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Approach to Development:
Its Evolution, Utilization and Measurements

Introduction and Rationale

The term sustainable livelihood is widely used by non-governmental organizations
(NGO), government, funding agencies and the Bretton Woods institutions (e.g., World
Bank, International Monetary Fund, Bank for International Settlements). Currently
there are over 50 official definitions of the term sustainable development, while the
term livelihood by connotation is complex and diverse.

The general ethos of sustainable livelihood is certainly well understood by
development practitioners particularly in terms of expected outcomes. However, the
complexity of the components of sustainable livelihood is often overlooked.

This paper attempts to provide an overview of the Sustainable Livelihood Approach
(SLA) to development. While livelihoods may be a combination of urban, peri-urban
and rural activities, this paper largely focuses on rural livelihoods.

The rationale for this focus stems from the fact that the incidence of poverty has
been revealed to be not only regionally specific but also sectoral. According to the
International Fund for Agricultural Development (2001) the proportion of the poor
making their living in rural areas has remained and is expected to remain strikingly
high. Additionally, over half the world’s extreme poor depend primarily on farming
or on-farm labor for their livelihoods. In the Philippines, the incidence of rural poverty!
is 41.1 percent, while that in Region XI is 48.5 percent.
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This paper is divided into three main parts.
The first presents the evolution and subsequent
adoption of the SLA as a reaction to the failure
of traditional
approaches. The various uses of the SL approach

“top-down”  development
arereferred to here, but the mechanisms involved
in their implementation are beyond the scope of
this paper. In particular, a detailed examination
of the SLA is not offered here since this paper
attempts only to acquaint the reader with the
topic, rather than provide instructions as regards
its utilization.

The next section attempts to examine the
components of the SLA framework. In order to
achieve this, key terms and concepts are first
established. Thence, the measurements of a
sustainable livelihood are presented. The SLA
framework and its various components are also
examined. _

This paper does not attempt to analyze these
results within the broader SL framework;
instead this paper concludes by revisiting
the SLA from the perspective of its
contribution to development noting
that the tool itself is only as good as
the subsequent use of its outputs.

The Evolution of the SLA to
development

Development theory was
established in Britain between 1650
and Adam Smith’s The Wealth of Nations

(1776). Lewis (1988) defines it as those parts 4 ‘

1Y

of economics that play crucial roles when
one tries to analyze the growth of the economy as
a whole. Gore (2000) proposes a simplified view
in that the essence of development practice is

the mobilization and allocation of resources, and

the design of institutions to transform national
economies and societies in an orderly way, from
a state and status of less development to one of
higher development.

The approaches used in the latter part of the
last century to achieve thiselusive transformation
have been subject to much review and
correspondingly influenced practice. While it is
widely understood that agriculture is the “fuel”
that propels the “rocket” of development, Hulme
(1995) testifies that “in the 1970s, agricultural
and rural development projects were believed
to be the ‘on the cutting edge’ of initiatives to
improve rural livelihoods. However, subsequent
evaluations have concluded that many projects
have produced poor results”. Weiss (1996), for
his part, reports that for a considerable amount of
time, international agencies in the project fields
have been aware of the simple fact that many

projects fail to meet initial
expectations  and
that at present
a significant

proportion
77, can be said
to ‘fail’
in  some
sense. In

certain

cases,
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this failure of “development” projects has
resulted in increased poverty.

This high incidence of project failure
provided the foundation for an examination
by donor institutions into the ethos of projects.
Garforth (1982)

review undertaken by the World Bank as early

discusses one prominent
as 1975, where it was noted that much of the
technology made available to small farmers was
inappropriate.

For Oakley (1991), development has become
capital centered rather than people centered; it
has by-passed or even marginalized people in its
concern to build and construct specific projects.
Smith (1988) also discusses this bypassing of
people in projects specifying that, in particular,
project identification often “made no reference to
the people in the productive system, especially
farmers”.

While it is impossible to pinpoint changes
in development thinking with any historical
accuracy, there is no doubt that the mid-1970s
saw the startof afundamental shiftaway from the
domination of a modernization and intervention
paradigm of development towards a systematic
search for alternatives. The belief that wherever
practicable, the ultimate beneficiaries of a
development project should be given as much
input into its design and operation as possible
has gone “almost from heresy to orthodoxy
among development professionals” (Gerson,
1993). In other words, a move from exogenous
to endogenous policy developments has taken
place.
towards

This international momentum

people-centered development rather than
resource-centered development enabled the

concept of sustainable development to be

introduced into a climate favorable to its uptake
and subsequent evolution into the SLA which in
turn received not only financial but institutional
support as well.

