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Abstract
Climate smart villages (CSVs) are new and promising approaches to tackle the negative repercussions of climate change

and to tackle the food insecurity that affects close to one billion people globally. CSVs are envisaged to result into

empowerment of participating farmers; however, given the novelty of this concept in different geographical spheres, lim-

ited literature exists. This review paper therefore conducted a systematic analysis of some previous studies around this

concept and assessed their contribution to understanding empowerment of farmers regarding intrinsic, instrumental, and

collective agency. From the results, these studies assessed empowerment majorly in-line with the female gender; some

focused on both. Results lacked focus on empowerment in the intrinsic, instrumental, or collective agency realms, though

possibility of using proxy concepts can’t be dismissed. However, at the heart of any agricultural extension model, a clearly

outlined gender-inclusive farmer empowerment pathway should be a fundamental cornerstone for sustainability.
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Introduction

The current global climate crisis has resulted into differen-
tiated effects onto men, girls, women and boys because of
their gendered roles and relations that shape human soci-
eties right from their social settings (Jost et al., 2016;
McKinley et al., 2016). The 2022 Gender Index report
has reported that to date, women, girls, and others who
experience often-intersecting forms of social marginaliza-
tion still suffer the worst consequences of climate change
(CC) and natural disasters (EM2030, 2022). A UN
Women report of (2019) showed that climate-related disas-
ters such as rising temperatures and biodiversity loss were
affecting more women than men. In this regard therefore,
Lipper et al. (2014) argue that if the approach to planning
and investment in agricultural growth and development is
not changed, human and financial resources may be misal-
located, thus creating agricultural systems that are unable to
ensure food security but rather become more vulnerable to
CC and variability (Shukla et al., 2019). Besides, unless
strategies are in place to empower farmers with information,
resources, and knowledge of coping with the current envir-
onmental pressures, attainment of sustainable livelihoods in
the domain of SDGs may not come easily (EM2030, 2022).
Recent findings (Katz, 2020) have indicated that men and
women have gender-differentiated roles, preferences,
needs and challenges that are very crucial to factor in the
design of gender-responsive interventions to build resili-
ence and adaptation strategies to CC.

Against this backdrop, for farmers to continue with agri-
cultural production, a new domain must be taken up to

enhance their resilience and general livelihoods-and this
is-climate smart agriculture (CSA). Lipper, et al. (2014)
defined CSA as an approach for transformation and
reorientation of agricultural systems to support food secur-
ity in the light of the new realities of climate change. CSA
promotes three objectives: sustainably increasing product-
ivity, building the resilience of farming systems, and redu-
cing greenhouse gas emissions (Aggarwal et al., 2018;
Campbell et al. 2016). To ensure climate-smartness
among the farming communities, previous researchers
(Aggarwal, et al. 2018; World Bank, 2009) have documen-
ted five components i.e water-smart technologies;
weather-smart technologies; seed/race-smart technologies;
carbon/nutrients-smart technologies as well as institu-
tional/market-smart technologies. These components
were used by Aggarwal et al. (2013) under the
Consultative Group for International Agricultural
Research (CGIAR) to guide the development of climate
smart villages.
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The climate-smart village approach
The CSV model is a global approach to the development of
agriculture research (AR4D) designed to test the methods,
technological and institutional capabilities involved in tack-
ling climate change in agriculture (Lipper et al. 2014).
CSVs are sites of participatory testing and evaluation
where researchers, local organizations and farmers work
together to generate local evidence and draw out lessons
to scale out and up CSA technical interventions (e.g. prac-
tice or services) and institutional interventions (Aggarwal
et al. 2018). Built on the CSA concept, it aims to gather
local evidence of what constitutes climate smart agriculture
(CSA), best option to generate empirical evidence for policy
makers, development practitioners in the agricultural sector,
and as well as local and global investors (Aggarwal et al.,
2018). Besides increasing productivity and profitability,
CSA is meant to raise awareness to climate change
among the agrarian community and how it affects agricul-
ture (Campbell et al., 2016). This in turn shall empower
them to develop and adapt to projected climate change
and risks through creating links with climate experts,
informed decision-making on appropriate interventions,
engagement in farmer collectivities among others
(Jit, 2017).

As shown in Figure 1, it is envisaged that farmers who
engage in CSVs get empowered through: (i) exposure to
CSA practices and technologies; (ii) partnerships among
local and national private and public institutions; (iii)
support to farmers through climate and agricultural devel-
opment finance; (iv) getting climate information services
and insurance; (v) knowledge enhancement via training
and finally, (vi) enacting national and sub-national plans
and policies (Aggarwal et al., 2018). Because there are no
particular intervention packages, the options taken by the
farmers vary based on the CSV site, its agro-ecological
characteristics, level of development as well as their cap-
acity and interest of the lower-level governance structures.
The results of the CSV approach are usually a portfolio of
CSA options and the institutional as well as financial
mechanisms that allow to be successfully applied.
Promising innovations can then be extended to the national
and sub-national governments, non-government organiza-
tions and private sectors in regions with the same agro eco-
logical conditions. This arrangement could result into
empowerment among participating farming households.
Evidence (Mehar et al., 2016; Huyer, 2016) has shown
that the CSV can enhance uptake of technologies and prac-
tices for climate change on condition that both men and
women are equally aware, participated and are empowered
to adopt those technologies. One of the tenets of the CSV
approach is inclusion which offers recognition of the differ-
ential effects of CC on women and men. This is envisaged
to result into identification of more appropriate CSA
responses and outcomes, based on the gendered differences
of women and men, their knowledge, and beliefs of their
environment, as well as their respective needs, and con-
straints in the access and control of productive resources
(Barbon et al., 2021). CSA can be a supporting condition

for empowerment (Farnsworth et al., 2017) especially if
the farmers take advantage of the practices and technologies
being promoted (Jost et al., 2016). This is in addition to
decision-making as well as access to inputs and resources.

