreaming policy and strategy
showed that it was lacking in functionality and seemed to be merely appeasing to Western
donors (Von Lossow, 2015). Even though Schmeier (2014c) classified the NBI as “To and
Beyond the River”, Mukhopadhyay (2004) argued that when an institution’s main objectives
does not include the promotion of equal rights and human rights, it becomes more difficult to
enforce gender mainstreaming practices. Similarly, Panda (2007) argued that a successful gender
mainstreaming strategy in water management should give attention to gender equality from the
initial stage of development, situate gender issues at the center of policy decisions and resource
allocations, and involve gender transformative processes and practices that would “identify the
need for changes in goals, policies, strategies, and actions as well as instituional changes in
structures, procedures, and cultures” (p. 323). Although RBOs themselves were not created to
primarily address issues of gender inequity and many of the gender strategies and policies that
exist were created years after the establishment of the RBO, many of them have missions to
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promote human rights and equality through cooperative, inclusive water management and
governance. In the case of the NBI, although we do not know in practice to what extent the
gender mainstreaming policy and strategy has been implemented throughout the institution’s
structures, procedures, and cultures, we can look at its specific counts of gender
conceptualization. Including this policy, my research showed seven total counts of gender
conceptualization in the NBI: one Policy, one Event, three Project/Research, and two
Employment documents. Two of the Project/Research documents described how projects are
subject to gender guidelines and action plans through the framework provided by the overall
gender mainstreaming policy and strategy. Even though it might not be the transformational and
systematic change as prescribed by Panda (2007), these documents suggest that there has been
some incorporation of a gender perspective within the structure and actions of the NBI.
While the principles of IWRM explicitly emphasize that women should be recognized as
central to water management, some may argue that there is no need to incorporate a genderinclusive perspective into every water management decision. However, there is evidence to
dispute this argument. In environment and development efforts, policies and programs that are
gender-blind, that ignore the differential impact on gender, are potentially harmful for human
development (Bazilli, 2010). A prime example of gender-blind development in the water sector
is the effects of hydropower development on women. Although it often brings significant
benefits to communities, hydropower development can also have significant negative ecological
impacts and socio-economic consequences, which are not distributed equally among men and
women. From a beneficiary perspective, women are often more affected by hydropower-induced
changes in water supply or water quality as they are often the water supplier for their families
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(Schmeier, 2014a). The World Commission on Dams highlighted that the gender blindness of
most hydropower projects has increased gender disparities by imposing a disproportionate share
of the social costs on women, while they have received an inequitable share of the benefits
(World Commission on Dams, 2000).
With this data, we can conclude that RBOs that conceptualize gender issues are more
likely to be multilateral, have a functional scope of “to and beyond the river”, and have dispute
resolution and public participation mechanisms. These data align with the recommendations of
gender mainstreaming in water management given by Panda (2007), who states that “there is a
need for an enabling environment in terms of policy, legislation, and financing for effective
mainstreaming” (p. 326). If an RBO’s policies and organizational structure does not include
management instruments such as IWRM, public participation mechanisms with representation of
all societal groups including all genders, or a functional scope that goes beyond benefits to the
river, the chances of such an enabling environment existing are slim. In terms of whether it is
possible to persuade those who are not convinced of the intrinsic value of gender equality,
Mukhopadhyay (2004) asked, “what really is the efficacy of internal [institutional] advocacy
without supportive politics?” (p. 99).
Hypothesis 3 & 4: RBOs have inequitable gender representation, further exacerbated at
decision-making levels; Gender representation in RBOs varies across regions.
Out of over 1600 employees counted, just 31.5% were women (Table 8, Figure 21).
Overall, women’s representation decreased as decision-making power increased. Women held
28% of all Tier 3 decision-making positions, 27% of Tier 2, and just 19% of Tier 1 (Table 8,
Figures 23-26). The position-type with the most equitable representation was the practitioner
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position, where women were 46.2% of all employees in those roles (Table 8, Figure 26). Women
were the most represented in administrative positions, holding 62% of all employees in those
roles (Table 8, Figure 27).
