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Abstract

In recent decades, there have been considerable efforts to enhance, diversify, or implement alternative livelihood activities in

marginalized coastal communities, to ease reliance on deteriorating coastal resources, reduce poverty and improve well-being

outcomes. To date, gender has been notably absent from the literature on small-scale fisheries and associated livelihood im-

provement programs, despite increasing evidence of the importance of gender equality and women’s empowerment in achieving

such outcomes in other contexts. In this paper, drawing from an evaluation of the effectiveness of 20 livelihood development

projects implemented in coastal communities in Indonesia since 1998, we report on how gender was considered in these projects.

We assessed whether and how gender was included in project rationales, and how men and women were included in project

activities. We found that, despite the women being reached by many project activities, particularly efforts to increase women’s

productive capacity through training and group-based livelihoods enterprises, 40% of the projects had no discernible gender

approach and only two of the 20 projects (10%) applied a gender transformative approach that sought to challenge local gender

norms and gender relations and empower women beneficiaries. Our assessment suggests the need for greater understanding of the

role of gender in reducing poverty and increasing well-being outcomes in coastal communities. Lessons from comparable

agricultural settings suggest that this may be facilitated by locally situated gender social relations analysis, integration of gender

throughout livelihood improvement project cycles, gendered capacity building activities and shared learning from the evaluation

of the gendered outcomes of project activities.
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Introduction

In recent decades, there have been considerable efforts to en-

hance, diversify or introduce alternative livelihood activities

in marginalized coastal communities, to ease reliance on de-

teriorating coastal resources, reduce poverty and improve

well-being outcomes (Pomeroy et al. 2017; Steenbergen

et al. 2017). The approach to improving coastal livelihoods

has mirrored development practice in agricultural settings,

with livelihoods interventions often grounded in the

Sustainable Livelihoods Framework (DFID 1999), which pro-

vides a conceptual framework of the process by which

Bpeople combine their capabilities, skills and knowledge with

the assets at their disposal to create activities that will enable

them to make a living^ (Ireland 2004, p. 12). Application of

the framework focuses attention on how the institutional and

vulnerability context mediates people’s ability to achieve a

desired livelihood outcome from a given bundle of assets.

Livelihood interventions typically pursue one of three ap-

proaches: (1) enhancing livelihoods: improving current liveli-

hood strategies to make them more productive and/or sustain-

able; (2) supplementing or diversifying livelihoods: adding

new components to current livelihood strategies; and (3) find-

ing alternative livelihoods: opportunities for adopting new

strategies to support household livelihood diversification, in

most cases with the objective of both improving incomes and

relieving pressures on coastal resources (Ireland 2004; IMM

Ltd. 2008; Pomeroy 2013). In each case, attention is directed

to improving men’s and women’s asset endowments to sup-

port these livelihood activities in the given context.

Gender, the distinct roles, rights and responsibilities of men

and women as determined by social and cultural norms and

institutions (rather than biology) (Gutierrez-Montes et al.

2012), is increasingly recognised as an integral dimension of

the institutional context affecting the achievement of liveli-

hood outcomes (Okali 2011). Gendered social norms, Bthe

informal and formal laws, beliefs and practices that help to

determine collective understanding of what are acceptable at-

titudes and behaviours^ (Harper et al. 2014, p. 2), affect the

opportunities available to men and women, with such norms

often constraining women to traditional caring ‘duties’ within

a household and/or work within the more vulnerable and

undervalued informal sector (Harper et al. 2014).

Meanwhile, gender relations, the social relationships deter-

mined by expressions of power between men and women

(FAO 2017), directly impact access to, and control over, live-

lihood assets (including natural resources), as well as influ-

ence the nature and distribution of benefits of livelihood

activities. Recent research has for example considered how

gendered social norms and relations impact on the capacity

of men and women to adopt and innovate in alternative or

enhanced livelihood strategies. Locke et al. (2007) identified

gendered differences in reasons for innovation, with men

focused on increasing household income and women instead

oriented to moving out of poverty and ensuring their families

had sufficient food. Gender norms and relations affect men’s

and women’s ability to participate in governance and policy

processes (Leisher et al. 2016), with flow-on effects for the

sustainability of the natural resource base and livelihoods de-

pendent upon it (Frocklin et al. 2014; Gopal et al. 2015; Bene

et al. 2016; Kawarazuka et al. 2017).