Nonetheless, despite the theoretical narrative of the cap-
ability of CSVs to enhance empowerment among the
farmers, evidence to support this notion is rather patchy
and scattered (Barnard et al., 2015) especially as a direct
effect of the interventions at community levels. Yet the
process of integrating gender issues into debates of policy-
making around environment, climate change, agriculture
and development has existed for quite some good time
(Huyer et al., 2020). As FAO et al. (2019) reported, this
has partly been attributed to disproportionate focus on
addressing ‘gender symptom’ instead of the causes of
gender inequalities. Moreover, even most gender research
has focused primarily on barriers to adaptation for women
(Davidson, 2016). Relatedly, Djoudi et al. (2016) and
Mungai et al. (2017) argued that “gender” research in
CSA has focused more on the men-women dichotomy
which ignores power and socio-political relations being
fueled by gender, class, religion, ethnicity among others.
Equal participation of men and women in the social, eco-
nomic, political, and agricultural spheres have been low
thus resulting into differential impacts on their empower-
ment and contributions to personal and societal transform-
ation due to restricted decision-making (Mittal, 2016;
Mehar et al., 2016). The question of how to sustainably
bring equitable and gender inclusive development in the
wake of CC to date has not received any concrete
answers. And moreover, strategies on how to implement
CSA programs effectively to promote gender equality and
empowerment are still in the limping phase.

Exploring the meaning of empowerment
Despite the many definitions of empowerment fronted for
over 4 decades, no single exhaustive and conclusive

Figure 1. The main components of the CSV AR4D model.
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definition of empowerment exists as it is differently under-
stood, defined, and interpreted by many schools of thought.
Similarly, the concept of empowerment has been feminized
i.e. used to refer to women; men’s empowerment is rarely
given special attention in most empowerment literature
(Schipper & Langston, 2014); and moreover, the meaning
of empowerment has no clear line or boundary.
Empowerment has been often used to mean women’s:
decision-making power (Quisumbing & de la Briere
2000), independence (Kabeer, 2001), gender equality
(World Bank, 2011); patriarchy (Malhotra and Mather,
1997), agency as well as status (Kumar, 2011), land rights
(Quisumbing et al., 1999), control over their resources
(Verma, 2009), household financial strengths (Handy,
et al. 2004) and power (Agarwal, 1997). Empowerment is
a complex concept taking on social, economic, environmen-
tal, political, and psychological paradigms (Boley &
McGehee, 2014; Ramos & Prideaux, 2014) whose compre-
hension requires critical examination of all those para-
digms. The societal gender inequalities evident between
men and women are addressed by the social paradigm
(Srivstav, 2001). Giving women ‘breading-winning’ status
so as to generate revenues from enterprises and fight finan-
cial incapacitation is best addressed in the economic para-
digm (Elliot, 2008); the political aspirations of women are
best addressed and catered for in the political paradigm
(Rajput, 2001; Tiwari, 2001). Increasing the motivation of
women, their morale and interest to participate in national
programs such as health issues, agricultural issues, politics,
and development programs is catered for in the psycho-
logical paradigm (Rajput, 2001; Tiwari, 2001).

More often than not, gender equality has been inter-
changeably used to mean empowerment, of which
UNICEF (2008) defines the former as a means of equalizing
the conditions of participation of both men and women so
that both exercise their talents in a balanced manner in a
given space. It addresses women’s equality in terms of
opportunities and the removal of barriers to their full partici-
pation in education, politics, trade, and culture. Morrison
and Biehl (2007) have defined gender equality as better
access of women to property such as land, services such
as credit, markets, and job opportunities. Kishor (1997)
reported that economic growth of women is jeopardized
once they have no access to productive resources.
Rahman (2000) has argued that unbalanced power relation-
ships existent in societies result into the observed gender
inequalities, and these have been pronounced in least devel-
oped economies of Asia, Latin America, and Africa (Dollar
and Gatti, 1999).

Much of the scholarly work on empowerment has been
based on the definition of Kabeer (1999). To this author,
empowerment is ‘the expansion in people’s ability to
make strategic life choices, in a context where this ability
was previously denied to them”. This definition explores
the choice dimension in a triadic format i.e. a). resources
(current access to and future claims of possession to
humans, material, and social resources), agency (negoti-
ation, manipulation, decision-making), and achievements
(results from well-being). In this line of thinking, recent

scholars such as Malapit et al. (2019) have postulated that
empowerment can be more measured directly using the
agency dimension compared to both resources and achieve-
ments. This is because these two (resources and achieve-
ments) can exist even in situations of extreme
disempowerment of the women (Malapit et al., 2019).
This review paper thus will explore empowerment in the
context of agency.