There were clear differences in further disaggregating the data by region. Europe had the
most equitable representation overall, with women holding 36.1% of all positions, and Asia had
the least, with women holding 19% of all positions. European RBOs also had the highest
percentages of women in all decision-making roles, nearing equal representation at 46.5%
(Figure 33). It was also the only region to beat the overall proportion of women in decisionmaking roles. North America was the next highest at 24.2% women in all decision-making
positions. Asia and Africa had the lowest percentages of women in decision-making roles, with
women holding 12.2% and 19.7%, respectively (Figure 33). These values were further
exacerbated at the Tier 1 decision-making position type (Figure 31).
In the practitioner position-type, there was insufficient data in Africa, Asia, and South
America to make a valid statistical analysis. Most of the employees in practitioner roles were
from North American and European RBOs. That is not to say there are not employees in the
other regions that fit this position type, it is more likely a reflection of how much employee
information was publicly available per region and RBO. Women were almost equal to men in
both European and North American RBOs, holding 46.7% and 49.5% of practitioner roles,
respectively (Figure 34). In all regions except for South America, women outnumbered men in
administrative positions (Figure 35). Again, there was insufficient data in African and Asian
RBOs for administrative roles.
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Despite a lack of data in the practitioner and administrative roles, all RBOs that listed
employee information named their top tier decision-makers. Overall and in every region, women
are underrepresented in all RBOs. This is additionally exacerbated in decision-making roles and
in top-tier decision-making roles, and in all regions except for Europe. European RBOs have the
most gender-equitable representation, followed by North America, South America, Africa and
Asia.
Hypothesis 5: RBOs that incorporate gender into their policies have more equitable gender
representation than those that do not.
Figures 36 – 42 compare the conceptualization of gender with the gender representation
of RBOs, overall and by position-type. In all RBOs studied, there was no significant difference
in gender representation between RBOs that conceptualize gender and those that did not (Figure
36). Of all decision-makers, RBOs with gender conceptualization had 4% more women than
those without (Figure 40). In the Tier 2 decision-maker position, RBOs with gender
conceptualization had 10% more women than those that did not (Figure 38). In the practitioner
position type, RBOs that did not conceptualize gender/women had 8% more women than those
that did (Figure 38). In the other position-types, there is no significant difference in gender
representation.
Of the RBOs that had gender inclusive policies, employed gender mainstreaming
principles, and/or had gender strategies, women’s representation was only marginally higher than
the overall RBO average in those with gender strategies (Table 9). RBOs with gender
mainstreaming processes and gender inclusive policies had significantly lower representations of
women than the overall average.
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Overall, RBOs that conceptualize gender do not have increased representation of women
than those that do not, and in some cases, representation decreases with gender inclusion and
gender mainstreaming policies. Women are only significantly more represented in Tier 2
decision-making positions in RBOs that conceptualize gender. This suggests that on average,
RBOs that incorporate gender and/or women’s issues into their strategies, policies, and/or
projects do not hire more women in all position-types than those that do not.
At first glance, these results may sound surprising, or even alarming. However, it may
provide a glance into the extent to which gender strategies are being implemented. As stated in
the introduction, there are some experts in the development field who argue that gender
mainstreaming has reduced women-focused programming (Mukhopadhyay, 2004; Woodward,
2001). Combining this with documented under-resourcing of the mainstreaming agenda, its low
profile in organizations, and the fact that gender mainstreaming is supposed to make everybody
responsible for gender equity commitments, there is a danger that it will become nobody’s
(Mukhopadhyay, 2004; Ramsay, 2001). Therefore, although this research was not able to study
how well gender strategies in RBOs were implemented, the quantitative data on how well
women are represented in these institutions suggest low levels of implementation, at least within
the organizations themselves.
It is likely that there are also social, cultural, political, and other contextual factors that
influence women’s representation in RBOs. Although it is out of the scope of this study to
examine the aforementioned factors and how they play into each organization, it has been well
documented that the water management and governance, irrigation, hydrological engineering.
