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Latin-American coffee production has largely relegated women to specific family labor tasks, such as berry picking or cooking. But recent years have seen an increasing number of interventions to empower women in the agricultural sector, including coffee. As a contribution to the growing literature on women's empowerment in agriculture, this article draws on a randomized-controlled trial (RCT) to evaluate a gender empowerment project among coffee producers in Honduras. Previous RCT evaluations of gender empowerment interventions have focused on average treatment effects and paid less attention to the diversity of responses in the sample. This article evaluates the effect of a project to empower women in Honduras' coffee sector but pays attention to how the intervention interacted with the amount of land owned by women to produce different outcomes. The intervention consisted of 12 workshops offered to families in 10 coffee-producing groups. The baseline and end-line surveys (2016–2018) included a sample of 88 families (41 intervention and 47 control, from 4 to 5 communities respectively). Results showed limited effects of the intervention on women's empowerment for the pooled sample, but it found heterogeneous positive effects for land-owning women. Women who owned land and received the treatment scored fewer points on a deprivation score, had input over more decisions related to the use of household income, and were more satisfied with their leisure time. For quantity of land owned, this article also found positive heterogeneous effects for the same variables, and additionally for confidence speaking in public. Results suggest that projects to empower women might benefit from a more nuanced approach to the heterogeneity within the target population.
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INTRODUCTION

Smallholder agriculture in Latin America is mostly controlled by men. Coffee is no exception, though it is well documented that women have an important role during the entire production cycle. Specifically for Honduras, about 50% of all labor in coffee farms comes from women (Álvarez, 2018). Although women provide a large share of labor in coffee production, they have almost no power over agricultural decisions and use of income within the household (Lyon et al., 2010).

Before moving forward, it is important to clarify the definition of women's empowerment used throughout this article. This article uses the following definition: “the expansion in women's ability to make strategic life choices in a context where this ability was previously denied to them.” These choices have three inter-related dimensions: resources, agency, and achievements (Kabeer, 1999). Access to resources and assets (as used in most of the cited literature and in this article) are also a useful proxy to measure agency (Alsop et al., 2006).

Recent years have seen a growing number of studies about women's economic empowerment in agriculture and its determinants. These studies suggest men own more and higher value assets than women, especially land, and that the ownership of these assets also affects household outcomes and investments (Doss, 2006; Meinzen-Dick et al., 2019). Evidence also suggests women's asset ownership and control matters for a range of development outcomes (such as children's educational attainment, investment in health, among others), for women themselves and their families (Olney et al., 2015; Johnson et al., 2016).

Despite this growing interest, the number of interventions to enhance women's empowerment in agriculture evaluated with randomized controlled trials is still limited, and existing evaluations have focused only on average effects (Das et al., 2013; Olney et al., 2015; Quisumbing et al., 2015; Johnson et al., 2016).

Das et al. (2013), for example, studied the impact on intra-household dynamics of the Bangladesh Rural Advancement Committee (BRAC) Poverty Reduction program in Bangladesh. Women from 6,919 selected households received productive asset transfers, training on the use of the assets, an allowance of about 175 Taka (around US $ 2.50) per week, periodic follow up, health support (such as free medical care), and social development initiatives (such as awareness-raising training). They found that the program, on average, increased women's sole cash ownership by 1,048 Taka. On the other hand, the program also increased males' sole ownership of seven out of the nine evaluated agricultural assets, compared to two assets for women, and in many cases considerably more than it increased female ownership of such assets. The program also reduced women's savings and spending decisions for food, housing, and healthcare. Roy et al. (2015) evaluated the same program and found that, in the case of agricultural productive assets, the program significantly increased men's sole ownership by about 375 Taka, while increased women's sole ownership by only 173 Taka.

Furthermore, a longitudinal RCT impact study implemented between 2010 and 2012 with 30 intervention and 25 control villages by Quisumbing et al. (2015), using before and after t-test for the intervention and control groups, found that men's ownership of assets increased more than women's in most cases and the gender-asset gap did not decrease. Specifically, men's ownership of cattle in the intervention group increased from 3.08 to 3.46 (p < 0.01) and for women it reduced from 0.23 to 0.20 (p = 0.1). The evaluated intervention included free vine distribution to members of farmer groups; trainings of farmer group members on Organic System Plan (OSP) cultivation; trainings of adult women in project households on the nutritional benefits of OSP; and trainings of farmer group members on marketing.