Malapit et al. (2020) have studied and characterized
agency into three dimensions i.e. power within, power to
and power with.

a). Power within (intrinsic agency): This is related to the
concepts of self-esteem, self-identity, and self-confidence
(Rowlands, 1997; Wong, 2003) which are prerequisites
for making decisions and carrying them out (Gaventa,
2006). Csaszar (2005) likened ‘intrinsic agency’ to spiritual
and personal strength that identifies humanity while
Mosedale (2005) asserted that it is an asset of an individual
that is essential before anything else can be achieved.

b). Power to (instrumental agency): This refers to the
ability of everyone to re-design their own life discourses
(VeneKlasen & Miller, 2002). Rowlands (1997) defines it
as the productive or generative power that stimulates new
actions and possibilities without domination, that is,
without the exercise of power over. Wong (2003) shows
that this form of power is the capacity of an individual to
act. As Luttrell et al. (2009) suggest, ‘power to’ empower-
ment is concerned with individual capacity improvement
and access to decision-making.

c). Power with (collective agency): This is based on the
assumption that “I cannot, but we can” (Wong, 2003); the
powerless exercise power through acting together
(Chambers, 2006) to overcome common problems and
achieve objectives (Wong, 2003). VeneKlasen and Miller
(2002) explained that ‘power with’ reinforces personal
talents and knowledge through collaboration, mutual
support, or solidarity. Luttrell et al. (2009) highlighted
that there is a great likelihood of increment in empowerment
of other actors when one actor has been empowered and this
can be achieved with ‘power with’ but not ‘power over’.
Therefore, power with suggests that the powerless should
utilize groups or networks and collaborate with others to
challenge and transform existing power relations.

Attainment of intrinsic, instrumental, and collective
agency have been linked to access of information through
training (education) on how CSA technologies are used or
manipulated, access to input resources/technologies, mem-
bership in farmer groups, and a larger network of actors
(Malapit et al., 2019; Kabeer, 1999). As Tenywa et al.
(2011) suggests, these are all features of innovation plat-
forms (IPs) which by definition are a tool to bring together
a wide range of stakeholder in the development, planning
and implementation or application of new ideas, practices,
services resulting from interaction, creativity, knowledge
and empowerment. Indeed, there is a certain degree of
empowerment realized through training on various capacity
gaps of the platform members for instance: participatory
market research, developing business plans, value addition
and management of market dynamics training on
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agricultural research for development, bench-mark visits
among others (Tenywa et al., 2011). Warner (2006)
revealed that IPs can be very instrumental in paving strat-
egies for resolution of disputes, participatory governance
of natural resources, democratic control of policies as well
as empowerment.

The climate-smart village model and empowerment
Climate-Smart villages are composed of farmers, farmer
group representatives, traders, researchers, district/local
government leaders, development partners and national
program implementation teams. As an opportunity for
multi stakeholder partnerships between different actors,
including men and women, the CSV model provides an
opportunity for exploration of whether this inter-gender col-
laboration can result into empowerment of both men and
women in the communities. However, there are limited
studies that have combined empowerment and climate
smart villages (Barnard et al., 2015). Existing studies
(such as Schipper & Langston, 2014) have cited lack of
empirical evidence for discourse of practical steps for
incorporating gender issues in several projects tackling
climate change and ended up broadly opting for incorpor-
ation of gender in development projects. Available studies
have also tended to use quantitative measures of empower-
ment which according to Kabeer (1999) tend to overshadow
crucial nuances in women’s exposures, behaviors, deci-
sions, and belief systems that often depend on the context
where they reside. Kabeer equally argues that perspectives
on statistical decision-making only provide a snapshot to

a wide array of processes behind the scenes and relays a
brief picture of decision-making dynamics, but they say
very little about the negotiation that is existent between
women and men in their personal lives’. Kabeer (1999)
argues further that these statistical perspectives tend to
underestimate the agency and extent to which women
engage in the informal decision-making. For instance, if
women participate in activities which are traditionally
meant to be executed by them, this cannot be an indicator
of empowerment in decision-making but rather accomplish-
ment of rules/roles that were previously enacted in the
society (Kabeer, 1999).

Therefore, the aim of this systematic review paper is to
assess the likelihood of attainment of empowerment by
farmers participation in climate smart villages.

The next section of this article presents the study selec-
tion methodology, an overview of the results, their discus-
sions and conclusion.

Methodology
The DFID (2013) defines systematic review as a rigorous
approach to establishing an impartial evidence base as
well as assessing and summarizing the quality of evidence.

Literature search
Using the PRISMA guidelines as shown in Figure 2 (Moher
et al., 2009), relevant documents were sought with the
objective of systematically reviewing original studies that
analyzed agricultural development programs focusing on

Figure 2. Flow chart of PRISMA guiding the systematic review process.
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climate smart villages and how they influence farmer
empowerment in developing countries. This analysis was
done on all peer reviewed documents containing scholarly
work as well as information from grey literature. The
review followed transparent and best practice criteria for
systematic reviews and meta-analyses as advised by
Stanley et al. (2013), following PICOS (Population,
Intervention, Comparator, Outcomes, and Settings) criteria
(Smith et al., 2011). Identification of study inclusion was
done through keyword searches in the Google Scholar,
Springer, science direct, AgEcon Search and Scopus.
Reference lists of important documents found were also
scanned. It was necessary to conduct a broad and thorough
search so as to maximize insights and to reduce/avoid bias.
As DeLuca et al. (2008) argue, studies of this nature require
citing only peer-reviewed and widely cited studies.
Emphasis for this review was put on only published litera-
ture in as much as the aim was to cover as many sources as
possible. The following clearly marked steps were taken in
this review: a). hunt for information in online databases and
journals; b). snow-balling techniques of referenced work in
the journal articles read; c). reliance on websites of global
research institutions such as IFPRI, FAO, CGIAR and
World Bank. These articles were later saved in Mendeley
database from which further scrutiny was done; those
which had variables of interest, that is, climate smart vil-
lages and farmer empowerment were selected. Originally,
we used key words ‘climate smart villages and empower-
ment’ and these yielded thousands of articles but with nar-
rowing to a combination of climate-smart villages+
empowerment, this drastically reduced the search results.
This is an indication that not much work exists that encom-
passes both climate-smart villages and empowerment
studied at the same time.