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political science, and international relations fields have been historically dominated by men
throughout the world (Bazilli, 2010; Zwarteveen, 2011; Earle & Bazilli, 2013; de Silva, et al.,
2018). Additionally, in these and in many other sectors, women are often under-represented in
decision-making positions and positions of leadership and power (Earle & Bazilli, 2013; de
Silva, et al., 2018). And, as mentioned throughout this study, despite some international
proclamations to include women in water decision-making processes at all levels in the past three
decades, none are legally binding according to international water law and efforts have been
limited to the subnational level (Earle & Bazilli, 2013). The data provide some evidence to backup these claims. Women remain under-represented in decision-making positions, and only in tier
2 level decision-making positions is there a correlation with higher representation of women and
RBOs conceptualizing gender.
Conversely, women’s representation in practitioner roles is higher in RBOs that do not
conceptualize gender in practitioner positions. Given that most practitioners counted were from
North America and Europe, and there were few RBOs from these regions that conceptualized
gender compared to other regions, this likely explains the switch in values.
Although most European RBOs do not conceptualize gender Figure 13, they had the most
equitable gender representation compared to the other regions. This implies that there are other
factors at stake contributing to increased gender representation. On a policy side, the European
Union (EU) officially committed to gender mainstreaming in 1996, stating that “in all its
activities, the Union shall aim to eliminate inequalities and to promote equality, between men
and women” (EU, 2012). This commitment was incorporated in treaty articles, programs, and led
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to the setup of institutional bodies to promote the incorporation of a gender perspective into
policymaking (Mergaert & Lombardo, 2014). Although there has been identified individual and
institutional resistances to the implementation of gender mainstreaming in the EU, women are
slightly more represented in decision-making positions compared to other regions in the world
(EU, 2018). In 2017, only 23.6% of all members of parliament worldwide were women, and in
the EU, women held on average 29.3% of national parliamentary seats (EU, 2018). In the private
sector, women constituted an average 25.3% of boards of the largest listed companies in the EU,
with only France having over 40% women representation, due to a national legislative quota
requiring a 40% target (World Economic Forum, 2017). Other EU countries with similar
legislative quotas in corporate boardrooms had some of the highest representations of women
(EU, 2018). In the European Commission, women accounted for 27% of managers and 35% of
senior managers in 2018, increases of 7 and 8%, respectively, in four years, in part due to a target
to ensure that women hold 40% of these roles by 2019 (EIGE, 2017). These data are not uniform
across all EU countries, national policies vary in strength and implementation throughout the
EU, and there are a number of countries in Europe that do not adhere to EU policies and
directives. Despite this, these data suggest that having policies in place to increase women’s
representation has been relatively successful for the countries they have been implemented in.
North American RBOs had the second highest representation of women overall. Chapter
two discussed the advancement in the United States regarding gender representation in the
workplace. U.S. Women held 42% of senior positions in 2005 (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics,
2006), however, this value dropped in half (21.2%) when it came to board seats at S&P 500
companies (Catalyst, 2019). In federal government, women held 23.6% congressional seats as of
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2019 (CAWP, 2019). As of 2019, there were nine women US governors and 28.7% of U.S. state
legislators were women (Catalyst, 2019b). Canadian women held 27% of House of Commons
seats and 46.7% of all Senate seats (Catalyst, 2019b). As of 2018, Mexican women held 48.2%
of seats in the Chamber of Deputies, and 49.2% of seats in the Senate, ranking fourth globally in
women’s governmental representation (Inter-Parliamentary Union, 2019). Despite this high
ranking, less than 45% of Mexican women are in the workforce, and only 10% hold managerial
and leadership positions in corporations (O'Neil, 2018).
Limitations
Most of the limitations to this study, similar to those in chapter two, stem from lack of
sufficient time to collect data, due to the limited time allotted for individual study in the program.
This meant that there was insufficient time to contact the RBOs studied to verify the information
that was gathered. The inability to verify information with the RBOs creates the potential that I
collected outdated information or missed information that was not publicly available online.
There was an observable difference between the employees listed in North American and
European RBOs with those in the other regions. Most North American and European RBOs had
all or nearly all employees listed on their websites, while RBOs from other regions would often
only list the commissioners, board members, delegates, but not support staff. For example, in the
Mekong River Commission (MRC), only the commissioners were listed on the website.
However, from a past conversation with a staff member of the MRC, there are over 100 total
employees.