Changing approaches to gender in development practice

have occurred along two broad rationales. First, the inclusion

of women in development was seen as having economic effi-

ciencies (The World Bank, FAO, and IFAD 2009).

Recognising that gains in economic development during the

1970s were not reaching women in less-developed countries,

‘Women in Development’ (WID) livelihood programs sought

to integrate women into the productive sphere by creating

small-scale income generating activities deemed appropriate

for women beneficiaries (Razavi and Miller 1995; Okali

2011). However, these types of programs—which took a bi-

nary approach to the practical differences in men’s and

women’s asset endowments—were often not successful in

reducing poverty at the household level, and in some cases

increased women’s time burdens and exacerbated differences

between men and women within households, the market and

society (Razavi and Miller 1995; Okali 2011). More nuanced

analysis of household dynamics and poverty led to an under-

standing of the importance of and the need to redistribute the

power in the social relations between men and women (Okali

2011). Thereafter, the inclusion of women in development—

and transformation of gender relations between men and

women—was seen as instrumental for truly tackling poverty

and in achieving the broader goals of gender equity and equal-

ity (Cole et al. 2014).

Approaches to gender can thus be conceptualised along a

continuum from a ‘gender reinforcing approach’, to ‘gender

accommodating approaches’, and finally a ‘gender transfor-

mative approach’ (Lawless et al. 2017) (see Fig. 1).

Development programs applying a gender reinforcing ap-

proach may Breinforce, sustain or take advantage of inequita-

ble gender norms and power imbalances to achieve their

objectives^ (Lawless et al. 2017, p. 7). These programs may

have negative consequences for women, and different groups

of men and women (e.g. youth, elderly, female-headed house-

holds, ethnic groups), and make assumptions about potential

participants and their interests. Programs pursuing a gender

accommodating approach recognise the differences in men’s

and women’s roles and responsibilities, and asset endow-

ments, but implement activities that do not seek to challenge

the gender norms and relations that result in these differences.

Activities implemented according to this approach may have

unintended consequences—such as disaffected men

undermining initiatives to increase the value of women’s

post-harvest fisheries outputs (Okali 2006). On the other hand,
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gender transformative programs are Bdesigned to understand,

take account and respond to existing gender norms and power

relations^ (Lawless et al. 2017, p. 6). Gender transformative

approaches are Bbased on a more complex and conceptually

robust understanding of gender as a social construct, embed-

ded in how societies define women’s and men’s roles and

relations and the distribution of resources^ (Cole et al. 2014

p.7). Research demonstrates that gender-transformative ap-

proaches contribute to the achievement of gender equality,

women’s empowerment and positive livelihood outcomes

such as poverty alleviation, improved health and improved

food security (Okali 2006; Greene and Levack 2010; Kantor

2012; Hillenbrand et al. 2015).

The evolution of approaches to gender in development

programs reflects increasing awareness of the socially con-

structed drivers of inequality between men and women, and

innovations in development practice that consider these in-

equalities and how they can be addressed (Kantor 2012;

Lawless et al. 2017). Until recently, gender was largely been

overlooked in the small-scale fisheries (SSF) and aquaculture

sectors (Williams 2008; Harper et al. 2013; Kleiber et al.

2015; Gopal et al. 2015). It has been argued that a consequent

lack of understanding of gender issues in coastal fisheries

development policies and programs has resulted in limited real

and sustainable improvements in the livelihoods of project

beneficiaries (Arenas and Lentisco 2011). However, gender

transformative approaches are now being implemented in sev-

eral livelihood improvement programs centred in small-scale

fisheries in a number of countries, including Zambia and

Cambodia (Cole et al. 2014; Rajaratnam et al. 2016). In doing

so, these programs reflect best-practice approaches to liveli-

hood enhancements (Torell and Tobey 2012; Pomeroy 2013;

Pomeroy et al. 2017) and move beyond past approaches so as

to Bfoster change in individual capacities (knowledge and

skills), attitudes, agency and actions; the expectations embed-

ded within relationships between people in the home, in

groups and in organizations; and institutional rules and

practices^ (Cole et al. 2014:8).