Previous studies had used complex search terms, a tech-
nique this study evaded. This ensured that as much informa-
tion for review would be available as possible. The
following were the main search terms used in this review:

1. Date of publication > 2000
2. Target words: “Agricultural” OR “extension” OR

“farmer” OR “empowerment” OR “farmer
empowerment” AND NOT “gender” OR “vio-
lence”, in the title, abstract or key word.

Using this criterion, after thorough identification and scru-
tiny of the content, 4 journals were included in this system-
atic review exercise (see attached PRISM chart). Three of
these studies had been published in peer-reviewed journals.
The following attributes of a journal article guided the
inclusion criteria: a). the study having investigated both
climate smart farming and farmer empowerment; b). a rea-
sonable sample size as these result into statistically signifi-
cant results and as well as qualifying for publication in
credible academic journals (Schmucker et al., 2017).

Findings and discussions
The findings in this review are based onKabeer’s (2001) triadic
definitions and components of agency i.e., intrinsic, instrumen-
tal, and collective agency to refer to empowerment. These
studies used/selected in this review were assessed basing on
how they contributed to farmer empowerment.

A). Intrinsic agency
This component is measured by autonomy of both men and
women in income; self-sufficiency (attitude and perception
towards violence of the female gender) and social relations
towards household members. Two out of the four studies
indicated the likelihood of economic empowerment
through participation in controlling financial proceeds
from the farm products. Altenbuchner et al. (2017) cited
empowerment in seedbank activities such as training on
seed multiplication and diversification of income sources.
One critical point about Alutenbuchner’s paper is that the
study findings applied to only females but left out men.
This therefore leaves some loophole about the extent to
which men are empowered if they engage in organic
farming trainings. Contrary however, the study (Hariharan
et al., 2020) on CSVs in India indicated that the CSV led
to a distinguishable shift in level of engagement in both
agricultural and economic activities. This has been
observed as a driver for the empowerment of both men
and women farmers thus bringing about equal gender rela-
tions at household level. Specifically, close to 83% of men
and about 60% of women indicated improved rates of
empowerment in economic dimension by participating in
the CSV. There is therefore evidence that men and
women can be empowered to have autonomy in their
incomes if they are engaged in climate-smart villages.
Regarding attitude and perceptions on gender-relations at
household level (which Hariharan et al., (2020) regarded
as equality), results showed that 31.6% of women were at
par with men, while about 76.1% of the women had equal
status with men in the CSV sites. From the CSVs of
Philippines, Myanmar, and Cambodia, Verzosa et al.
(2021) showed that with adoption of improved technologies
for vegetable production coupled with application of new
knowledge and experiences gained from CSA, yields
increased tremendously. This saw a shift in women’s
incomes from 32%-135%. The CSVs also empowered
women to have a seat on decision making table which
helped to bolster husband and wife the entire family rela-
tionship. Likewise, the engagements in CSVs saw a
marked increase in shared decision-making and problem
solving in the households compared to before enrolment.

B). Instrumental agency
This was measured in terms of input in productive deci-
sions; asset ownership, access to financial services; deci-
sions on income uses; workload as well as visiting
important locations. Reviewed studies have mixed findings
about empowerment. Specifically, these studies cited: less
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dependence of farmers on lenders’ money, reduced farming
expenditures, improved standards of living, improved
health conditions of women (Altenbuchner et al., 2017).
This same study also found that even when the farmers par-
ticipate in the CSVs, there is a likelihood of reduction in
empowerment. For instance, the authors reveal that once
females engage in organic farming programs, there is
increased workloads, i.e., their activities in the groups/
extension programs increase yet their home chores are
also demanding at the same time. Alkire et al. (2013)
have termed this condition known as time poverty. It has
been argued that CSA impacts are not uniformly distributed
and shared equally between the different gender categories
in terms empowerment, economic costs, and benefits as
well as labour requirements. There is minimal empirical
evidence exploring gender-based effects of CSA on
labour. Nonetheless, Alkire et al. (2013) has highlighted
that CSA has a significant effect on the time investment
that women spend in agriculture. Regarding financial deci-
sions, Duveskog’s (2013) study revealed improved access
to monetary services (such as bank account, SACCO ser-
vices, commercialization) e.g., Kenya-77% as well as
60% in Uganda among women and men. This was linked
to changes in everyday life of participants, increase in
household economic development. However, one particular
concern with Duveskog’s results is that there is no linkage
of one aspect of empowerment to a particular gender of the
participants. The findings are not pertinent to whether it is a
woman or man, yet it is important to understand the extent
to which males and female were affected by the program/
project design. One major challenge with Hariharan et al.
(2020) is the inclusion of all decisions related to spending
money on (e.g. on agriculture, home expenses, child educa-
tion and health), access to insurance, mobile phone and
access to credit/bank in one category under the social
dimension of empowerment. Yet all decisions related to
money, whether spent in the household or outside in the
community, would be under financial domain of empower-
ment which this review paper considers as access and
decision-making on financial matters. Regarding the agri-
culture dimension, Hariharan reported that 84.3% of men
compared to 60.7% of women both of which participated
in the CSV, showed empowerment. While this is a good
percentage, and even though it shows a clear extent and dif-
ference between empowerment of men and women, the sub-
dimensions mentioned seemed to be combined with other
elements which would be fitting in the other dimensions
of empowerment. While the current review focuses on con-
tribution to decisions regarding production; land ownership
and participation in efficient utilization of household
incomes, this study does not provide individual measure-
ments for each sub-dimension but rather, all are aggregated
into one dimension of agriculture. This does not give a clear
indication of how much each individual was empowered in
each (sub)-dimension as the instrumental agency compo-
nent of empowerment would wish to showcase otherwise.

