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ABSTRACT

The aim of this paper is to assess the links or interfaces between poverty, livelihoods, institutions, and
sustainable community development through a literature review. To realize this objective, the study used
the Department for International Development’s (United Kingdom) Sustainable Livelihoods Approach as
an overarching theoretical foundation. A descriptive method of data analysis using secondary data and a
qualitative research approach were followed. The current state of the problem has been explored by means
of a deductive approach. The results of the conceptual analysis show that the interactions between poverty,
livelihoods, institutions, and community development are significant. The study also revealed that institutions
are crucial for the formation of livelihood possibilities and strategies for the poor and marginalized groups,
and they play a significant role in sustainable development. Existing empirical evidence demonstrates that
livelihood outcomes may be positive or negative based on vulnerability contexts, the nature of livelihood,
institutional frameworks, and livelihood strategies followed. The study concludes that institutional influence
is pivotal since it directly or indirectly affects the access to livelihood, determines livelihood strategies
and outcomes. Policymakers are therefore expected to consider and comprehend the relationship between
these notions before formulating policies, plans or programs to alleviate poverty and promote sustainable
development effectively.
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OPUTUHANBHAA CTATbA

UccnepoBaHue B3aMMOCBA3U MeXAY 6eaHOCTbIO,
CpeAcTBaMu K CyLLLeCTBOBAHUIO, UHCTUTYTaMMU

U YCTOMUYUBLIM pa3BUTUEM COOOLLECTB.
KoHuenTtyanbHblii aHanus

T.T. Aubuca
YHusepcuteT Bonnern, HekemTte, Sduronus
AHHOTALUA

LUenb 31Ol CTaTbM — OLLEHUTb 3aBUCMMOCTU U B3aUMOCBA3U Mexay 6elHOCTbI, CPeACTBAMM K CYLLeCTBOBA-
HWI0, 0OLLECTBEHHBIMU MHCTUTYTAMU U YCTOMUYMBLIM Pa3BUTHEM COOBLLECTBA C MOMOLLLI 0630pa HAY4YHON K-
Tepatypbl. [lng LOCTUXEHMS 3TOM LLeNIM B Ka4eCTBe TEOPeTUYEeCKOM OCHOBbI MCC/iefoBaHMs BbIOpaH NoAXo4,
MUHWUCTEPCTBA MeXAYHApOAHOro pa3sutust BennkobputaHumn K obecneyeHunto yCTOMUMBLIX CPEACTB K CyLecT-
BoBaHuto (Sustainable Livelihoods Approach). Pesynbratbl npeacrtaBneHbl C MOMOLLbIO ONUCATENbHOMO MeToaa
aHanM3a BTOPUYHbIX AAHHbIX M Ka4eCTBEHHOMO MCCIef0BaTeNbCKOro NOAX0AA. TeKyllee coCTosHMe npobnemsl
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6b110 MCCNeA0BaHO C UCNONb30BaHMEM AedyKTUBHOMO NoaxoAa. PesynbraTthl KOHLENTYanbHOrO aHann3a noka-
3bIBAOT, YTO B3aMMOCBA3M Mexay 6efHOCTbI0, CPefCTBaMM K CYLLECTBOBAHMIO, 06LWECTBEHHBIMU UHCTUTYTaMu
U pa3BUTMEM COODBLLECTBA SABNSIOTCS 3HAUYUTENbHBIMU. MicCneaoBaHMe Takxke NpoaeMOHCTPUPOBANO, YTO MHCTU-
TYLMOHANbHOE BAUSIHWE UIPAET BaXHYI pO/ib B YCTOMYMBOM Pa3BUTUM MpU GOPMUPOBAHUM BO3MOXKHOCTEWN
W CTpaTeruni nonyyYyeHns CpencTB K CyLWweCcTBOBaHMI0 AN 6eHbIX U MaprMHANM3MPOBAHHbBIX FPYMN HACENEeHUS.
CywecTBylowme sMnMpuyeckne faHHble CBUAETENLCTBYIOT O TOM, YTO pe3ynbTaTtbl NOAYYEHUS CPEACTB K Cy-
LWEeCTBOBAHUIO MOTYT ObITb MONOXMUTENBHBIMU MW OTPULLATENBHBIMKU B 3aBUCMMOCTU OT KOHTEKCTA YS3BUMO-
CTW, XapakTepa CPeaCTB K CYLLECTBOBAHMUIO, MHCTUTYLIMOHANbHbIX MOAXOA0B M CTpaTeruii obecneyeHns cpeacTs
K CyLL,ecTBOBaHMI0. B nccnenoBaHum coenaH BbIBOA, O TOM, YTO MHCTUTYLMOHANBHOE BAMSIHUE MMEET peluatoLlee
3HaYeHue, MOCKOJIbKY OHO MPSIMO MM KOCBEHHO BAIMSIET HA AOCTYN K CPEACTBAM K CYLLECTBOBAHUIO, ONpeaenseT
CTpaTernu u pesynbtaTbl 06ecneyeHns CpefcTBamm K CyLLEeCTBOBaHMIO. ABTOPbI MOAratkoT, YTO MONUTUYECKUE
LedTeNnun OCMbICNAT B3aMMOCBSA3b MEXY 3STUMM NOHATUSMU MpU pa3paboTKe NIaHOB MM NPOrpamMm Mo cokpa-
WweHuo 6efHOCTM U 3DPEKTUBHOMY COLENCTBUIO YCTOMYMBOMY Pa3BUTHIO.