The SLA has common origins and
principles largely rooted in early work into
participatory approaches and methodologies.
Indeed, much of the language currently used
stems from participatory methodologies, which
evolved due to an increasing recognition of the
need to address social aspects of development.
Bamberger (1986) summarized these factors
at a time when participatory approaches were
gathering considerable momentum. First was
the accumulating evidence about the effects
that beneficiary participation in project design
and management have on the efficiency of
implementation, cost recovery and project
sustainability. Second was the limited capacity
of national and local government agencies to
manage effectively the increasing number of
development projects and programs. Third was
the belief that development planners have a
moral obligation to “listen to the people”, both
to understand their needs and to assess how
their lives are actually being affected by donor-
sponsored projects and policies. A final factor
was the concern over gender issues. Women
were not able to make their full contribution or
receive their full share of benefits unless projects
were designed to take into account their special
needs and potentials.

Boydet.al., ed. (2000) assert that thelivelihood
approach to development places people at the
center of development and works to support
people’s efforts to support their own livelihood
goals. It places emphasis on converting the
capital assets of the poor through improved
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livelihoods to create impact and build the asset
base further (Ellis-Jones, 1999).

The Brundtland Commission Report of
1987 offered the first appearance of sustainable
development in policy debate which was later
conceptualized later as the SLA.

“Development that meets the needs of
the present without compromising the
ability of future generations to meet
their own needs.” (World Commission
on Environment and Development,
1987).

It contains within it two key concepts: the
idea of ‘needs’, in particular the essential needs
of the world’s poor, to which overriding priority
should be given; and the idea of limitations
imposed by the state of technology and socia]
organization on the environment’s ability to
meet present and future needs.

The origins of sustainable livelihood as a
concept must be accredited to Robert Chambers
of the Institute of Development Studies (IDS).
Chambers and Conway (1992) provided the
following working definition of a sustainable
livelihood, which formed the basis of what is
commonly accepted today as the definition of a
sustainable livelihood.

...the capabilities, assets (including both
material and social resources) for a means
ofliving. A livelihood is sustainable whep
it can cope with and recover from stresses
and shocks and maintain or enhance jts
capabilities and assets both now and in
the future, while not underminfng the

natural resource base.

In the early 1990s, certain donor agencies
had witnessed sufficient merit from the SLA to
commence employing it in their work. Table 1
provides a brief overview of the subsequent

uptake of the SLA approach by selected
development agencies.

Table 1. Overview of the evolution of the SLA
approach from 1987-1996.
1987

The World Commission on Environment

and Development publishes the ‘Brundtland
—— | Commission Report”.

1988 lI)nternational Institute for Environment and
ofxfl?Dmen’g (IIED) publishes ‘The Greening
—— | O Aid: Sustainable Livelihoods in Practice’
et Un't?dNatiOnsDevelopmentProgram(UNDP)
Publishes the first Human Development
| Report.

1992 i
Ur_nted Nations (UN) holds Conference on

E?Viéon_ment and Development; Institute
SusteOPMeNt Studies (IDS) publishes
o Inable Rural Livelihoods’ by Chambers
b | nway,

19
L2298 8 0% Employs the S|,

1994 Cooperative  for
Everywhere (CAR

livelihogds Security

and development.

Assistance and Relief
E) adopts household
as a framework for relief

1995

UN y

DVIXO;;:? summit for Social Developmenti
Livelihooc? PtS Employment and Sustainable
> 35 one of top five priorities;

Internat

Desg?:tlonm Institute for ~Sustainable
Stratu.a(_-fi,g_.n;ent (IISD)  publishes ‘Adaptive
Singh ang and Sustainable Livelihoods’ bY
DeVEIoDme:ta e Society for Internation@
Livelihoggs (SID) launches Sustainable

Project, and People’s Everyday Economics

199¢ k‘/

Ad ;
Dut?lﬁst}?gé? Livelihoods’ by ~pavies 1
Develop 'ente Department for Internationa
invites gt (OFID) of the United Kingdom
Participato. "20le livelihoods  projectsi
Livelihoodg:’ . SS€arch for Sustainabl®

—— | Publisheq Rennie and Singh ©

Source: Ada
! Pted from, S
Olesbury, 29
1 2003,

Hussein (2002) in a multi-agency review
of current practices in SLA says that “their
widespread uptake, and the penetration of SL
language and concepts in the development
world over the past three years, supports the
view that SLA incorporates and summarizes
much of what is considered to be ‘best practice’
in development”. Although the approaches

“developed by the agencies may differ in

appearance and components, the core principles
have remained largely the same?.