This paper reports on the results of a collaborative re-

search activity between Australian and Indonesian re-

searchers which examined how gender was considered

in the implementation of coastal livelihood improvement

programs in Indonesia. The research questions were (i) to

what extent (how and why) are women and gender

Gender reinforcing

approach

Gender accommoda�ng

approach

Gender transforma�ve

approach

Recognizes differences in

men’s and women’s

produc�ve and social

capaci�es and implements

ac�vi�es which reinforce

these differences

Recognizes and takes

account of gender norms

and rela�ons in selec�on

and delivery of project

ac�vi�es, but doesn’t seek

to challenge these

Recognizes, takes account of

and seeks to promote locally-

led change in gender norms

and rela�ons to support

achievement of local

aspira�ons

Gender-specific livelihood

training, or reference to

training for 'households'

Provision of livelihood

assets, mostly in support

of men's livelihood

ac�vi�es and women's

'du�es'

Invites women to project

mee�ngs but

par�cipa�on is

constrained by local

gender norms and

rela�ons

Gender-specific

livelihoods training

Crea�on of gender-

specific enterprise

groups

Extended skill

development for

livelihoods ac�vi�es

through value-chains

(e.g. financial

management,

marke�ng)

Tailoring of community

consulta�on and other

program ac�vi�es to

take into account local

gender norms and

rela�ons (e.g. separate

mee�ngs for men and

women)

Gender quotas for local

project and community

representa�ves,

enterprise groups

Livelihood ac�vi�es that

are gender inclusive and

intersec�onal (age, class,

ethnicity)

Gender awareness (norms,

assets endowments,

ac�vi�es and �me burdens)

training for project staff,

community representa�ves

and project beneficiaries

Gender strategy which

embeds a gender

transforma�ve approach

throughout the project

cycle

Fig. 1 Summary of the characteristics of approaches to gender in development programs, with examples of typical project activities drawn from our
study (after Lawless et al. 2017)
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considered in coastal livelihood improvement programs in

Indonesia and (ii) what are the knowledge gaps and future

research needs to enhance gendered outcomes in coastal

livelihood improvement programs in Indonesia. In re-

maining sections of this paper, we first describe the con-

text of SSF-related livelihood interventions in Indonesia,

then describe the method for our analysis and conclude by

discussing our findings. We argue that gender can and

should be better integrated into livelihood improvement

programs to enhance gendered outcomes and the well-

being of coastal communities.

Gender and fisheries-based livelihoods
in Indonesia

Indonesia is the world’s largest archipelagic nation and the

second highest marine fish-producing country in the world

(FAO 2018). The FAO estimates that over six million people

are involved in fisheries and aquaculture in Indonesia (from a

total population of over 250 million), with approximately 95%

of fishery production coming from small-scale fishers (FAO

2016). There is considerable diversity in small-scale fisheries

(SSF) activities in Indonesia, depending on the species

targeted, gear used, seasonality of catch and nature of markets

(domestic or export). Men and women, and often children and

youths, are involved in distinct aspects of pre-production, pro-

duction, post-harvest processing and the trade of fish and other

marine resources (henceforth fish). Further, different social

groups adopt different fisheries-based livelihood strategies,

influenced by cultural heritage and preferences, available al-

ternative livelihood options, access to productive resources

(e.g. boats, land) and geography (e.g. remote island vs urban

coastal, distance from formal markets). SSF activities may

therefore be the only source of income for a household or

contribute to household income as part of an evolving portfo-

lio of livelihood activities (Loneragan et al. 2018).

It has been estimated that women comprise up to 42% or

more of the people engaged in fisheries in Indonesia (Ariadno

and Amelina 2016); however, a lack of accurate and compre-

hensive quantitative data on the many and varied roles of

women in SSF have likely led to an underestimation of the

importance of women’s contributions to the SSF sector in

Indonesia (Fitriana and Stacey 2012; Alami and Raharjo

2017; Loneragan et al. 2018). Similar to the situation in other

countries, women are under-represented in fisheries develop-

ment and policy, governance, and marine and habitat manage-

ment frameworks (Alami and Raharjo 2017), which restricts

women’s physical access to fish and ability to advocate for

themselves within Indonesia’s bureaucratic fisheries manage-

ment framework (Fitriana and Stacey 2012).

Sustaining SSF-based livelihoods and developing new live-

lihood activities for coastal communities is an increasing priority

for Indonesia. Capture fisheries in Indonesia are largely at ca-

pacity or over-exploited in some fisheries management regions

(Ferrol-Schulte et al. 2015), while there have been increasing

restrictions on physical access to marine resources driven by

the Bcrisis^ conservation narratives underlying fortress-type ma-

rine protected area programs (Berdej et al. 2015). Together with

a policy imperative of reducing illegal, unreported and unregu-

lated fishing, and the uncertainties of managing the potential

impacts on climate change in data-poor fisheries, coastal fishing

households are facing increasing difficulty in realising their live-

lihood goals (Steenbergen et al. 2017).