The findings from Verzosa et al. (2021) seem to
reinforce what other articles put forward though with
some minimal divergence. For instance, it was found that

decisions regarding land, farm equipment and vehicles are
a preserve of men even though access to resource inputs
from CSVs would serve as an impetus for women
farmers’ livelihood. Women’s input in decisions are
higher in food crop farming for household consumption
and selling of surplus homestead gardens to the market.
In terms of workload, women worked for 15.2 h per day
for housework, farm work and wage employment. This
made it tricky for them execute the workload for both
housework, homestead gardening and raising livestock.
Regarding access to credit in these CSVs, women are the
main borrowers in agricultural households as they have
greater access to microcredit and are under strong pressure
to bridge resource gaps. This led to excessive indebtedness
in situations of climate-induced crop failures. In as much as
incomes of these households increased, there are some clear
demarcations on what women and men should use money
for. For instance, incomes from vegetables increased
women’s ability to contribute to decision on expenditures
such as purchase of livestock, household welfare such as
being able to take children to school. Whereas men
exerted controlled decisions over production income and
spending for major farm and household expenditure as
well as controlling spending for leisure.

C). Collective agency
This is measured on a continuum of two dimensions i.e.,
participation in groups but also being a member in influen-
tial groups. Among the reviewed studies, only three
(Verzosa et al. 2021; Hariharan et al., 2020; Duveskog,
2013) have shown increment of collective agency. For
instance, Duveskog (2013) has shown differences in the
levels of empowerment between those farmers who were
part of the FFS and the control group in terms of collective
actions. Regarding involvement in collective markets 14%
of FFS participants compared to only 5% of the control
groups while in terms of leadership positions, 63% of
FFS participants compared to only 40% of the control
group were empowered. On the other hand, Hariharan
et al. (2020) reported increased empowerment in political
aspects in the areas of independence to vote and participa-
tion in village level decision-making; about 87% of men
and 65% of women reported increment in political
empowerment as a result of participation in the CSVs of
India. However, even when there are expected benefits
from empowerment in CSV related activities, there is also
evidence that some gender may not benefit equally.
Altenbuchner et al. (2017) reported discrepancies in training
and capacity building for women as some were excluded
from training. This is likely to reinforce classical gender
roles and empowers men more than women because of dif-
ferential access to knowledge. There were also reported
gender gaps in participation in certified groups andmarketing
activities. This has a large bearing on participation in col-
lective actions.

Nonetheless, Verzosa et al. (2021) presents a different
dimension with which results were interpreted. The findings
here focus on frequency and level of visibility of the women
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in public gatherings. For instance, in terms of impact on
community participation, together with more knowledge
about the CSA technologies, women were found to be
more actively participating in trainings and becoming
more vocal during meetings. This is something that did
not exist before women started participating in the CSVs.
Having more income also contributed to women’s active
participation and involvement in social and religious activ-
ities in the community. It was also found that higher educa-
tion contributed to women’s leadership in community
organization; but also, literacy levels were found to
enhance leadership potentials of women in those CSVs.
Education has had innumerable mentions and citations
over the years for its effect in enabling marginalized com-
munities to show expression. For instance, Jejeebhoy
(1995) found that access to education can bring about
changes in cognitive ability, which is essential to
women’s capacity to question, to reflect on, and to act on
the conditions of their lives and to gain access to knowl-
edge, information, and new ideas that will help them to
do so. Nonetheless, male counterparts were not secure
every time women participated in leadership roles, and
this contributed to escalation of conflicts at household
levels.

Conclusions
The review assessed the extent to which previous CSV pro-
jects contributed to empowerment in the context of intrinsic,
instrumental, and collective agency in their implementation
approaches. Indicators of intrinsic agency included auton-
omy in income, attitudes about gender-based violence,
and respect among household members. Indicators of
instrumental agency included input in productive decisions,
ownership of land and other assets, control over use of
income, access to and decisions on financial services, as
well as work balance. Indicators of collective agency
included group membership and membership in influential
groups.

Regarding intrinsic agency (empowerment), there was a
steady increase in incomes of both men and women through
adoption of CSA technologies. For instance, women’s
incomes were doubled as a result of employing CSA tech-
nologies in vegetable production. Women were able to
obtain a seat on the decision table with their husbands
which solidified family relations as a result of getting
extra incomes. Skills in multiplying income sources were
also obtained by the women and men but also, there was
empowerment through participation in controlling financial
proceeds. For instance, financial expenses for the household
welfare were left in the hands of women but also, there was
more bond between household, wife and the entire family
realized through women sharing their views on major
household decisions.