The degree of incorporation of the SLA varies
between organizations. Its linkages with existing
approaches and its diversity account for its
widespread espousal. It can be used at the grass
root level as a livelihood analysis tool while at the
program level, its uses include but are not limited
to program design and identification, planning
new projects, reviewing existing activities and
monitoring and evaluation. SLA builds on
existing Participatory Poverty Assessment (PPA)
principles and is similar to the failed Integrated
Rural Development (IRD) approaches utilized
in the 1970s. While participatory tools form an
integral part of livelihood analysis, SL can also
be utilized to construct problem trees and

thus log frames.

Components of the sustainable

livelihood framework
The Sustainable Livelihood Approach

Livelihoods in their simplest form are
defined by Chambers and Conway (1992) as
“the ways in which people satisfy their needs, or
gain a living”. A livelihood is sustainable when
it can cope with and recover from stresses and
shocks, and maintain or enhance its capabilities
or assets while not undermining the resource
base” (Scoones, ed. 1998).

Haug (1999) on the other hand discusses
Frankenburgers definition of rural livelihoods.
According to this definition, “Rural livelihoods
canbe seen to consistof arange of on-farmand off-
farm activities which together provide a variety
of procurement strategies for food and cash.”
The livelihood strategies of many rural people,
regardless of whether their agro-ecosystems
are predominantly pastoral, swidden® or based
on permanent cropping, often incorporate wild
resources and high diversity. This helps to
provide resilience in the face of adverse trends

or shocks, and offers a greater choice of
livelihood options (Pimbert, 1999).
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‘The SLA necessitates that development
activities should be: S

* People-centered: beginning by
understanding peoples’ priorities and
livelihood strategies |

* Responsive and participatory:

- responding to the expressed priorities of
poor people R

* Multi-level: ensuring micro-level realities
inform macro-level institutions and
processes ‘ ,

* Conducted in partnership: working
with public, private and civil society
actors

* Sustainable: environmentally,
economically, institutionally, and
socially, and o

* Dynamic: ensuring support is flexible

- and process-oriented, responding to
changing livelihoods.

Certain agencies have incorporated the
following two elements into the SLA.
* Holistic: reflecting the integrated nature
of people’s lives and diverse strategies
* Building on strengths, while addressing
vulnerabilities.

How is SL measured?

Various measurements exist as to what
constitutes a sustainable livelihood. For the
purpose of this paper, the author has chosen to
use the measurements advocated by IDS which
relies on the definition of sustainable livelihoods

as submitted by Scoones, ed. (1998). Five key

elements of the definition can be recognized. The
first three focus on livelihoods, linking concerns
over work and employment with poverty
reduction and broader issues of adequacy,

security, ‘well-being and capability. The last

'ltwo f:lements add the sustainability dimension,
ooking, in turn, at the resilience of livelihoods

a.nd .the hatural resource base on which, in part,
livelihoods depend.

E
ach of thege elements relates to wider

literature and schools of thought. While some

f
;)or fhese elements have established methods

me i
o aSuring outcomes such as poverty, other
ments are more difficult to measure.

The Elements

Creation of Working Days

This relates to the ability of a particular
combination of livelihood strategies to create
gainful employment for a certain portion of the
year. :

Sen (1975) has noted three aspects of
employment, one of which is the production
aspect whereby employment yields an output.
The question of the valuation of such output can
be quite complex, since much depends on from
whose point of view the valuation is made.

Poverty Reduction

The poverty reduction objective is a key
criterion in the assessment of sustainable
livelihoods. Various measurements can be used
to develop an absolute ‘poverty line’ measure
based on income or consumption levels.
Ravallion (1992) offers numerous measures each
with individual pros and cons. Greeley (1994)
for his part allows that there is broad agreement
that income is an inadequate measure of welfare,

although a necessary condition for poverty

reduction in developing countries.