Various approaches and initiatives have been implemented in

Indonesian coastal communities by government, international

development agencies and NGOs with the aim of enhancing,

diversifying or introducing alternative livelihood strategies.

These include activities generating new mariculture opportuni-

ties (e.g. seaweed, live reef fish, trochus, sponges, clams, aquar-

ium fish or land-based aquaculture (e.g. shrimp ponds, milk-

fish)); improving wild harvest of pelagics (e.g. the deployment

of fish aggregating devices (FADs)); environmental and fisheries

management systems (e.g. ecosystem approach to fisheriesman-

agement); marine eco-tourism and handicraft production;

market-based approaches to enhance the value of marine prod-

ucts (e.g. strengthening value chain activities, third party certifi-

cation (e.g. FairTrade)); and improving livelihood assets (e.g.

training, equipment and micro-credit schemes).

To date, many of these initiatives have focused on increas-

ing men’s harvest in capture fisheries through the provision of

equipment to increase and preserve the value of harvested

resources (e.g. boats, ice) (Stanford et al. 2014). Only more

recently have programs given some attention to increasing

women’s ability to participate in markets (e.g. preserving/

processing fish for sale in local markets) or providing equip-

ment to support improved harvest (e.g. mangrove crab fatten-

ing cages) (MDPI 2017) . However, there is a dearth of schol-

arly studies documenting and evaluating livelihood interven-

tion programs, particularly their gendered impacts, in

Indonesian coastal communities (Loneragan et al. 2018).

Research approach and methods

We applied qualitative methodologies throughout the re-

search. We began with a comprehensive literature review of

women’s roles in SSF activities (with a focus on Indonesia),

the evolution of development and gender theories and the

guiding principles for and evaluation of the effectiveness of

sustainable livelihoods intervention programs (see Loneragan

et al. 2018). We then undertook a search for and compilation

of information on coastal livelihood projects implemented

across Indonesia since 1998. Information was sourced from

project proposal and funding documents, project evaluation

reports, project websites, and scholarly and grey literature.

Maritime Studies (2019) 18:359–371362



To ensure the broader aims of the research were addressed, a

final selection of 20 projects was made to encompass diversity

across the characteristics shown in Table 1.

The final selection of projects and our subsequent analysis

and review was limited by differences in the availability and

quality of comparable information for the different projects

and the inability to verify the sustainability of outcomes re-

ported in project documentation and evaluation reports (i.e. to

ground truth the reported impacts of projects). We acknowl-

edge that there may potentially be numerous other projects—

including some small-scale local projects that were more fo-

cussed on, or inclusive of, women and gender, but our selec-

tion was influenced by the need for a broadly representative

sample where published English-language grey or scholarly

literature was available.

The information relating to each project was summarised

using a standardised template (adapted from Ireland 2004),

reflecting the key components of the Sustainable

Livelihoods Framework (DFID 1999). These summaries were

subsequently reviewed and analysed by the research team

during two multi-day workshops held in 2016 and 2017. An

Excel workbook was developed to summarise the attributes of

each project in three key areas:

(1) Project characteristics;

(2) Project results, in terms of change in livelihood out-

comes, gender approaches and activities/components,

capacity building and/or institutional development, and

the sustainability of project activities;

(3) Lessons learned, including achievements, enabling fac-

tors, challenges, constraints and recommendations.

Focusing on gender aspects, we also categorised the pro-

jects based on:

(1) How and why men and women were involved in the

project activities (e.g. livelihood activities) and the pur-

ported impacts and outcomes of this involvement; and

(2) The apparent gender approach (‘gender reinforcing’,

‘gender accommodating’ or ‘gender transformative’) ev-

idenced in project cycle stages of planning, design, im-

plementation and evaluation.

Projects were regarded as having a gender reinforcing

approach (which sometimes meant there was no mention

of gender at all) when project documentation indicated

that there were activities for men and/or women, but

gave no indication of the reasoning underlying selected

activities other than poverty alleviation, or recognition of

local gender norms and relations. In projects identified as

having a gender accommodating approach, there was rec-

ognition of men’s and women’s different productive and

social roles, but project activities did not challenge

established socio-cultural institutions or power dynamics.