Additionally, a study presented by Johnson et al. (2016) including eight women's empowerment interventions in seven Asian and African countries (three of them evaluated with RCT methodology) found similar results. They found that these interventions significantly increased women's assets. However, at the same time, men's sole ownership of all other assets grew. For example, the evaluation's results of the Hellen Keller International's Enhanced-Homestead Food Production program in Burkina Faso by van den Bold et al. (2015) showed a significant increase in small ruminant and poultry ownership for both men and women, with a larger effect for men (4.4 vs. 2.6). The program aimed to improve maternal and child health and nutrition through an agriculture program targeted to women. The program included a transfer and training in agriculture and animal assets, and health and nutrition practices delivered through a behavior change communication strategy.

To start moving beyond average treatment effects and explore heterogeneity, it is useful to examine what observational studies of empowerment suggest about predictors. These studies suggest that important predictors of empowerment and therefore variables to consider when examining heterogeneous treatment effects include women's age and age difference between the couple (Mabsout and van Staveren, 2010; Bertocchi et al., 2014; Trommlerová et al., 2015; Anderson et al., 2017), women's education (Mabsout and van Staveren, 2010; Doss, 2013; Bertocchi et al., 2014; Alwang et al., 2017; Anderson et al., 2017), community and social norms and institutions (Doss, 2013; Anderson et al., 2017), and women's control over assets (including land) (Quisumbing, 2003; Mabsout and van Staveren, 2010; Doss, 2013; Sell and Minot, 2018).

Specifically for land ownership, the literature shows that men are more likely to own land than women, and their properties also tend to be larger than those owned by women (Deere and Leon, 2003). Women's land ownership also provides security in cases of husband's death or divorce, and studies find that women who own land or a house have increased opportunity to enhance their access to means to support their subsistence or livelihoods, independent of their husbands (Lyon et al., 2010; Grabe et al., 2015).

The aforementioned studies focus on average treatment effects and do not pay sufficient attention to differences between women. This article presents the results from a gender empowerment project among coffee producers in Honduras and tries to overcome limitations from previous studies by focusing on how land ownership interacts with interventions to enhance women's empowerment. As shown, owning productive resources has been found to strengthen women's bargaining position in the household (Quisumbing, 2003; Doss, 2013; Quisumbing et al., 2015; Anderson et al., 2017). Since land is an important, if not the most important productive resource, women's access to land is a key determinant of empowerment (Sell and Minot, 2018).

For this, the evaluation relied on a randomized controlled trial (RCT) at the community level. The gender empowerment project (hereafter referred to as “the project”) was part of a larger program aiming to strengthen local coffee producer groups in western Honduras. This program included technical, financial, and organizational training and support as well as the provision of economic resources to invest in the improvement of groups' infrastructure and logistics.

The gender project was implemented in 10 out of the 30 coffee producer groups participating in the program in the departments of Copan and Ocotepeque, Honduras1 (Figure 1). The project aimed to increase shared family responsibilities between women and men, increase the perceived value of women's contribution to farming, enhance women's leadership skills, and promote gender equity in the producer groups.
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FIGURE 1. Area of intervention (Copan and Ocotepeque).


To achieve its goals, at the household level the project relied on 12 gender awareness workshops and the promotion of gender-sensitive practices with families through the implementation of the “Agents of Change” methodology, developed by the Gender Action Learning System (GALS, developed in 2002). The organization implemented these activities between 2016 and 2017. Workshops lasted about four hours each and were scheduled every one or two months, based on each group's time availability. Agents of change are trained couples who visit the community's households to provide follow up and advice to other couples to improve gender relations at the household and community level. At the producer group level, the intervention consisted of training of group members to include gender and intergenerational equity in their strategic and annual plans. Part of the broader strengthening program included the legal support to the 30 producer groups to complete the process of legally register the group with the corresponding national institution, consequently, the coordination groups were developed as part of this process.

Results from this study showed limited effects of the intervention on women's empowerment in agriculture for the pooled sample of women but found heterogeneous positive effects of the project for women owning land and the quantity of land owned. Over time, women who owned land and participated in the project scored 0.24 fewer points on the deprivation score (ci), showed a reduction of 0.21 points (p < 0.1) on the difference in the deprivation score (ci) between the couple, had input over 1.88 more decisions related to the use of income and scored 2.52 more points on the satisfaction with leisure time score. Regarding the quantity of land owned, for women participating in the project, a 10% increase in land ownership was associated to 0.391 fewer points on the deprivation score and 3.23 more decisions over the use of income. Also, a 1% increase in land ownership was associated to 0.53 (p < 0.1) more points on the confidence speaking in public score and 0.47 more points in the satisfaction with leisure time score.