In terms of instrumental agency, there was a marked
increment in empowerment obtained through earning com-
mendable incomes, access to credit, reduced farmers
expenses as a result of proper financial skilling, improved
standards of living and heath. Major decisions on some

particular decisions for instance on purchase and steward-
ship of items such as farm machinery and other assets
however still belonged to the male gender. However, in
as much as the CSV model brings about empowerment,
there are a lot of lessons and gaps noted that need critical
discussions. First of all, there is disempowerment because
of the nature of the practices and technologies being pro-
moted. For instance, too much work burden as a result of
these technologies could lead to withdrawal of women
from applying them because of being labour-intensive. As
Beuchelt and Badstue (2013) noted, the tendency to allocate
new labor-intensive activities to women can mean they will
be hesitant to adopt new adaptive practices in agriculture
out of concern that their workload will increase.

Finally, in terms of collective agency, CSV participants
were more likely to engage in collective marketing, leader-
ship positions, independence to vote for their favorite can-
didates, village level decision making. However,
participation in trainings was mixed as there existed differ-
ential submission of women i.e., in some areas they were
allowed to attend while in others, they were completely
excluded. Income, education and literacy levels of women
greatly dictated their participation in leadership positions
in their local organizations. Women’s active participation
in leadership did not auger well with their husbands as it
escalated inter-partners conflicts at household levels. This
is a hinderance to women’s empowerment to manage com-
munity affairs.

This study offers practical implications for future organi-
zers of CSVs. Articles reviewed investigated empowerment
in regard to female gender which is not appropriate because
this concept applies to everyone in society. What we are
seeing are a myriad of policies and practices that focus on
only women’s strategic needs (Tacoli and Satterthwaite,
2013) yet it would be crucial that a thorough exploration
of a wider scope of gender relations and strategic needs
and interests of all partners is carried out (Moser and
Levy, 1986). Overall, there are still existing inequalities
in terms of empowerment in communities that are hosting
the CSVs which calls for identification, design, and imple-
mentation of CSA-sensitive practices in a way that consid-
ers the local, existing inequalities and differences between
men and women in a bid to enhance promotion of gender
equality. This may suggest a reorientation of these prac-
tices/technologies so that they cater for the gender-related
roles that women have in their communities. As Ampaire
et al. (2020) suggest, this will be the first step towards
having effective initiatives with tangible results to achiev-
ing gender equality and empowerment regarding CC.
Moreover, the increasing threats from CC and global envir-
onmental degradation from the global level to rural commu-
nities will require more effective approaches that not only
focus on increasing adaptation but also factor in easy
uptake by all gender categories. Inter-partner conflicts
arising out of women participation in leadership at commu-
nity level calls for regular capacity building and support to
husbands so as to allow and approve their women’s partici-
pation in such community programs. CSA/CSV are still
new concepts which need more detailed analyses and
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therefore, more time and resources ought to be devoted to
studying their contribution to empowerment especially in
the domains of intrinsic, instrumental, and collective
agency among the participants. To increase women’s
active participation in the leadership structure of CSV
program, adult literacy programs and arrangements for illit-
erate women is very critical. It is very important however
that these are done with full knowledge and consent of
their male counterparts (husbands) as failure to do this
may be a recipe for more disastrous consequences in their
households.

Acknowledgement
Special thanks for to The Rural Universities Forum for Capacity
Building in Agriculture (RUFORUM) for funding my PhD
journey at Makerere University. The mentorship in academic
writing is immensely appreciated.

Declaration of conflicting interests
The author(s) declared no potential conflicts of interest with
respect to the research, authorship, and/or publication of this
article.

Funding
The author(s) disclosed receipt of the following financial support
for the research, authorship, and/or publication of this article:
This work was supported by the Rural Universities Forum for
Capacity Building in Agriculture (RUFORUM), (grant number
NA).

ORCID iD
H Galiwango https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8145-7816

Supplemental material
Supplemental material for this article is available online.

References
Aggarwal PK, Jarvis A, Campbell BM, et al. (2018) The

climate-smart village approach: Framework of an integrative
strategy for scaling up adaptation options in agriculture.
Ecology and Society 23(1): 14.

Aggarwal PK, Zougmoré RB and Kinyangi J (2013) Climate-smart
Villages: A Community Approach to Sustainable Agricultural
Development. Copenhagen, Denmark: CGIAR Research
Program on Climate Change, Agriculture and Food
Security (CCAFS).

Alkire S, Meinzen-Dick R, Peterman A, et al. (2013) The women’s
empowerment in agriculture index. World Development 52:
71–91.

Altenbuchner C, Vogel S and Larcher M (2017) Effects of organic
farming on the empowerment of women: A case study on the
perception of female farmers in odisha, India. Women’s
Studies International Forum 64: 28–33.

Barbon WJ, Myae C, Vidallo R, et al. (2021) Applying participa-
tory action research methods in community-based adaptation
with smallholders in Myanmar. Frontiers in Climate 3(3):
734053.

Beuchelt TD and Badstue L (2013) Gender, nutrition-and
climate-smart food production: opportunities and trade-offs.
Food Security 5(5): 709–721.

Boley BB and McGehee NG (2014) Measuring empowerment:
developing and validating the resident empowerment through
tourism scale (RETS). Tourism Management 45: 85–94.

Campbell BM, Vermeulen SJ, Aggarwal PK, et al. (2016)
Reducing risks to food security from climate change. Global
Food Security 11: 34–43.

Chambers R (2006) Transforming power: from zero-sum to
win-win? International Development Studies (ISD) Bulletin
37(6): 99–110.

Davidson D (2016) Gaps in agricultural climate adaptation
research. Nature Climate Change 6(5): 433–435.