In projects pursuing a gender transformative approach

there was evidence of a conscious effort from project

design through implementation to identify and redress

differences in men’s and women’s access to livelihood

assets and roles within society and to increase awareness

of, and pro-active responses to, these differences between

men and women in communities.

Results

Overview of projects and their characteristics

The projects reviewed varied greatly in their focus (rationale

and type of intervention), scale, category, scope, geographic

extent and the purported number of individuals or households

benefiting from the project activities (Table 2; see

Supplementary Material for sources of information reviewed

as part of project evaluations). Four projects were implement-

ed by government agencies (Indonesia or Australia), 8 by

International agencies (with local government and NGO part-

ners) and 8 by NGOS (Table 2). The projects assessed were

Table 1 Characteristics
considered in selection of projects Characteristic Variation

Intervention objective and
focus of activities

Community development, conservation management, fisheries
management including data and technology, market-based
approaches to fisheries management

Scale of project Regional, national, provincial, district, village

Value of project ($) In terms of investment from multi-million dollars to tens
of thousands of dollars

Scope and breadth of project Large multi-phase externally-funded development projects,
national and provincial government initiatives include small
grant programs, local NGOs

Location Across the Indonesian archipelago

Access to and availability of
information

Availability of documents containing desired comparable, and research
collaborator's knowledge of projects
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implemented between 1998 and 2017, with durations ranging

from 12-month single-phase projects to 5-year multi-phase

projects. Seven of the 20 projects were still being implement-

ed at the time of this research and project evaluations were not

available or had not been completed. The scale and funding

for projects varied considerably from significant multi-million

dollar regional or national programs to small village-based

projects in the tens of thousands of dollars. The focus of pro-

jects also varied considerably, depending on the rationale or

theory of change underlying the project. These included trials

of aquaculture and mariculture methods and species, with a

view to increasing the resource base and household income of

participants. Others focused on resource management initia-

tives and comprised multiple aligned components aiming to

embed sustainable resource management approaches into

government policy and implement activities to enhance the

livelihoods of coastal fishers. Other projects were designed

to increase the availability of information about fisheries, or

to enhance the value of fisheries projects implemented by

local NGOs and were generally narrower in scope and reach

than those by other organisations.

Gender and women-focused aspects of initiatives

The degree to which project activities were implemented for,

or involved women and/or related to gender varied consider-

ably across the 20 projects (Table 3). Two projects had clear

gender participation targets for various project activities or

nominated quotas for women through membership or posi-

tions within community and enterprise groups. For example,

the Coastal Field Schools programme [#13] established a tar-

get of 50% women’s participation in field schools, while the

Coastal Community Development Project [#10] established

the following targets for women’s participation: 30% of com-

munity facilitators, 30% of participants in village groups and

20% of enterprise groups to be women’s groups. A larger

number of projects merely reported on participation by wom-

en and men in project activities and groups.

The projects included a range of activities directed at or

inclusive of women’s participation (Table 3). Eighty-five per-

cent of projects (17) included livelihood training to enhance

existing livelihood activities or to introduce alternative liveli-

hood activities. In some cases, livelihood training activities

were directed at households (e.g. training for seaweed mari-

culture) and men and women are assumed to have been in-

volved. In other cases, alternative livelihood training was

clearly directed at women (e.g. post-harvest processing,

micro-enterprise groups producing fish-based or seaweed-

based snack foods, food preparation for ecotourism develop-

ment) (Table 3). In 45% of projects (9), groups and/or indi-

viduals were provided with equipment (e.g. cooking sets, ice

boxes, fishing vessels) to support the uptake of livelihood

activities. Sixty percent of the projects (12) established

village/community level groups and focused the delivery of

project activities towards these groups (reflecting the

Indonesian government’s policy of not providing individual

assistance), although in one project [#10], the creation of mul-

tiple groups contributed to a lack of clarity about the purpose

of groups and lead to overlapping roles and responsibilities

across the groups.

One quarter of projects (5) included the provision of

community-level infrastructure to address basic needs,

such as access to clean water and sanitation, and one

project, MDPI’s Fairtrade Certification [#17], was de-

signed so that a proportion of increased income (the

BFairtrade Premium^) had to be invested in community

infrastructure, which is assumed to benefit women. Eight

of the projects (40%) included environmental activities,

such as replanting degraded mangrove areas or beach

clean-up activities.