THE HONDURAN CONTEXT

Coffee is highly important for the Honduran economy; it is estimated that more than 100,000 families work in its production. Coffee represents 30% of the Honduran agricultural GDP and 5% of the total GDP (Álvarez, 2018).

By 2018, Honduras had a total population of 9.6 million, the average years of schooling was 6.6, similar for men and women. Gross national income (2011 PPP) was $4,258. (UNDP, 2020). Honduras has one of the highest rate of poverty in Latin America, with extreme poverty (< $1.90 a day per person) concentrated in the western region (Larson et al., 2019).

In Honduras, women's ability to generate income in the agricultural sector is constrained by their limited use and control of human capital and physical assets (Dietz et al., 2018). Consequently, women often depend on men's income, putting them at greater risk of poverty and giving them fewer opportunities in the labor market (Warth and Koparanova, 2012).



MATERIALS AND METHODS


Sampling and Methods of Data Collection

The selection process to participate in the gender project included a random selection of producer groups from the 30 communities participating in the broader program. Out of the 10 selected groups, four were randomly selected as part of the sample. The total control group was formed by the remaining 20 producer groups not receiving the gender component. Out of these 20 groups, five were randomly selected to be part of the control group sample (Figure 2).
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FIGURE 2. Sample selection process.


For the last step, all households that were actively part of the selected farmers' group and in which a couple cohabited were interviewed, therefore excluding mono-parental households and single group members (Dietz et al., 2018). The final panel sample included 41 households in the intervention group and 47 households in the control group (Table 1). As communities differ in size, it was necessary to include one extra control community to ensure a similar total number of households for the two samples (control and intervention).


Table 1. Sample of households by department.
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In addition to the household surveys, and being aware of the possible limitations derived from the small sample, the evaluation included also qualitative data collection. Specifically, it included interviews with one management team from the intervention group and one from the control group. Besides, two separate focus groups (one with men and one with women) were carried out with the intervention group. This qualitative information was used to triangulate results from the quantitative analysis derived from the surveys.



Ethics

As the evaluation of the project included the collection of primary data from participants, the protocol was reviewed and approved by the Scientific Advisory Board of the University of Muenster in Germany. This board is responsible of verifying that all research projects developed by the University comply with its technical and ethical standards. Besides, the farmers participating in the survey also provided their informed consent to participate in this study.



Statistical Analysis

The analysis had two main goals. The first one was to measure the overall impact of the project on women's empowerment using a difference-in-difference estimator. The second goal was to explore the heterogeneous treatment effects (HTE) of the project based on two variables measuring women's land ownership: ownership of land as a binary variable and total land owned by women.

Impact evaluation literature supports the use of HTE to get a better understanding of the different size of the effects based on participants' characteristics. Gabler et al. (2009) emphasize that the use of exploratory interaction analyses can be useful to generate new hypotheses regarding moderators of treatment effects. Furthermore, the finding of significant heterogeneous effects (as the ones shown in this article) could be used for future researchers to perform adequately powered confirmatory studies. In the development field, HTE can be used to better focalize interventions, and increase efficiency in the use of resources, and consequently, in the achievement of goals.



Variables


Outcome Variables of Empowerment

The outcome variables to measure women's empowerment are based on the questions used to construct the 10 indicators part of the Women's Empowerment in Agriculture Index, WEAI (Alkire et al., 2013). The Index groups the indicators in five domains of women's empowerment. Table 2 summarizes the indicators and the weight used by Alkire et al. (2013) to calculate the deprivation score (explained below). A full detail on the creation of the score and each one of the 10 indicators can be found on the IFPRI website (IFPRI, 2021).


Table 2. Five domains of empowerment indicators weight.
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This article includes the analysis for five of the 10 indicators used to construct the WEAI: (1) input in productive decisions, (2) ownership of assets, (3) control over the use of income, (4) speaking in public, and (5) leisure. Besides, the analysis includes the deprivation score of the index and the difference in this score between the couple. Below is the description of each one of these variables2:

- Deprivation score: The inadequacy score of each person is calculated by summing the weighted inadequacies experienced by the subject for the 10 indicators above mentioned so that the inadequacy score for each person lies between zero and one. The score increases as the number of inadequacies of the person increases (Alkire et al., 2013).

- Difference in the deprivation score between the couple: Based on the deprivation score defined previously, this indicator measures the difference in the deprivation score between the couple (woman minus man's deprivation score). Positive values indicate higher empowerment of the man in the couple. Negative values indicate higher empowerment of the woman.