DeLuca JB, Mullins MM, Lyles CM, et al. (2008) Developing a com-
prehensive search strategy for evidence based systematic reviews.
Evidence Based Library and Information Practice 3(1): 3–32.

DFID (Department for International Development) (2013)
Systematic reviews in international development. Available
at: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/systematic-
reviews-in-international-development/systematic-reviews-in-
international-development (Accessed September 2020).

Djoudi H, Locatelli B, Vaast C, et al. (2016) Beyond dichotomies:
gender and intersecting inequalities in climate change studies.
Ambio 45(S3): 248–262.

Dollar D and Gatti R (1999) Gender Inequality, Income, and
Growth: Are Good Times Good for Women? Washington,
DC: Development Research Group, The World Bank, Vol. 1.

Duveskog D (2013) Farmer Field Schools as a transformative
learning space in the rural African setting. PhD Thesis.
Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences, Uppsala,
Sweden, Vol. 2013, No. 2013: 47.

Equal Measures 2030 (EM2030) (2022) Back to Normal is Not
enough: 2022 SDG Gender Index. Woking. United Kingdom.

Gaventa J (2006) Finding the spaces for change: A power analysis.
International Development (IDS) Bulletin 37(6): 23–33.

Handy F, Kassam M and Contact P (2004) Women’s empower-
ment in rural India. In: International Society for Third Sector
Research Conference, Toronto Canada, Vol. 4, pp. 1–18.

Hariharan VK, Mittal S, Rai M, et al. (2020) Does climate-smart
village approach influence gender equality in farming house-
holds? A case of two contrasting ecologies in India. Climatic
Change 158(1): 77–90.

Huyer S, Acosta M, Gumucio T, et al. (2020) Can we turn the tide?
Confronting gender inequality in climate policy. Gender &
Development 28(3): 571–591.

FAO, WFP and IFAD (2019) UN food agencies step up joint
efforts to tackle rural gender inequalities. Available at: http://
www.fao.org/news/story/en/item/1193249/icode/ (Accessed
September 2021).

Jejeebhoy SJ (1995) Women’s Education, Autonomy, and
Reproductive Behaviour: Experience from Developing
Countries. Oxford University Press Catalogue.

Jit ML (2017) Climate Smart Agriculture in Intensive
Cereal-Based Systems: Scalable Evidence from
Indo-Gangetic Plains. Agriculture Under Climate Change:
Threats, Strategies and Policies. Kolkata: Allied Publishers
Pvt Ltd, 147–154.

Jost C, Kyazze F, Naab J, et al. (2016) Understanding gender
dimensions of agriculture and climate change in smallholder
farming communities. Climate and Development 8(2): 133–
144.

Kabeer N (1999) Resources, agency, achievements: reflections on
the measurement of women’s empowerment. Development and
Change 30(3): 435–464.

Kabeer N (2001) Reflections on the measurement of women’s
empowerment. In: Sisask A (ed) Discussing Women’s

Galiwango et al. 11

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8145-7816
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8145-7816
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/systematic-reviews-in-international-development/systematic-reviews-in-international-development
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/systematic-reviews-in-international-development/systematic-reviews-in-international-development
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/systematic-reviews-in-international-development/systematic-reviews-in-international-development
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/systematic-reviews-in-international-development/systematic-reviews-in-international-development
http://www.fao.org/news/story/en/item/1193249/icode/
http://www.fao.org/news/story/en/item/1193249/icode/
http://www.fao.org/news/story/en/item/1193249/icode/


Empowerment: Theory and Practices. Stockholm, Sweden:
Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency,
pp.17–57.

Katz E (2020) Gender, Agriculture, and Climate Change. Seattle,
DC, USA: Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, 19.

Kishor S (1997) Empowerment of women in Egypt and link to the
survival and health of their infants. In: Seminar on Female
Empowerment and Demographic Process, Lund, Sweden,
20–24 April 1997.

Lipper L, Thornton P, Campbell BM, et al. (2014) Climate-smart
agriculture for food security. Nature Climate Change 4(12):
1068–1072.

Luttrell C, Quiroz S, Scrutton C, et al. (2009) Understanding and
Operationalizing Empowerment. London: Overseas
Development Institute, 1–16.

Malapit H, Quisumbing A, Meinzen-Dick R, et al. (2019)
Development of the project-level women’s empowerment in
agriculture Index (pro-WEAI). World Development 122:
675–692.

Malapit H, Ragasa C, Martinez EM, et al. (2020) Empowerment in
agricultural value chains: mixed methods evidence from the
Philippines. Journal of Rural Studies 76: 240–253.

Malhotra A and Mather M (1997) Do schooling and work
empower women in developing countries? Gender and domes-
tic decisions in Sri Lanka. In: Sociological Forum. Dordrecht,
The Netherlands: Kluwer Academic Publishers-Plenum
Publishers, 12, 4, 599–630.

McKinley J, Adaro C, Pede V, et al. (2016) Gender differences in
climate change perception and adaptation strategies: The case
of three provinces in Vietnam’s Mekong River Delta. Report,
Climate Change, Agriculture and Food Security (CCAFS).

Moher D, Liberati A, Tetzlaff J, et al. (2009) Preferred reporting
items for systematic reviews and meta-analyses: The
PRISMA statement (Chinese edition). Journal of Chinese
Integrative Medicine 7(9): 889–896.

Morrison A and Biehl L (eds) (2007) Too Close to Home:
Domestic Violence in Latin America. Washington, D.C.:
Inter-American Development Bank.