The documentation reviewed indicated that only three of

the projects (two international agency and one NGO) provided

gender awareness training to project partners (e.g. government

agencies and NGOs) and project staff [#6, #10 and #13], and

only one project clearly sought to raise awareness of gender

issues within beneficiary communities by completing gender

awareness modules around men’s and women’s household

and community roles, responsibilities and access to productive

resources [#13].

No clear gender approach (i.e. gender reinforcing) could be

identified in our review of documentation relating to eight of

the 20 projects. It was unclear whether activities were targeted

specifically at women or whether women were includedmere-

ly as part of a fisher/mariculture household. Further, while one

NGO project concerned a fisheries improvement project in a

mud crab fishery [#18], involving 140 women fishers

organised into four fisher groups, it was not clear how project

activities—such as the provision of motor boats for personal

use to one woman in each of the groups—sought to address

institutional barriers which had previously limited access to

fisheries extension services.

The gender approach in a further 10 projects could be de-

scribed as Bgender accommodating^. These projects included

women in income-generating activities (either through train-

ing and creation of enterprise groups for alternative liveli-

hoods or livelihood enhancements—often women-exclusive

post-harvest processing groups) to increase women’s produc-

tive capacities, and in a smaller number of cases, increasing

women’s participation in community-level institutions.

Among these projects, there was diversity in the degree to

which gender relations were considered—from proactively

inviting women to participate in consultation or training activ-

ities, to recognising gender as a cross-cutting theme [#9, #16],

to the more comprehensive gender mainstreaming approach

evidenced in the IFAD project [#10], where a gender action

plan with participation targets guided and supported project
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activities and a gender consultant provided support for gender

activity at implementation level.

Only two of the projects were considered as potentially

pursuing a gender transformative approach; the EU/

WorldFish/MMAF’s pilot project on implementing an ecosys-

tem approach to fisheries management (EAFM) [#8] and Blue

Forests’ Coastal Farmer Field School component of the

Restoring Coastal Livelihoods program [#13]. In the EAFM

pilot project, the NGO-implementing partner has a compre-

hensive gender transformative strategy; however, it was un-

clear how this strategy affected project activities and whether

the actual project activities resulted in gender transformative

outcomes at the community level. The Coastal Farmer Field

School program was supported by a gender strategy which

was implemented through activities which sought to create

awareness of and achieve change in gender norms and rela-

tions at the household and community level in conjunction

with project activities seeking to improve livelihoods of men

and women.

While project evaluation documentation did include refer-

ence to ‘lessons learned’, only three of these related to gender.

These were firstly, the need for gender strategies developed for

regional programs (i.e. multi-country) to be contextualized at

the local level [#8]; secondly, the need to deliver gender

awareness training within communities prior to project imple-

mentation so as to increase community awareness of gender

norms and relations, and improve social acceptance of the

need to increase women’s access to resources and

Table 3 Summary of Indonesian livelihood project activities for or involving women, or relating to gender, and the underlying project gender approach