Knrouesbie cnosa: 6eqHOCTb; CpeacTBa K CyLWeCTBOBAHMIO; MHCTUTYTbI; CTpaterMn obecneyeHns CpeacTs K cylle-
CTBOBAHMIO; pa3BUTHE COOBOLLECTBA; YCTOMUMBOE pa3BUTHE

Ans yumupoearus: fuouca T.T. UccnepoBaHue B3aMMOCBA3U MeXXay 6eAHOCTbIO, CpeACTBAMM K CYLLECTBOBAHMIO,
MHCTUTYTaMM U YCTOMYMBBLIM pasBUTUEM coob6LLecTB. KOHuenTyanbHbii aHanus. Review of Business and Economics

Studies. 2023;11(3):68-77.D0I: 10.26794/2308-944X-2023-11-3-68-77

1. Introduction

The conventional measure of poverty, which is
income, i.e., a consumption-based indicator, is
now diminishing as most scholars have come
to understand the multidimensional nature of
poverty. Researchers and development policy-
makers now recognize that poverty is beyond a
lack of financial resources but rather includes a
wide range of issues other than a lack of income,
such as vulnerability context, a lack of liveli-
hood assets, institutional influence, and other
dimensions of well-being [1]. In the capability
approach, as explained in [2], poverty is viewed
as the deprivation of the capability to generate
income, rather than as low income. The conven-
tional strategy to reduce poverty has been losing
ground to the sustainable livelihood approach
recently since it is thought to be too narrowly
focused [3]. As a result, an examination of the
interconnections between various attributes is
required.

In development studies, the concept of “live-
lihoods” has grown in complexity as a means to
conceptualize the entire range of economic ac-
tivities that impoverished and non-impoverished
people engage in [4]. The concept of livelihoods
is best explained within the notion of sustain-
able livelihood, which presents the possibility
of a comprehensive and integrated strategy for
reducing poverty. The sustainable livelihood ap-
proach draws attention to the intrinsic poten-
tial of people in terms of their knowledge, social
connections, access to materials and money, and

capacity to have an impact on key organizations
[5]- On the other hand, community development
is an attempt to initiate capacity building for im-
proving the institutional role, resilience power,
skills and knowledge, culture, social capital, etc.
of the society [6]. Therefore, in order to identify
important issues for the interface where an in-
tervention could be strategically important for
effective poverty reduction, it is crucial to analyze
how poverty, livelihood, institutions, and com-
munity development interrelate and influence
one another. This will help better understand the
complex and diverse processes through which
livelihoods are constructed.

This study contributes to depicting the junc-
tion between poverty, livelihoods, institutions
and community development for policy interven-
tion. Thus, it contributes to the current academic
literature by providing evidence regarding the
interface. Further, this paper provides evidence for
the pivotal role of institutions in guiding liveli-
hood outcomes (whether positive or negative). The
rest of the paper is structured as follows. Section
2 deals with methodology, Section 3 provides a
literature review, Section 4 presents results and
discussion, and Section 5 concludes the paper.

2. Methodology
This study adapted the Sustainable Livelihoods
Approach (SLA) as the overarching theoretical
framework (with a minor modification) that di-
rects the discussion on the relationship or inter-
faces between poverty, livelihoods, institutions,
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and community development. The theoretical
and empirical academic literature deemed perti-
nent to this study underwent a thorough assess-
ment. In order to accomplish its goal, this study
reviewed the concepts related to poverty, liveli-
hood, institutions, community growth, tools and
techniques. A descriptive analysis and qualita-
tive research approach were followed to depict
the interface. The descriptive design is employed
to describe how poverty, livelihoods, institutions,
and community development affect one another.