Well-Being and Capabilities
Sen (1984) ascertains that capabilities are
directly valuable in a way that the possession of
primary goods cannot be, since they evidently
are means to some more human ends.
Chambers and Conway (1992) on the other
hand state that capabilities are both an end and

a means of livelihood: a livelihood provides the

support for the enhancement and exercise of
capabilities (an end); and capabilities (a means)
enable alivelihood to be gained. Chambers (1997)
refers to capabilities as a means to livelihood
and fulfilment; and their enlargemeht through
learning, practice, training and education are
means to better living and to well-being.

Livelihood Adaptation, Vulnerability and
Resilience

The ability of a livelihood to be able to cope
with and recover from stresses and shocks
is central to the definition of sustainable
livelihoods. Those who are unable to cope
(temporary adjustments in the face of change) or
adapt (longer term shifts in livelihood strategies)
are inevitably vulnerable and unlikely to achieve
sustainable livelihoods. |
Natural Resource B stainabili

" 'Most rural livelihoods are reliant on the
natural resource base at least to some extent.
Measuring natural resource base sustainability
is notoriously difficult, as it is critical to link
indicators of resource depletion or accumulation
(e.g., soil fertility levels, vegetation cover etc.) to
both the temporal dynamics of system reliance
(i.e., the ability to recover from disturbance) and
livelihood needs (i.e., an assessment of whether
natural resource change results in ‘effectively
permanent declines in useful products or
services’).

Sustainable intensification (especially on
hillsides) requires protection against soil erosion
and maintenance of soil fertility. Households that

do not practice sustainable systems will in the
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long termsufferincreased poverty. Governments
who donot make publicinvestments to avoid this
will also promote poverty (Ellis-Jones, 1999).

Technologies that simultaneously improve
productivity and natural resource management
are required, with focus on the development of
resourcemanagementpracticesthatconservesoil,
water, and vegetation to increase productivity
and reduce risk (Ellis-Jones, 1999). In the case of
most new technology, Conway (1985) asserts that
even when agricultural production is increased,
this success may be short-lived if attention
is not quickly diverted to side effects which
threaten other equally important development
goals. Carswell (1997) emphasizes that in the
achievement of a sustainable livelihood, the
trade-offs between productivity, equity and
sustainability are critical.

The SLA framework--what it is and what it is
used for

Livelihoods frameworks are a tool used to
aid livelihood analysis and thus provide the
outcomes, which are measured by the criterion
presented above.

Forthe purpose of this paper, the author chose
to focus on the DFID framework as it is deemed
most suitable for the task at hand. However,
the merits of other frameworks, in particular
of the IDS rural livelihood framework, must be
noted. The DFID SL framework presented in
Figure 1 shows the main factors and issues that
affect people’s livelihoods, Tt describes typical
relationships between these factors and issues
while helping users to understand the way in
which livelihoods are constructed and how they
change over time. Finally, it acts as some kind of
a checklist in order that less obvious issues are
not overlooked in oy investigations.

Figure 1. DFID Sustainable Livelihood Framework,

nman Py

sm%wm
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Vulnerability Context

The vulnerability context of the DFID SL
framework indicates those external factors that
make poor people vulnerable. Vulnerability is
multidimensional, and poor households face
manifold risks, so variations in income and
consumption can occur for a variety of reasons
(IBRD/WB, 2001).

This part of the framework deals with the
shocks, trends and seasonality issues that “help
to make or break livelihoods.” The common
link between these factors is that they are all
somewhat outside people’s control. For example,
people have little or no influence over weather
patterns, population trends or the advent of
wars (whereas, in principle, they may be able to
influence political and institutional factors).

The main factors fall into three groups, which
are further examined in Table 2.

* Trends, such as population or technology
trends, which could have either a positive
or a negative effect on livelihoods.

e Shocks, such as natural disasters and
civil conflict, which almost always have a
negative effect.

e Seasonal shifts in things such as prices,
health status or the production of goods.
These make poor people particularly
vulnerable because they are less able than
richer people to accommodate and plan

for change.

It is important to recognize that vulnerability,
or livelihood insecurity, is a constant reality for
many people. This is largely due to the fact that
they do not have access to resources that would
otherwise protect them from negative trends,
shocks and seasonality factors. And even when
the effects are positive, this same conditiop -
- lack of assets -- prevents them from taking
advantage. The SLA tries to help people break

out of this cycle of vulnerability and poverty.