Another limiting factor was only being able to study RBOs that have websites. Although
RBOs have wide varieties in scope and functionality and some may not have full time staff, there
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is still a lack of data for over half of all 117 identified RBOs. Many of the websites did not have
an English version, so I had to rely on Google Translate. This could have been a limiting factor
in both searching for gender conceptualizations and meant there was a possibility of
misgendering unfamiliar names.
Finally, as noted in the introduction, the time and scope of this study did not allow for
deeper intersectional research. Future or expanded research should take into account ethnicity,
race, class, level of education, and other intersecting dimensions when analyzing the
representation of staff members, and gender conceptualization should expand to include other
traditionally marginalized groups. My analysis used a binary concept of gender (male/female),
even though most feminist scholars have expanded their definition of gender to be a spectrum,
including people who identify outside the traditional male/female binary (Monro, 2005).
Although most international development organizations and RBOs use this binary when
conducting gender-disaggregated data, scholars have argued that water conflicts might be
mediated though a gender-relational approach, which includes engaging with often overlooked
lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, and intersex persons (Schilling, Froese, & Naujoks, 2018).
The sections that follow discuss each initial hypothesis and, based on the data, whether they can
be confirmed or not.
Conclusion
The objectives of this research were to quantify gender representation among employees
of RBOs by taking gender-disaggregated data, and to understand to what extent gender and
women’s issues are conceptualized and incorporated within RBOs by conducting quantitative
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document content analyses of RBO policies, strategies, reports, legislation, and projects.
Although there have been a select number of case studies on incorporating gender issues within
international water governance and management institutions (Earle & Bazilli, 2013; Von
Lossow, 2015; Schmeier, 2014a), most research on this topic has remained at the sub-national
and local levels (Panda, 2007; de Moraes, 2015; Schilling, et al., 2018; Carmi, et al., 2019). Until
this study, there had been no quantitative analysis on gender representation nor a content analysis
on how gender is articulated in in RBOs.
There is ample evidence that adding a gender and/or feminist lens to peace and conflict
studies leads to a reduction of violence and crimes against women and girls during conflicts,
more gender equitable humanitarian relief, rehabilitation and reconstruction in post-conflict
settings, and an increase of women in peace negotiations and peacebuilding processes
(Coomaraswamy, 2015; Manchanda, 2005; McEvoy, 2009). Including women in all levels of
peacebuilding processes, especially including high level negotiations leads to an increase in the
effectiveness, comprehensiveness, and sustainability of the decisions that come out of such
processes (Coomaraswamy, 2015). As River Basin Organizations have been identified as tools to
uphold peace between riparian states and reduce the likelihood of conflict (Wolf, et al., 2003),
the importance of incorporating a gender lens in the operations of RBOs is vital to sustaining
peace, especially in regions of political instability. So vital, that simply having a gender quota on
projects or creating a gender strategy in order to appease Western donors is not enough.
Although more research needs to be conducted on how well such strategies are even
incorporated, the data from this study suggest that implementation is low, as women’s
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representation within most RBOs remains at or below 31%, and the numbers of women decrease
in positions of power and decision-making – in all regions. There is additionally little to no
correlation between conceptualizing gender and having higher than average numbers of women
in RBOs. Research on implementing gender mainstreaming strategies suggests that it typically
stops after increasing the number of women in organizations and in positions of decisionmaking, as a checklist or a quota is easier to measure than measuring to what extent a gender
analysis has been mainstreamed into policies, programs, and projects (Arora-Jonsson, 2014;
Mukhopadhyay, 2004). If RBOs haven’t even accomplished this first, most basic step, how are
we to trust that they have fully mainstreamed gender into their institutional practices and agenda?