Mosedale S (2005) Assessing women’s empowerment: Towards a
conceptual framework. Journal of International Development
17(2): 243–257.

Moser CO and Levy C (1986) A Theory and Methodology of
Gender Planning: Meeting Women’s Practical and Strategic
Needs. Development Planning Unit, Bartlett School of
Architecture and Planning, University College London, 11.

Mungai C, Opondo M, Outa G, et al. (2017) Uptake of
climate-smart agriculture through a gendered intersectionality
lens: experiences from western Kenya. In: Climate Change
Adaptation in Africa. Cham: Springer, 587–601.

Quisumbing AR and De La Brière B (2000) Women’s asset and
intrahousehold allocation in rural Bangladesh: testing measures
of bargaining power (Vol. 086). Report, International Food
Policy Research Institute. Washington DC, USA.

Quisumbing AR, Payongayong E, Aidoo JB, et al. (1999)
Women’s Land Rights in the Transition to Individualized
Ownership: Implications for the Management of Tree
Resources in Western Ghana. Report, Food Consumption and
Nutrition Division Discussion Paper No. 58.: International
Food Policy Research Institute. Washington DC, USA.

Rahman S (2000) Women’s employment in Bangladesh agricul-
ture: Composition, determinants and scope. Journal of Rural
Studies 16(4): 497–507.

Rajput P (2001) Women’s political participation in India: An
agenda for empowerment. Empowering the Indian Women.

Report, New Delhi, Ministry of Information and
Broadcasting, Government of India.

Ramos AM and Prideaux B (2014) Indigenous ecotourism in the
mayan rainforest of palenque: Empowerment issues in sustainable
development. Journal of Sustainable Tourism 22(3): 461–479.

Rowlands J (1997) Questioning empowerment: Working with
women in Honduras. Report, Oxfam, UK.

Schipper L and Langston L (2014) Gender equality and climate
compatible development: Drivers and challenges to people’s
empowerment. Report, Climate and Development Knowledge
Network (CKDN), London, UK.

Schmucker CM, Blümle A, Schell LK, et al. (2017) Systematic
review finds that study data not published in full text articles
have unclear impact on meta-analyses results in medical
research. PloS one 12(4): e0176210.

Shukla PR, Skea J, Calvo Buendia E, et al. (2019) Climate change
and land: An IPCC special report on climate change, desertifi-
cation, land degradation, sustainable land management, food
security, and greenhouse gas fluxes in terrestrial ecosystems.
Report, Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC),
Geneva, Switzerland.

Smith V, Devane D, Begley CM, et al. (2011) Methodology in con-
ducting a systematic review of systematic reviews of healthcare
interventions. BMC medical Research Methodology 11(1): 1–6.

Stanley TD, Doucouliagos H, Giles M, et al. (2013) Meta–analysis
of economics research reporting guidelines. Journal of
Economic Surveys 27(2): 390–394.

Tacoli C and Satterthwaite D (2013) Gender and urban change.
Environment and Urbanization 25(1): 3–8.

Tenywa MM, Rao KPC, Tukahirwa JMB, et al. (2011)
Agricultural innovation platform as a tool for
development-oriented research: lessons and challenges in the
formation and operationalization. Learning Publics Journal
of Agriculture and Environmental Studies 2(1): 117–146.

Tiwari RS (2001) Feminism and globalization versus Indian
women empowerment. In: Avasti A and Srivastava AK (eds)
Modernity, Feminism and Women’s Empowerment. New
Delhi: Rawat Publication, 33–43.

UNICEF (2008) The state of the world’s children 2009: Maternal
and newborn health (Vol. 9). Report, UNICEF.

UN Women (2019) Progress on the sustainable development
goals. The Gender Snapshot 2019. Report, UN Women and
UN Department of Economic and Social Affairs, New York.

VeneKlasen L, Miller V, Budlender D, et al. (2002) A new weave
of power, people & politics: the action guide for advocacy and
citizen participation Report, World Neighbors, Oklahoma City.

Verma MM (2009) Approaches to women’s empowerment: an
overview. Indian Association of Social Science Institutions
(IASSI) Quarterly 28: 230–240.

Verzosa F, Cabriole MA, Thant PS, et al. (2021) Pathways to
Women’s Empowerment in the Promotion of Climate Smart
Agriculture in the Philippines, Myanmar, and Cambodia. Report,
Wageningen, the Netherlands: CGIAR Research Program on
Climate Change, Agriculture and Food Security (CCAFS).

Warner JF (2006) More sustainable participation? Multi-stakeholder
platforms for integrated catchment management. Water Resources
Development 22(1): 15–35.

Wong KF (2003) Empowerment as a panacea for poverty-old wine
in new bottles? Reflections on the world bank’s conception of
power. Progress in Development Studies 3(4): 307–322.

World Bank (2009) World development report 2010:
Development and climate change. Report, The World Bank.

World Bank (2011) World development report 2012: Gender
equality and development. Report, The World Bank.

12 Outlook on Agriculture 0(0)


	 Introduction
	 The climate-smart village approach
	 Exploring the meaning of empowerment
	 The climate-smart village model and empowerment

	 Methodology
	 Literature search

	 Findings and discussions
	 A). Intrinsic agency
	 B). Instrumental agency
	 C). Collective agency

	 Conclusions
	 Acknowledgement
	 References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile ()
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 5
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /PDFX1a:2003
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError false
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV <>
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames false
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks true
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks true
      /AddPageInfo true
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks true
      /IncludeHyperlinks true
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