Table 2. Vulnerability issues.

Trends Sasn

e Population trends | e Human health »
. shocks
» Resource trends ; | Of produd
 Natural shocks i
» National / : - | * Of health
international e Economicshocks |
economic trends | e Of employment
|sConfict | opportunities
o Trends o S i 4
in governance |* Crop/livestock bia
(including politics) | health shocks ) g
o Technological trends | FU Y s 1 :

Livelihood assets

Lack of assets is both a cause and an outcome
of poverty. These assets interact with market and
social opportunities to generate income, a better
quality of life, and a sense of psychological well-
being. Assets are also central to coping with
shocks and reducing the vulnerability that is a
constant feature of poverty. There are powerful
complementarities across assets: the benefits
of one asset can depend crucially on access to
another. Assets empower the poor. And assets
help people manage risks (IBRD/WB, 2001).

DFID’s SL framework identifies five core
asset categories, or types of capital, on which
livelihoodsarebuilt. Thesearecapitalsarehuman,
social, natural, physical and financial. People’s
choice of livelihood strategies is influenced to a
large extent by the range of assets to which they
have access. A combination of assets is required
in order to achieve positive livelihood outcomes.
A single category of assets alone is insufficient
to achieve this; however, all assets are usually
not required in equal proportions. An important
consideration when discussing assets is that a
single asset can generate more than one benefit.




Bantaaw Vol. 17 No. 7-8

| financial capital.

“information about people’s assets.

For example, secure access -to

Figure 2. The asset pentagon.
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land (natural capital) may enable
someone to gain better access to

DFID’s asset pentagon as
presented in Figure 2 depicts

It also suggests important inter-

Social
Capital

relationships between the various
assets. Thepentagonwasdeveloped
to enable information about
people’s assets to be presented

visually, thereby bringing to life
important inter-relationships
between the various assets. The

- shape of the pentagon can be used

to suggest variation in people’s access to assets.
The idea is that the center point of the pentagon,
where the lines meet, represents zero access to
assets while the perimeter represents maximum
access to assets. Pentagons can be useful as a
focus point for debate about suitable entry points,
how these will serve the needs of different social
groups and likely trade-offs between different
assets. However, using the pentagon in this
way is necessarily representative. At a generic
level, there is no requirement for all assets to be
quantified or to develop a common currency that
allows direct comparison between assets. This
does not, of course, rule out the development of
specific, quantifiable indicators of assets where
these are thought to be useful.

Different pentagons can be drawn for various
groups or individuals or for the same group/
individual over time. It is important to consider
that in addition to differences between groups,
there may be important differences in access
between group members (for example, women
may have access to particular assets that are
inaccessible to men).

Physical
Capital

Human
Capital
Natural
Capital
Financial
Capital

Policy, Institutions and Pr P

Unlike most of the factors within the
vulnerability context, people can, in principle
and to a certain extent, influence these factors,

Many of the factors within PIPs relate to the
servicesandenvironmentcreated by government.
However, this category also includes local-
level institutions that are largely unaffected by
government and the activities of private sector
organizations. Important categories in this area
include:

* local and central authority

* public service delivery

* legislation

* governance

* policy formulation and implementation

* participation

* institutions (regulations,
laws and markets)

* organizations (NGOs, state agencies
the private sector, community-based’

organizations, etc).

cultural factors (which may account for

'ul:lexplained' differences in the 'way

things are done' in different societies).

interactions,

10

Policy, Institutions and Processes operate at
all levels, from the household to the international
arena, and in all spheres, from the most private to
the most public. They are particularly important
as they govern (1) access (to various types of
capital, to livelihood strategies and to decision-
making bodies and sources of influence) and )
the terms of exchange between different types
of capital (markets) and incentives to undertake
certain activities or invest in particular areas.

Pasteur (2001) explains that the sustainable
livelihoods approach recognizes the importance
of policies and institutions in governing poor
people’s access to livelihood assets, and in
influencing their livelihood strategies and their
vulnerability to shocks and stresses. Hence:
the approach advocates a more ’up.sfream
approach to reducing poverty- In addition to

Figure 3. The components

micro-level work that directly aims to improve
poor people’s livelihoods, it recognizes that for
change to be sustainable, macro-level issues
need also to be addressed, including policy.

Figure 3 depicts the various policy |
components, which need to be considered when |
conducting a sustainable livelihood analysis.