In analyzing how gender is conceptualized in RBOs, the most prevalent themes include
relating explicitly to gender issues, socio-economic and development, and issues surrounding
water governance and management. Consumptive and non-consumptive water uses, womenspecific themes, legal, and health issues were least prevalent. These results generally align with
current gender and development discourses in the water sector, specifically GAD, which
emphasizes removing disparities in social, political, economic, and political balances between
women and men, as well as removing the emphasis on women (Bazilli, 2010). There were also
some gender mainstreaming approaches, which included organizations taking genderdisaggregated data and bringing gendered approaches to policies and projects that were
previously gender-blind or gender neutral. In terms of reaching towards the ultimate goal of
gender mainstreaming – transforming the (masculine/male) mainstream (Bazilli, 2010), I argue
that no RBO has completely implemented gender into all levels of its actions, legislation,
policies, and programs. The political space for inserting gender issues within the policy
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objectives in many existing RBOs is limited from the top down, and, being that these are
interstate governance institutions, there is no international legally binding mandate requiring
them to do so. There are international declarations such as the Dublin Principles and the
principles of IWRM, however, these are not legally binding. That leaves national-level mandates
and donor agency requirements. Mandates at the national level are not necessarily uniform
among all riparian member states of an RBO and may not apply to international governance
institutions. And we have seen that the pressure put on by aid agencies has pressured RBOs and
other institutions to create gender strategies simply to fulfill the requirements to receive funds,
rather than out of genuine commitment (Whitehead, 2003). Combining the lack of institutional
capacity, enforceability, and political and legal accountability with the fact that mainstreaming
agendas have been shown to be under-resourced (Mukhopadhyay, 2004; Ramsay, 1995), leads to
a conclusion that incorporating gender mainstreaming into RBOs has been, and will continue to
be an uphill battle. Without being able to tackle these issues, unequal power relations that
transcend beyond gender remain intact.
Where, then, can we find hope? Results of this study showed that gender is more likely to
be conceptualized in RBOs whose functional scopes are both to and beyond the river, have
dispute-resolution mechanisms, and public participation mechanisms.
When an institution’s main objective includes the promotion of equal rights and human
rights, it is easier to enforce gender mainstreaming practices (Mukhopadhyay, 2004). Although
the definition of beyond the river does not explicitly include this objective, it is the closest water
governance mechanism provided by the RBO Database to quantify this in RBOs. Therefore,

134

RBOs that have a functional scope of at least beyond the river are additionally more likely to be
able to successfully implement gender mainstreaming approaches.
Having a dispute resolution mechanism has been argued to be a necessary water
governance mechanism for RBOs to fulfill their tasks (Zawahri, 2008; Schmeier, 2016). The
strong correlation between RBOs that conceptualize gender and having a dispute-resolution
mechanism provides a window of opportunity for incorporating a gender lens within such
processes.
Involving all stakeholders and citizens in meaningful, equitable participatory governance
processes has been successful in multiple contexts in changing institutional rules and practices to
promote gender equality and build accountability (Mukhopadhyay, 2004; Panda, 2007). Such
approaches must be taken with caution, however. Without taking into account cultural factors
and gender norms for example, women can both be overlooked and overburdened. Almost
everywhere in the world, even though women are often the main providers of agricultural labor,
men hold the majority of land and water rights, which has led to women’s exclusion of irrigation
associations and being overlooked by policy-makers and irrigation planners (Panda, 2007,
Zwarteveen 2011, Chapter two). On the other end of the spectrum, women have been
overburdened due to policy-makers appealing to largely discredited discourses on women’s
closeness to nature and the environment, adding environmental responsibilities to women who
may lack the time or resources to carry them out, leading to project failures, which are often
blamed on women (Leach, 2007; Arora-Jonsson, 2014).
Broader Impact of this study
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Scholars such as Earle & Bazilli (2013) and de Silva, et al. (2018) called for research of
this scope in order to understand to what extent gender is incorporated within the policies and
legislation of River Basin Organizations. Earle & Bazilli (2013) further posited that the absence
of international water law instruments addressing gender in transboundary management such as
the 1997 U.N. Watercourse Convention (UN, 1997) means that RBOs founded on such legal
principles have no guiding international legal framework to include gender issues. With no such
framework, RBOs are limited to fulfilling donor requirements of gender mainstreaming
principles to receive aid, however, it has been established that this does not necessarily imply
implementation of such principles. And for RBOs that are not donor funded, inclusion of gender
issues relies on precedents set at the national and subnational level by member states, which may
or may not exist. The results of this study provide quantitative evidence that both women and the
conceptualization of gender issues are underrepresented in transboundary water governance and
management. This study further suggests that where conceptualization of gender exists on paper
in RBOs, implementation of such policies and strategies may be lacking.