- Input in productive decisions: This indicator is based on nine questions examining two main points related to the family agricultural production. The first is whether the individual has participated in the agricultural activity, how much input they feel they have in decision-making. Second, to what extent does the individual feel they can make their own decision regarding aspects related to the family agricultural production. This variable summarizes the total number of questions the individual was empowered. It can take values between 0 and 9.

- Ownership of assets: Based on 14 assets this indicator measures how many assets the individual reported having joint or sole ownership. It can take values between 0 and 14.

- Control over the use of income: This variable is constructed from answers to eight questions regarding input into decisions about the use of income in different household activities. It measures how many activities the individual was empowered to decide on the use of the income generated by that activity. It can take values between 0 and 8.

- Speaking in public: The indicator for whether the individual is comfortable speaking in public is constructed based on responses to questions regarding the individual's ease in speaking up in public in three different contexts. The scale for each question goes from 1 to 5, where 1 is totally uncomfortable and 5 is totally comfortable. The indicator is the sum of the scores for the three questions and takes values between 3 and 15.

- Leisure: Respondents were asked to rank from 1 to 10 their level of satisfaction with the time available for leisure activities, where 1 is totally unsatisfied and 10 totally satisfied.



Independent Variable: Land Ownership

As mentioned earlier, to measure land ownership this evaluation used two variables. The first is a dummy variable that takes the value of one if the woman owns land, and zero if not. The second variable is the quantity of land owned by the woman, measured in the local land measurement unit “manzanas” (mz) 3 expressed as natural logarithm4. It is also important to note that the variable used includes joint or sole ownership, which, as seen previously, does not imply the woman's equal authority in decision-making compared to the man. This article used two explanatory variables measuring ownership of land to increase the robustness of the results and to take into account not only ownership but also a measure of wealth, that is better captured by the quantity of land owned. The selection of land ownership as the main explanatory variable to measure heterogeneous effect is based on evidence supporting that in places where agriculture is the main source of income, increasing women's land ownership has the potential to increase their power within their relationship, as well as women and household's welfare (Grabe et al., 2015; Mishra and Sam, 2016).





RESULTS

Table 3 shows the results from regressions of receiving the intervention as the outcome variable (1 = yes, 0 = no) against main determinant indicators at the coffee producer group level, such as average community age, education, total land, and number of assets owned by the household to prove the orthogonality of the treatment on some of the main determinants of empowerment mentioned in the previous section. Regressions were run separately given the small sample size of communities (n = 9). The only difference between groups with a significant result (p < 0.05) was age, where being in the intervention group was correlated to 0.06 more years. This variable was used as control in all the following regressions.


Table 3. Independence of the randomization against measurable determinants of empowerment at the coffee producer group level (n = 9).
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Descriptive Statistics of the Sample

Table 4a summarizes the basic descriptive statistics of the sample at the household level at baseline and end line. At baseline, on average, the control group had 13.49 mz of land, and the intervention 12.02. The average quantity of land remained relatively constant, with a reduction of about 1.2 “manzanas” in the control group (from 13.49 to 12.22). At baseline, households in the intervention group owned 7.91 different type of assets against 8.27 in the control group. Both groups increased by about one type of asset by end line.


Table 4a. Descriptive statistics of the sample of households (mean values).
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Table 4b summarizes descriptive statistics at individual level, by sex. The average age for women in the intervention group at baseline was 46.02, while it was 38.93 in the control. Neither group had more than six complete years of education. Intervention and control groups did not differ significantly in the most relevant demographic variables of empowerment such as years of education, and age difference between the couple (not shown). However, they significantly differed in average age, with the control being slightly younger than the intervention (Table 4b).

The autocorrelation test carried on before moving forward with the statistical analysis showed high correlation between the baseline and end line samples for the outcome variables (Table 5). Based on (McKenzie, 2012), when outcome variables show high autocorrelation, a baseline-end line model is more appropriate. Regardless of this finding, this article includes also ANCOVA regressions as a robustness check.


Table 4b. Descriptive statistics of the sample at individual level, by sex (mean values).
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Table 5. Autocorrelation over time for outcome and independent variables.

[image: Table 5]

Table 6 summarizes the descriptive statistics for the outcome and independent variables. At baseline, there is difference of about two points on the confidence speaking in public index, with the control group showing a higher value (p < 0.05). There is also statistically significant difference on the percentage of women owning land (p < 0.05), with 24% of women owning land in the intervention group and only 9% on the control group.