3. Literature review and conceptual
analysis

Concepts of Poverty

Despite its universality and the vast amount of
literature on it, there is no agreement among ex-
perts over the definition and method of measur-
ing poverty [7]. For instance, poverty is a word
used in three different ways in literature. The
first concept is applied to low-paid workers and
people out of work to reflect hardship, misery
and destitute conditions. The second refers to
incomes, wealth and real living standards of dif-
ferent kinds of people, although this concept
still may not measure what poverty is. The third
usage raises questions about inequality, exclu-
sion, discrimination, injustice and relative pov-
erty, which call for a new morality [8, 9].

Poverty can be described using multidimen-
sional approaches such as structural or institu-
tional, socio-cultural, political, and economic
aspects. According to [10], poverty can also be
described as deprivation of political power or
empowerment, access to resources (including
human and material), socio-cultural wellbeing,
as well as the quality of institutional structures.
Generally, poverty is the lack or loss of a sustain-
able livelihood. Different attempts were made to
identify methods of measuring poverty. Some of
these are income level, level of expenditure, and
quantity of caloric intake, termed “absolute pov-
erty measures”. Others are the quality of housing,
the value of assets, access to physical, financial,
social, natural and human capital, etc., which
are considered measures of relative poverty [11].

To understand poverty, the concept of a cer-
tain society’s socio-cultural wellbeing, tangible
and intangible resources and assets, as well as
institutional and political conditions, is required
[5]. Thus, poverty is not only the gaining of low or

insufficient income, but also a multi-dimensional
concept. It includes the deprivation of an individ-
ual or a group from economic, social, psychologi-
cal and political capabilities. This may manifest
in a lack of entitlements and access to a variety
of resources such as human, political, social or
natural capital, that enable individuals to satisfy
their basic needs [10]. The recent understanding
of the concept of poverty helps us understand that
well-being is not only about increased income.
Food insecurity, social inferiority, exclusion, a
lack of physical assets, and vulnerability are other
dimensions of poverty that need to be addressed
[1]. Factors such as access to assets and the in-
fluence of policies and institutions significantly
determine household poverty [12].

As explained by A. Sen [2], households or in-
dividuals are said to be poor when they fall into
deprivation of political power, access to livelihood
assets (including human and material), and socio-
cultural wellbeing. The value of goods and services
that are purchased, self-produced or gifted can be
expressed in terms of monetary value, which is an
income-based measurement of poverty. However,
poverty-line analysis ignored the dynamics of pov-
erty and failed to distinguish between temporary
and persistent poverty [13]. Reducing the number
of poor is a common global concern of governments,
international agencies and civil society. Though
effective ways to pursue the achievement of this
objective are debatable, current policies tend to
focus on enabling institutional environments rather
than direct initiatives to reduce poverty [14].

Due to the multifaceted character of poverty, a
comprehensive interdependent strategy that ad-
dresses both the symptoms and structural causes
of poverty is required [7]. There is a need to re-
search additional aspects, such as the influence of
institutional structures, that have both positive
and negative effects on the outcomes of liveli-
hood. It is necessary to determine how institutions
influence the livelihoods of the poor in order to
comprehend their situation. The participation of
the local community in the process of examining
their fate also contributes to our understanding
of the means of subsistence for the impoverished.
A detailed view of the relationship between live-
lihoods, poverty, and institutional influences, as
well as the outcomes of livelihoods that impact
people’s lives, is best explained by the Sustainable
Livelihoods Framework [6].
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Livelihood concepts

As discussed in [13], livelihood concepts are best
described within a sustainable livelihood frame-
work that was developed based on the recogni-
tion that “households construct their livelihoods
both on the basis of the assets which are avail-
able to them and within a broader socio-eco-
nomic and physical context underlined in recent
attempts to devise a graphic model of the factors
that need to be taken into account in analysis
and policy”.

Different people may define livelihood refer-
ring simply to making a living, supporting a fam-
ily, having job security, etc. However, the term
livelihood is as complex as human struggle for
survival. With the assistance of government, civil
society, and external organizations, the hidden
complexity behind the term got simplified as at-
tempts were made to help people whose means of
making a living were endangered. Through various
learning and experiences, different definitions
were given for the term. As cited in [4, 5], Robert
Chambers and Gordon Conway [15] for the first
time proposed the following broad definition of
a sustainable rural livelihood, which different
developmental agencies adopted in framing the
sustainable livelihood approach. The definition
is as follows:

A livelihood comprises the capabilities, assets
(stores, resources, claims and access) and activi-
ties required for a means of living. A livelihood is
sustainable when it can cope with and recover from
stress and shocks, maintain or enhance its capabili-
ties and assets, and provide sustainable livelihood
opportunities for the next generation; and which
contributes net benefits to other livelihoods at the
local and global levels and in the short and long term.