Project type

Government International Non-government Overall

Project activities for or involving women, or relating to gender

(a) Livelihood training • Alternative livelihoods 4/4–100%
# 1*, 2, 3*, 4

7/8–87.5%
# 5, 6, 7, 9, 10, 11*, 12*

5/8–62.5%
# 13*, 14*, 15*, 16*, 20*

16/20–75%

• Enhancement to existing
livelihood activities

2/4–50%
# 2, 3*

8/8–100%
# 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11*, 12*

4/8–50%
# 13*, 15*, 16*, 20

14/20–70%

(b) Livelihood activity assets 2/4–50%
# 2, 4

4/8–50%
# 5, 9, 10, 11

3/8–37.5%
# 16, 18, 20

9/20–45%

(c) Community groups • Women’s 0/4–0% 1/8–12.5%
# 7

2/8–25%
# 14, 16

3/20–15%

• Conservation 1/4–25%
# 2

1/8–12.5%
# 10Q

0/8–0% 2/20–10%

• Livelihood 1/4–25%
# 3

5/8–62.5%
# 6 Q, 7, 9, 10 Q, 12

3/8–37.5%
# 18, 19, 20

9/20–45%

• Infrastructure 0/4–0% 1/8–12.5%
# 10Q

0.8–0% 1/20–5%

(d) Community infrastructure 0/4–0% 3/8–37.5%
# 5, 7, 10

2/8–25%
# 17, 20

5/20–25%

(e) Environmental activities 1/4–25%
# 2

3/8–37.5%
# 8, 9, 11

4/8–50%
# 13, 16, 19, 20

8/20–40%

(f) Gender awareness training • Program level 0/4–0% 2/8–25%
# 6, 10

1/8–12.5%
# 13

3/20–15%

• Community level 0/4–0% 0/8–0% 1/8–12.5%
# 13

1/20–5%

Gender approach

(a) Gender reinforcing 2/4–50%
# 1, 3

3/8–37.5%
# 5, 11, 12

3/8–37.5%
# 15, 17, 18

8/20–40%

(b) Gender accommodating 2/4–50%
# 2, 4

4/8–50%
# 6, 7, 9, 10

4/8–50%
# 14, 16, 19, 20

10/20–50%

(c) Gender transformative 0/4–0% 1/8–12.5%
# 8

1/8–12.5%
# 13

2/20–10%

Notes: Proportion and percentage relates to the number of projects within the specified project category, and the total number of projects

Part A–Project activities for or involving women, or relating to gender, provides a summary of the activities or project components that were delivered as
part of the projects reviewed. Livelihood training activities marked with an * indicate that it was not possible to discern from project documentation
reviewed whether the training activity was specifically directed at women or that women were included as part of a household (with husband and wife
attending, or having the option thereto). Livelihood activity assets refers to physical assets that were provided to support adoption of the livelihood
training and activity. Community groups refers to groups established to support project activities, some of which had quotas for women’s participation or
membership or as office-bearers (marked with Q)

Part B–Gender approach provides an indication of the gender approach apparent in the review of available project documentation
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participation in governance or decision-making [#14] and to

extend women’s networks for marketing their products [#10];

and thirdly, the need for completion of thorough value chain

and gender analyses prior to project commencement [#10].

Discussion

In our assessment of the approach to gender and the involve-

ment of women in a suite of SSF-related livelihood interven-

tions implemented in coastal Indonesia, we found that gender

was conflated with women. A review of project documenta-

tion indicated that very few of the projects identified and

sought to address institutional and socio-cultural factors con-

tributing to inequalities in men’s and women’s access to live-

lihood resources and participation in governance and natural

resource management processes. Further, there appeared to be

limited consideration of the impact of engaging women in

additional productive activities beyond their existing house-

hold and community roles, with the risk that activities increas-

ing women’s time burdens without suitable compensation

(e.g. income gains, change in household care workload) are

likely to be abandoned once the project has concluded. While

documentation from several projects acknowledged the need

for care in scheduling activities to maximise women’s partic-

ipation (i.e. balancing participation against a woman’s need to

care for children), only one project drew attention to the prob-

lem of seeking to increase women’s participation in

community-level governance process without first challeng-

ing local gender norms [#14].

We were not able to identify any major patterns between

funders and projects with regards to consideration of

Bwomen^ versus Bgender .̂ In most cases, the livelihood pro-

grams were framed in terms of poverty alleviation or improv-

ing various aspects of natural resource management, and in-

creasing women’s productive capacities were identified as an

avenue for increasing household income (including when pro-

jects aimed to shift men’s livelihoods away from destructive

and unsustainable fishing practices) and reducing poverty.

Further, we did not deduce the application of intersectional

approaches, given that gender is one of the many factors

(others include age, class, race/ethnicity, religion) that shape

Binteractions within a context of connected systems and struc-

tures of power^ and affect one’s experience of inequality

(Hankivsky 2014, p. 2). Our analysis did not show any clear

associations or outcomes between the gender approach ap-

plied in the project and the overarching gender policy or strat-

egy of the implementing agency. Often gender was referenced

and the engagement of women was considered in project

scoping and planning, however an emphasis on delivering

activities or distributing resources within required timeframes,

and difficulty in recruiting and retaining local gender experts

and ‘gender focal points’, lead to the abandonment of plans for

gender strategies. This Bevaporation^ of gender during imple-

mentation limits the impact of project activities on men’s and

women’s lives, and importantly the failure to adequately eval-

uate the gendered impacts of project activities, including any

unintended negative consequences (DFID 2008; Kleiber et al.