Table 6. Descriptive statistics for the outcome and independent variables.
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Average Treatment Effect and Heterogeneous Treatment Effect

Tables 7a–d present the results for the seven outcome variables (columns 1–7). Table 7a presents the basic model to evaluate the intention to treat for the pooled sample. The second model in Table 7b presents the average treatment effect or difference-in-difference. Model in Table 7c presents the heterogeneous effects for women owning land (dummy variable) and Table 7d presents the HTE of the project based on the quantity of land owned by women (in a logarithmic form). Significance levels are adjusted for multiple testing for models 7b to 7d.


Table 7a. Results from intention to treat (n = 176).

[image: Table 7]


Table 7b. Results from average treatment effect (n = 176).
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Table 7c. Results from heterogeneous treatment effect of land ownership (n = 176).
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Table 7d. Heterogeneous treatment effect of total land owned (ln, n = 176).
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Model (a) summarizes the intent-to-treat estimators using OLS regression for the pooled sample of women. Results show no significant effect of the project for any of the seven studied outcomes. Model (b) shows the average treatment effect of the project on women. Results show no significant effect of the project on six out of the seven outcome variables studied. Column (4) shows a significant effect (p < 0.01) of the project on the decision over income. Participating in the project was associated to 0.76 fewer decisions over income compared to those women not participating.

The lines in Tables 7c,d goes from (a) to (g), with the coefficient of interest for the HTE over time of land ownership interacted with participation in the project on line (g). For Table 7c it is interpreted as the incremental effect of owning land for women participating in the project. For Table 7d this represents the multiplying effect over time of the quantity of land owned by women participating in the project.

Model (c) presents the HTE of the intervention conditional on women's land ownership. For women participating in the project, owning land was correlated to 0.24 (p < 0.01) fewer points on the deprivation score [column 1, row (g)]. It also reduced the gap on the deprivation score between the couple by 0.21 points (p < 0.1). For women participating in the project, owning land also increased the number of decisions over income by 1.88 (p < 0.05) more decisions over income taken [column 4, row (g)] and 2.52 (p < 0.01) more points on the satisfaction with leisure time score [column 7, row (g)].

Model (d) also shows a positive correlation between the quantity of land owned by women participating in the project and four outcome variables. A 10% increase in land ownership over time was correlated to 0.391 (p < 0.05) fewer points on the deprivation score [column 1, row (g)], and to 3.23 (p < 0.05) more decisions over income [column 4, row (g)]. For women participating in the intervention, this model also shows a positive correlation of total land owned with their confidence speaking in public [column 6, row (g)], and with their satisfaction with leisure time [column 7, row (g)]. For the first one, a 1% increase in land ownership over time was correlated to 0.53 more points on the confidence speaking in public score (p < 0.1), for the second one, 1% increase in land ownership was associated to 0.47 more points (p < 0.05) on the satisfaction with leisure time score.



Project Participation and Women's Land Ownership

Results show a significant negative association of participation in the project and land ownership, as well as with the quantity of land owned by women participating in the project (Table 8). Participating in the project was associated to a reduction of 0.19 on the probability of owning land (p < 0.05), and 1.4% on total land owned (p < 0.01) compared to women in the control group. As shown on Table 6, most of the observed difference over time comes from a higher increase in land ownership from the control group, even when both groups showed increase on the number of women owning land. For the intervention group, even when there was an increase in the percentage of women reporting owning land, there was also a reduction in the average quantity of land owned from baseline to end line (Table 5).


Table 8. Project's impact on main explanatory variables (n = 176): difference-in-difference estimates.
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Robustness Analysis: ANCOVA Regressions

McKenzie (2012), following the findings of Vickers (2003), suggested that the use of ANCOVA regressions is more convenient than the traditional baseline-follow up scheme when the expected autocorrelation of the outcome variables is low. As a robustness analysis, this article includes also ANCOVA regressions for all the models, even when correlation for the outcome variables is high (Table 3).

This robustness analysis was carried out for the intention to treat on outcome variables (Table 9) and independent variables (Table 11), as well as for the HTE regressions of women's land ownership (Table 10a) and total land owned by women (Table 10b). Significance levels for Tables 10a,b are adjusted for multiple testing. All variables at the right of the regression model are values at baseline. These regressions include also the outcome variable at baseline as a control.


Table 9. ANCOVA regression: results from intention to treat (n = 88).
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Table 10a. ANCOVA regression: results from heterogeneous treatment effect of land ownership (n = 88).
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Table 10b. ANCOVA regression: results from heterogeneous treatment effect of total land owned by the woman (log) (n = 88).