This research also establishes the importance of incorporating gender issues in
transboundary water management to prevent conflicts and sustain peace. The positive correlation
between RBOs conceptualizing gender and women and having dispute resolution mechanisms
suggests that there already exist avenues for incorporating gender issues into water and
peacebuilding activities. Furthermore, through addressing gender inequities which are ultimately
unequal power structures, RBOs could more effectively confront inequitable power structures
between member states.
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Additionally, this study confirmed that there is a need in all sectors, not just water, for
thorough, accurate, gender-disaggregated data, especially in fields that have been traditionally
male dominated and masculinized.
Future or Continued Research
An underlying objective of this study was to establish a baseline for future research in
incorporating gender issues into transboundary river basin governance and management. Further
research should take an intersectional approach by addressing dimensions such as class, race,
ethnicity, sexuality, the entire gender spectrum, and others. Individual case studies should
include an analysis of the cultural, political, geographical, historical, and social contexts to
further establish what gender equitable representation might look like within RBOs and how
gender issues could be incorporated and implemented. Continuation of this study should address
the limitations by contacting RBOs to get more accurate employee gender-disaggregated data.
Additionally, RBOs should be contacted to conduct more in-depth research on the actual
implementation of existing strategies, and to provide documents that may not be publicly
available online or translations of documents not in the researcher’s native or known languages.
Unlike the previous chapter, in which I suggested a number of recommendations for
incorporating gender issues in the DRB, it is out of the scope of this second study to suggest
recommendations for all RBOs. Panda (2007) lists a number of actions and strategies for gender
mainstreaming in water management at a local and sub-national scale that could potentially be
extrapolated to transboundary water management (Found in chapter two). Additionally, scholars
such as Panda (2007), Mukhopadhyay (2004), and Arora-Jonsson (2014) agree that any
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incorporation of gender issues should include, but not stop at gender quotas. Persisting
masculinities in the water sector and the negative effects they have on communities, large and
small, are so pervasive in societies across the world that they require much more than a number
or a box to tick off.
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Chapter 4: CONCLUSION
Although the scopes of the two studies of this thesis differed drastically, the similarities
between the two are palpable. Of employees in the DRB, women constituted 37.7%, whereas in
all RBOs studied, women constituted 32%. Women held 30% of decision-making positions in
the DRB and 26% in RBOs, dropping down to 19% of Tier 1 decision-making positions. The
DRB, like most (if not all) river basins within the U.S. does not conceptualize gender at a basinwide level. Although governance in the DRB is decentralized, and RBOs are generally regarded
as centralized forms of water governance, the DRB follows trends of RBOs from the Global
North that do not conceptualize gender.
When two comparable studies conducted at two very distinct scales produce
exceptionally similar results it is evident that water resources governance and management
remains male dominated at all levels, from the top-down and from the bottom-up. Although the
second study showed regional differences between the Global North and Global South,
inequitable gender representation persists at the national and transboundary levels and with
varying governance structures. Although the recommendations of Earle & Bazilli (2013) to
integrate gender issues into international water law could incentivize RBOs to follow suit, this
may not occur at the sub-national level and in the Global North where less attention is paid to
gender inequality than other issues. Recommendations such as those given in chapter two may
bring about some positive change, but without working with organizations at any scale to
understand specific socio-political, historical, and cultural contexts, motivation and
implementation are sure to be lacking. For international RBOs that rely on foreign aid to support
their functioning, more efforts should be made from within and outside the organizations to
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ensure gender strategies exist not just on paper and that strategies are not created in order to
appease foreign donors to receive aid.
The research I have conducted in these two studies is novel and both chapters require
extensive amounts of follow-up and continuation. It is my hope as a researcher that the results of
this thesis inspires water policy and decision-makers to examine existing gender inclusive
policies or question the lack of them. A goal of this research was to provide concrete evidence
that by addressing gender inequities in all levels of water governance management, especially in
areas that have been understudied or overlooked, other inequities and power imbalances can be
addressed as well.