2015). DFID (2008) note the commitment, understanding and

skill required for nuanced gender analysis and practical trans-

lation of gender policies into project implementation, with

mainstreaming of gender equality often reduced to an adjunct

Bwomen’s component^ in projects. There is a clear need for

greater systematic consideration of gender throughout project

cycles (Cole et al. 2014).

We found that, to date, livelihood improvement projects in

Indonesian coastal communities have applied gender reinforc-

ing or gender accommodating approaches. These projects

have been gender blind or, at best, gender neutral, and coupled

with the failure to adequately document and learn from past

projects have resulted in the implementation of consecutive

projects which reinforce existing inequalities between men

and women (FAO 2017). In some cases, the ‘gender’ compo-

nents of projects aimed to increase women’s productive output

in isolation from the socio-economic context and without ad-

equate linkages to fisheries value chains. This is consistent

with findings in other areas of agriculture (see Cole et al.

2014) and demonstrates a lack of understanding of the com-

plexity of the conditions under which livelihoods are con-

structed, incorrect assumptions underlying the needs and as-

pirations of men and women in communities (Sayer and

Campbell 2004) and an inadequate consideration of gender

norms and relations and their consequences.

It is acknowledged that achieving and measuring gen-

der transformative change poses a number of challenges

(Morgan 2014; Hillenbrand et al. 2015). Noting that the

projects included in our analysis were generally not

framed as seeking gender transformative outcomes, pro-

ject evaluations—prepared by the project implementer im-

mediately at the conclusion of the project—tended to

present gender outcomes in terms of women’s and men’s

participation in training activities and enterprise groups,

and as recipients of physical assets. Johnson et al. (2018)

observe the gap between past agricultural livelihood pro-

jects which integrated gender and yet failed to benefit or

empower women. They propose a framework which dis-

tinguishes between projects which reach women (where

women are invited to participate in project activities, with

participation used as an indicator), benefit women (where

there is consideration of gendered needs, preferences and

constraints on aspects of women’s well-being, so as to

ensure women benefit from project activities), and em-

power women (where women’s agency is enhanced, so

as to strengthen their ability to make and enact strategic

life choices). This framework highlights the need for an

appropr i a te impac t eva lua t ion methodology to
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demonstrate the gendered outcomes of project activities

(Johnson et al. 2018), and for independent evaluation of

and sharing of project outcomes.

Best practices for strengthening the integration of gender

into agricultural research and development programs also

needs to address gaps between an implementing agency’s

organisational strategies and policies and practice. Njuki

(2016) identifies four areas for improving the process of

strengthening the integration of gender into agricultural devel-

opment programs. These are (1) improved focus on the needs

and aspirations of men and women in improving agricultural

livelihood outcomes; (2) gender sensitive research and gender

equity opportunities throughout the research process/program

cycle; (3) capacity building to undertake gender integration

and gender research including gender awareness, gender inte-

gration skills, gender researchmethods and training for gender

transformation for program staff; and finally, (4) accountabil-

ity of organisations/staff for gender outcomes through moni-

toring and evaluation to achieve gender goals. These strategies

could all be applied to coastal livelihood programs.

Conclusion

The results of this study show that many attempts have been

made to improve or develop new livelihoods for coastal com-

munities in Indonesia, yet the consideration of gender in these

has often been lacking. There has been considerable recent

progress towards gender transformative approaches in fisher-

ies and aquaculture research and development initiatives (e.g.

Kleiber et al. 2018) and at the international policy level (e.g.

FAO’s Voluntary SSF Guidelines and Gender implementation

handbook, FAO 2017). However, there remains a need for

more applied, gender-balanced, action-driven research and

development in Indonesia. The incorporation of gender ap-

proaches in livelihood improvement programs would have

synergistic benefits for gender equitable governance, natural

resource management and policy in Indonesia (Koralagama

et al. 2017).

A starting point for improved gender integration in

Indonesia includes the development of systematic ap-

proaches including gender awareness capacity building

for program staff, communities and beneficiaries, and

clear articulation of gender strategies and objectives, and

indicators to monitor and evaluate gender outcomes of

programs. These should build on and complement those

which have been developed for other contexts, such as in

other fisheries and agricultural research contexts, and

countries (e.g. Kleiber et al. 2018; Lawless et al. 2017;

Johnson et al. 2018; Njuki 2016). Enhancing gender inte-

gration as a core element of program design, implementa-

tion and evaluation will support the transformation needed

for sustainable coastal livelihoods in Indonesia.
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