[image: Table 10b]

For the intention to treat regression, similarly to the findings on average treatment effect (Table 7b, column 4), results showed a significant negative association of project participation and decisions over income (Table 9, column 4), participating in the project was associated to 0.51 less decisions (p < 0.05). No statistically significant results were found for HTE (Tables 10a,b, last row).

Mirroring the results from the previous regressions, regarding the relation between project participation and the explanatory variables (Table 11). This analysis found a significant negative association. Participating in the project was negatively (−1.03, p < 0.05) associated to the total quantity of land owned by women (Table 11, column 2).


Table 11. ANCOVA regression: project's effect on main explanatory variables (n = 88).
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LIMITATIONS

The evaluation presented in this article has three main limitations. The first one is the limited sample size. Power analysis of the sample (not shown), showed that, indeed, the study might have benefited from a larger sample, but reasons for the lack of significant results in the difference-in-difference analysis might also be related to other not observed factors. Qualitative analysis also support the quantitative results, for example, it was not possible to identify significant changes in the discourse of women and men participating in the focus groups regarding the gender relations and balance of power at household level in the intervention communities.

The second is the limited time of the intervention. As mentioned before, this project tried to implement the “Agents of Change” methodology developed by the Gender Action Learning System (GALS), unfortunately, in some communities the agents of change training ended at almost the same time as the project completion, precluding the possibility of proper follow up in the field. This limitation might not have significantly changed the results of the project at household level, as one of the agents of change couples reported that they did not perform the visits to other households, even after completing the training, as they felt other members could perceive it as too intrusive. This methodology has been proven effective in other contexts, but in this specific area of Honduras the cultural tradition of household privacy and autonomy might imply great difficulties for implementing this methodology.

The third one is the lack of individual records of assistance to trainings, as a result, it was not possible to measure compliance with the treatment at individual level, making this a limitation for a better understanding of the results. Despite this fact, this might not represent a significant threat to the validity of the results, as the organization kept records of the intervention at group level, besides, high level of absenteeism to the trainings were discarded by groups members and project technical staff. At community level, all groups received the full intervention. Consequently, it is expected that this factor could not be the main determinant for the observed outcomes.



DISCUSSION

This section discusses some possible explanations for the findings from the RCT, complemented by evidence from the qualitative analysis and revised literature. It includes one section to analyze the most relevant findings from the qualitative data; one section for the effects of the intervention over women's economic empowerment triangulated with the qualitative findings; a section with hypotheses to explain the lack of significant findings at the average level, and a final section of recommendations based on these findings.


Qualitative Evidence

Even when quantitative evidence did not show significant changes in most gender roles at the household level, at the organizational level one observed some changes. The interviewed management team from the intervention organizations all included women (though not as president or vice-president), this was not the case in the control community, where women were not part of the management team. It is important to notice that the current management teams were formed during the timeframe of the project, consequently, it is expected that their formation might have been influenced by the project.

Furthermore, intervention communities recognized the importance of considering women's opinions for organizational decision-making, mainly because they expressed that “women's opinions bring another perspective to the team.” In the control group, women's participation at the organizational level was limited to cooking and serving meals during the meetings, as expressed by leaders.

Women from intervention communities participating in the focus groups expressed some attitudinal changes in their husbands, but they were marginal compared with the ambitious goals of the project. They expressed that men already “bring the laundry to the basket” or “help cleaning the house.” No change was found regarding acknowledging the importance of reducing the gender assets and income gap. Women participating in the training also expressed more confidence when speaking in public, although quantitative evidence does not support this finding for the whole sample.



Effect of the Project Over Women's Economic Empowerment and Qualitative Evidence Supporting the Findings

This article found a negative correlation over time between participating in the project, with ownership of land and total land owned by women. This negative result comes, from one side, from a higher increase on the percentage of women reporting owning land in the control group. On the other side, from an increase on the average land owned by women in the control group, and a reduction in the intervention group (from 1.73 to 1.65 manzanas).

Going back to the qualitative results to try to understand these findings, an interesting reasoning emerged from the interviewed men. When talking to leaders of the organizations participating in the project and questioning them about women's rights in land ownership, the threat of separation emerged as an issue, as a man expressed “If we put the land under her name, if we split, then her new man will own our land.” They also expressed that separation would be easier for women if they owned land. Table 7b also showed negative results of the project for decisions over income (−0.76, p < 0.01). The project might have also increased the alertness of men regarding women's autonomy, causing a backlash. These findings match some of the literature cited in this paper (Quisumbing et al., 2015; Roy et al., 2015), showing ambiguous results from projects over women's economic empowerment.