Messer and Townsley (2003) explain that
many development efforts have failed or proved
to be unsustainable because they have not fully
understood these institutions and the way that
they influence the livelihoods of the poor. New
institutions set up to support the poor have often
proved inappropriate, or have been undermined
by existing institutions that were either not
recognized by relevant stakeholders or poorly
understood.

of policy analysis for sustainable livelihoods.

Policy Process and Actors

Social Capital _
Peoples capacity to articulate

—

How policy is made, and

demand/influence the policy
process.

How people influence
the policy process

who influences

Livelihood Strategies
The policies that constrain or
enable poor people adopting
the strategies they chose.

Livelihood Options
The policies that govern
access to assets and wider

livelihoed options.

Policy Context
Political, social and

economic environment in
which policy is made.

Policy Statement
Wiitten or formal statement
- of policy intent sactioned

by government.

How policy influences
people’s livelihoods

Livelihood Context
Policies that worsen g'r
improve the vulnerability

Policy Measures
Programmes, regulations, laws,
etc. for implementation of

context in which people
operate.

«—>

policy.

Source: Adapted from Pasteur (2001).

/

11
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Furthermore, to make markets work or short term reactions to shocks and stress.
Strategies can also be adaptive, that is to say,
they can be long-term responses to gradual
negative trends.

Narayan et al. (2000) comment that

An important element in any analysis of into two categories. Firstly, livelihood strategies
livelihood strategies is trade-offs. In pursuing may be hidden from the official gaze for a variety
a particular portfolio of livelihood strategies, of reasons. This was noted by Francis (2000) from
what are the trade-offs faced by different extensiveresearch inrural Africa.Strategies may

better for poor people, macro reforms must
be complemented by micro reforms and
improvements in poor people’s access to
markets and information— through investment

in infrastructure and modern technologies—as
well as sources of credit (IBRD/WB, 2001).

Livelih trateqi

and combination of activities and choices that
people make and undertake in order to achieve
their livelihood objectives.

to domestic cycling, but also because of changes
in the wider socio-economic environment.
Livelihood strategies may be a coping strategy

“Diversification strategies are part and parcel
of rural as well as urban livelihoods. There is
increasing evidence that diverse livelihoods are
widespread and enduring, even in relatively
undiversified economies.”

Choice and flexibility depend upon
factors such as the assets people have and the
constraints or opportunities created by PIPs.

One of the goals of the SLA is to help people
to build up their assets so that they can alter
their livelihood strategies when they wish to.
The more flexibility that people have in their
livelihood strategies, the greater their ability to
withstand - or adapt to - shocks and stresses, or
times of crisis. Also, the better able they are to

take advantage of opportunities to achieve
AL_, their livelihood objectives.
Scoones (1998) explains that the
combination of activities that are
pursued can be seen as a ‘livelihood
portfolio”. Some such portfolios
& may be highly specialized with a
concentration on one or a limited
range of activities; others may be
quite diverse. Different livelihood
pathways are evident over
\ different  time-scales. The
N\, degree of Specialization or
diversification may relate
to the resource endowments
available and the level of

risk associated with alternative
options.

Livelihood strategies comprises the range

Livelihoods change over time not only due

people with different access to different types of also be hidden as household members may fail

livelihood resource? Depending on who you are,
differential access to different types of capital
may have positive or negative implications in
terms of the success or otherwise in the pursuit
of a sustainable livelihood. Trade-off analysis is
a complex exercise which is beyond the scope of
this paper; for current purposes, it is sufficient to
note the existence of these trade-offs.

Okali et al. (2001) highlight the often
overlooked complexity of livelihood strategies
from a study in Nigeria. While rural-urban
interactions are not a NEW phenomenon,
researchers and policymakers have often treated
rural and urban areas, and their residents, as
distinct from each other with unique problems
that should be studied and solved separately.
Such an approach overlooks the fact that what
happens to the people in the rural areas affects
the city dwellers, and vice versa. It also neglects
the fact that the livelihoods of different groups
are not affected by artificial rural or urb.an
boundaries. Theproblems facedandthe strajcegles
formulated by people vary instead rflccordmg to
economic, socio-cultural and ecological factors.

It is important to 100k beyond ]ust. sources
of income. The same person may use his or her
assets in diverse ways and attach importance.to
assets through investments in th‘em. Stra;teg:;
May encompass preserving existlng. asse i ]
income (rather than generaﬁng new m.com .