Similar results were shown by Johnson et al. (2016), related to access and control of income. Doss et al. (2018) concluded that the intention of projects of altering power dynamics into the households can lead to backlash against women, if not addressed properly. Results from this article cannot confirm this point, but they suggest the presence of the aforementioned backlash. Results from the interviews still show unwillingness by men to share control over assets with women, as this might increase the latter's autonomy and independence.

Moving the discussion beyond the backlash effect, there is an alternative explanation for the findings related to decisions over income. The questionnaire measures self-perceived participation on decision-making over income. Therefore, it is possible that women participating in the project (as a result of the intervention) became more aware of their desired level of participation in the decision making process, and even when their participation increased in the practice, they perceived it as insufficient. This dissatisfaction would have been reflected on lower self-reported scores, even if their situation improved over time, affecting negatively the results, even if women's participation was actually increased. Further analysis is necessary to clarify this point.

When asking men in the intervention groups how the project could increase women's enrollment and participation in the leadership positions, two main topics related to institutions and norms emerged: one related to organizational rules and other related to cultural norms of use of time and division of labor at the household level.

The first issue was related to the organizational norm requiring each member of the group to give a certain amount of money to join the organization. As women, in most cases, are not receiving income directly from the coffee production, meeting this requirement is difficult, if not impossible, imposing a barrier for them to join the group. Men in these groups suggested a reform in the group's policies, which might allow women to join the organization jointly with their husbands under the same payment. This would allow women to have legal participation in decision-making positions and to vote during the members' yearly assembly. This recommendation is aligned with FAO (2011) and UN WOMEN et al. (2015) recommendations, which highlight the importance of making women's voices heard through meaningful representation in organizations.

This type of change cannot occur with an intervention focused only at the household level, therefore the inclusion of interventions to change institutional rules and norms is key. Including women's participation at this level could allow them to directly present their needs and prioritize them in the group's decisions and investments. Access to land could also provide women with more access to income generating activities, reducing the barriers to join the producers' organizations independently from their husbands. From here the importance of including women's wealth into the analysis.

The second topic was women's use of time. Men expressed that “women are too busy with household chores and child-rearing to participate in productive or community activities”. This study found no effect of the project on changing women's or men's use of time for work or domestic activities, but found that participating in the project was associated to 1.31 more hours of rest for women (p < 0.05, results not shown). Even when this result was significant for the whole group of women participating in the project, this evaluation only found a significant effect of the project on satisfaction with leisure time conditional to land ownership.



Possible Reasons for Limited Significant Results

The lack of quantitative evidence of changes in women's decision making and use of time at the household level might be explained by the following factors: (1) control communities might have also received through other organizations, interventions related to gender equity, as results show also positive changes in the control communities over time; (2) the power of the sample was not enough to measure the change; (3) the time of intervention might have been not enough, or not all participants received the intended package of interventions equally.

Development projects, especially when implemented by small organizations, suffer constraints in time and budget, measuring and documenting what is achievable with projects like the evaluated in this article is important in order to better allocate resources for future interventions. This possible non-compliance at individual level with the planned intervention is common in development projects and programs, especially for those targeting women and men in rural areas, since generally a missed day of work is one day without income. Consequently, effective strategies have to compensate for these “missing dosages” and become more creative in the way they will deliver the message, beyond the traditional training.

As explained before in the limits section, none of these factors represent a serious threat to the validity of the results, as qualitative findings support the quantitative results, and these findings are also aligned with previous literature.



Recommendations

In the development sector the implementation of similar projects (regarding constraints in time and budget) are common, consequently their rigorous evaluation is important, in order to measure the actual impact that can be achieved with these limited resources and, accordingly, adjust the expected results or the design of the project. The publication of what can be achieved with this type of interventions is also important for small development organizations to take into account when planning their programs and projects.

Moving forward to the results, the finding of the positive HTE of women's land ownership on different indicators of women's empowerment might invite development organizations to move on from standardized interventions and evaluations to more tailored efforts based on the individual characteristics of the participants. The use of these planning design can be useful to maximize the effectiveness of a project limited by budget and time.

This project might have achieved better results if it would have created a “heterogeneous intervention” based on women's empowerment level at baseline. This means that women with more empowerment at a personal level would have received interventions oriented specifically to improve their managerial or technical skills. Secondly, women lacking more personal skills related to empowerment, such as confidence speaking in public, or even participation in groups, could have received an intervention more focused on such issues. Women's own empowerment goals are also important to take into account during the design stage of the intervention.

Based on the qualitative and quantitative findings, a shift in the focus of the evaluated intervention to increase its effectiveness can be proposed. This shift is related to gender norms at the household level, as evidence from this and other research articles show that men spend significantly less time in reproductive work. For example, in our sample, at baseline women spent in household chores 9.51 hours a day meanwhile men only 0.16, with no significant change found at the end of the project (results not shown). Redistributing this workload between spouses and other household members might also help women to free up some time for income-generating activities. As these changes are not always possible in the short term, even expanding affordable child-care programs can play a critical role in reducing women's poverty, especially for women in reproductive age (Komatsu et al., 2018).

Warth and Koparanova (2012) emphasized the importance of seeing women's empowerment as a two-fold process, firstly the creation of an enabling environment that is free from discrimination and, secondly, strengthening women's ability to take control over their own lives. This implies improving their education, skills, and self-confidence among other individual aspects. They concluded with the simple statement that gender empowerment is a long-term project.




CONCLUSIONS

Different studies conclude that gender equality requires intervention at every level to be achieved (Quisumbing, 2003; Mabsout and van Staveren, 2010; Weltbank, 2011; Doss, 2013; Trommlerová et al., 2015; International Fund for Agricultural Development, 2016). At the individual level, Rowlands (1997), emphasized the importance of changing men's behavior to fully reach women's empowerment. She stated, “A woman may become personally empowered in many ways, including becoming able to earn her own living. However, if she continues to carry full responsibility for domestic duties, including child-care, at the same time, her 'empowerment' has actually increased her burden”. At the organizational level, it is necessary to remove all regulations that represent a barrier to women's participation and to deliberately develop norms that promote women's participation in decision-making positions into the organizations.

This article demonstrates the importance of taking into account individual and organizational heterogeneity when designing and evaluating gender and development interventions to increase the effectiveness of the delivered interventions and their respective evaluation.
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FOOTNOTES

1This region is called “Trifinio” as it is the border between the three countries (Honduras, El Salvador, and Guatemala).

2See Annex 1 for details about the creation of the deprivation score and specific questions for each variable.

31 manzana = 7,000 square meters = 0.7 hectares.

40.01 was added to all observations to avoid missing values.
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Difference in (ci) between the couple 024 029 027 0.15 0.19 0.17
©0.47) (0.20) ©0.18) (0.16) ©.18) ©47)
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(1.02) (1.67) (1.36) @.12) (2.30) @21
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(3.93) (3.92) (4.04) (4.34) (4.07) (4.24)
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(2.15) (1.90) (2.04) (2.16) (2.29) @21
Independent variables
Woman owns land (1=yes, 0=no) 0.09 024" 0.16 045 0.41 043
(0.28) (0.43) (037 (0.50) (0.50) (0.50)
Total land owned by woman (mz) 020 178 091 221 1.65 1.43
.73 (5.43) 3.79) (4.76) (6.07) (4.31)
Standard deviations in parentheses. Significant difference between control and intervention group **'p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1
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Variable Deprivation  Difference in Input over Decisions Ownership Confidence Satisfaction

score(c)  cibetween  agricultural overincome  ofassets  speakingin  with leisure
the couple  decisions public time
) @ @® @ ©) ©) @

Intervention 0.09 0.08 -0.50 -1.34 0.06 1.25 0.96
(0.064) (0.083) (1.122) (0.667) (0.395) (1.600) 0582)
Woman owns land 006 005 -053 0.10 -0.50 -031 ~129"
(0.023) (0.025) (0.293) (0.234) (0.202) (0.707) 0:373)

Outcome variable at TO ~0.01 -0.10 -0.08 007 143 036 033
0.113) 0.073) (0.153) (0.233) (0.147) (0.161) 0.191)

Woman owns land X Outcome variable at O —0.12"** —0.13" —0.09 -0.10 0.12 -0.00 0.05
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Woman owns land X intervention 001 001 0.03 -0.18 006 050 0.36
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R2 0.422 0390 0211 0252 0224 0173 0.130

***p < 0.01, "p < 0.05, *p < 0.1. Pvalues have been adjusted by simes method to reduce the chances of committing type | error. Robust standard errors clustered by community. All
regressions include age as control variable. Unadjusted robust standard errors in parentheses. Regression type: OLS. Constant coefficients omitted from results.
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***p < 0.01, "p < 0.05, *p < 0.1. Pvalues have been adjusted by simes method to reduce the chances of committing type | error. Robust standard errors clustered by community. All
regressions include age as control variable. Unadjusted robust standard errors in parentheses. Regression type: OLS. Constant coefficients omitted from results.
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