Livelihood strategies may be hidden or

] varie
underlying, Hidden strategies occur fo1:c a o fafl};
of reasons; however, most hidden strae8!

to realize the contribution that they make to the
household income.

Livelihood outcomes

Livelihood outcomes are the achievements
of livelihood strategies. These outcomes are
the joint result of all the factors that comprise
livelihoods (what is actually happening in a
given area). They enable an understanding of
what motivates people to behave as they do and
what their priorities are (as a basis for planning
support and developing indicators to assess that
support). They also provide some information
on how people are likely to respond to new
opportunities.

In general, SLA seeks to achieve outcomes,
which result in a more sustainable use of the
natural resource base, more income, increased
well-being, reduced vulnerability and improved
food security.

Sustainable livelihoods revisited

Sustainable livelihoods came to the forefront
of development thinking and practice as part
of a wider evolution attempting to incorporate
the priorities of the ultimate beneficiaries into
development design.

The history and concept of economic
development suggests that the idea of
development needs to be reconsidered and
augmented away from our eternal search for

12 - 13
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the mere quick fix approach to one of natural
transition allowing meaningful development
initiatives to coincide and take place around
existing structures.

The major failure of blueprint approaches to
development is noted as their inability to take
account of the people within the system. Unless
practitioners and policy makers act upon the
outputs of the SLA, its use is redundant. The
vulnerability context of the rural poor is to a
large extent accelerated by inappropriate policies
and institutions. These further decrease access
to assets, which provide resilience in the face of
shocks.

Public concern about attempts to reduce the
incidence of poverty is well founded considering
the history of project failure. In an attempt to
escape their dominant image as top -down
totalitarianism style interventionists, many
development institutions have failed to take
account of the broader picture of development
failures; instead, they have concentrated on

attaining what they consider to be a democratic

development process. Although the process
is important, the outputs of the process must
be incorporated into development efforts in
a meaningful manner, which gives merit to
the livelihood priorities, identified by people
themselves.

Failure by existing structures such as local
governments to take account of issues identified
as impacting on underlying and hidden
livelihood strategies has adverse impacts on
livelihood outcomes. Policies are not only
required to strengthen access to assets and
reduce vulnerability, they must also put in place
a range of institutions which enable people to
adapt to broader external change.

The use of the SLA does not equate to
a successful outcome if its outputs are not
addressed. Merely using the SLA does not mean
the problems are solved, it is only the start of
the process. The SLA to development is not a
panacea and caution should be exercised that it
is not drawn on and canvassed as such.

~ Georgina Jordan
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Endnotes

! The share of a population living in poverty also commonly
referred to as the headcount index.

At the time of writing the livelihoods approach has been
utilized by the following development organizations among
many others: bilateral [The Department for International
Development (DFID) of the United Kingdom, European
Union]; multilaterals [Food and Agriculture Organization
(FAO), International Fund for Agricultural Development
(IFAD), United Nations Development Programme (UNDP),
World Bank, World Food Programme (WFP)]; NGOs
[Cooperative for Assistance and Relief Everywhere (CARE),
Khanya, Oxfam, Save the Children, Society for International
Development, Voluntary Services Overseas].

3 An area cleared for temporary cultivation by cutting and

burning the vegetation.
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: Why Bantaaw? |

Mindanao - despite its being a place where
natural resources abound, the Land of Promise as
the cliché goes - has focalized people’s struggles,
vigilanteeism, structural poverty, among others,
for a long time now.

From the looks of it, something is indeed
wrong somewhere and a scrutiny is sought why
these realities exist and what their undertones are.
Hence, treating issues by locating their roots is an
imperative.

Bantaaw means “a clear view” in Cebuano.

As such, Bantaaw analysis endeavors to
explain in terms of implications the reports being
presented by both the government and private
agencies regarding social and economic activities
and priorities, particularly for Mindanao. It aims
to ascertain the quality of life of the Mindanao
people and chart the actual performance of the
different Mindanao regions as compared to the
official government reports generalized on the
macro level.

It is therefore hoped that as we try to
exhaustively cover as many points as possible in
Mindanao’s social and economic arena, Bantaaw
could open up angles for further study and
idiscussion - to objectively draw up development

efforts fit for the varied conditions of the Mindanao
regions.
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