Although this definition can be applied to dif-
ferent hierarchical levels, the authors stressed that
it is most commonly used at the household level.
The Institute for Development Studies (IDS)! at
the University of Sussex, Brighton, UK, first pro-
posed a somewhat modified and more realistic
definition of a sustainable livelihood:

A livelihood comprises the capabilities, assets
(including both material and social resources) and
activities required for a means of living. A livelihood
is sustainable when it can cope with and recover
from stresses and shocks, maintain or enhance its

! URL: https://www.ids.ac.uk/

capabilities and assets, while not undermining the
natural resource base.

Sustainable Livelihood Approach

The perception of sustainable livelihood was
expanded when the United Nations Conference
on Environment and Development, held in 1992,
advocated the achievement of sustainable live-
lihoods as a broad goal for poverty eradication.
It underlined that sustainable livelihoods could
function as an integrating factor that allows
policies to address development, sustainable re-
source management, and poverty eradication at
the same time, mostly for rural development.

As illustrated by Krantz [5], the concept of
sustainable livelihood, derived from the general
definition of livelihood by Chambers and Conway
[15], was given a minor modification by IDS:

A livelihood is sustainable when it can cope with
and recover from stresses and shocks, maintain or
enhance its capabilities and assets, while not un-
dermining the natural resource base.

To become a recognized principle in develop-
ment collaboration, this definition also requires a
context-related interpretation of sustainability that
acknowledges the role of time, space, and culture,
since the concept of sustainability of livelihood goes
beyond the conventional definitions and approaches
to poverty eradication. This manifests that the live-
lihood is dynamic. The dynamism of livelihood de-
pends on environmental, social, economic, political
stresses, technological advancement, etc. Thus, the
sustainable livelihood approach aims at promoting
development that is suitable for not only ecologi-
cal but also for perfect positive outcomes through
social, economic and institutional engagements
[12]. However, the livelihood strategies adopted by
rural households may vary greatly based on initial
livelihood capital, leading to different outcomes in
terms of income growth and poverty alleviation [16].

Theoretical frameworks developed by differ-
ent agencies in order to better understand how
people develop and maintain livelihoods vary.
As mentioned above, this paper focuses on the
commonly accepted and widely used DFID? model

? Department for International Development (DFID).
Sustainable Livelihoods Guidance Sheets. London, UK,
1999. URL: https://www.livelihoodscentre.org/docu-
ments/114097690/114438878/Sustainable+livelihoo
ds+guidance+sheets.pdf/594e5ea6-99a9-2a4e-f288-
cbb4ae4bea8b?t=1569512091877 (accessed on 02.06.2023).

71



Review of Business and Economics Studies

-~ -
i * Processes 2 =]
Vulnerability #’ o ) . )
c ¢ ¢ 3 Structures L8 2 More income
ontex : ‘ = )
: . influence Levels of go- T a Increased
ellhood : - 9 @ uell-being
Shocks Assets & vernment g = . g
Trends . access Private g | - Reduced
S lit y sector 2 o vulnerability
easonality @ - L o A Improved
aws| oz food sec t
Polici o = nod security
olicies | @ & | ore cuet:
Culture!| m = ore sustain
. w ® able use of
Institutions
p ssas \ NR base

Transforming

Structures &

Livelihood
. Outcomes

’njj? Human Capital . Social Capital

28 Natural Capital

Wl Physical Capital Q Financial Capital
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Source: Adopted from DFID'Human capital — skills, knowledge, health and ability to work.

(Department for International Development, UK),
which adapts a version of Chamber & Conway’s
definition of livelihoods. The framework is more
holistic in its approach and conceptualizes: vul-
nerability context, livelihood assets, a range of
institutions and processes, a choice of livelihood
strategies, and livelihood outcomes.

Although the framework does not intend to be
a perfect model of reality, it provides a systematic
arrangement to facilitate a broad and logical un-
derstanding of the different factors that constrain
or enhance livelihood opportunities, and to show
how they relate to each other. However, it may not
clearly define what exactly constitutes poverty
specifically and still needs further investigation [5].

For better applicability, different development
agencies like the United Nations Development
Program (UNDP), the international non-govern-
mental organization (CARE), and the British De-
partment for International Development (DFID)
used the concept of sustainable development with
certain simplifications. Out of these, the DFID’s
concept of sustainable livelihoods is the most
commonly acknowledged because of its goal of
eradicating poverty in poorer nations, which re-
ceived recognition after the publication of the
UK Government White Paper on International
Development in 1997. The IDS working paper pub-
lished in June 1998 also provided an analytical
framework for sustainable rural livelihoods [17].

Thus, the DFID’s definition of sustainable live-
lihood is in line with the one developed by IDS
and is a revised version of the original definition
structured by Chambers and Conway [15]:

A livelihood comprises the capabilities, assets
(including both material and social resources), and
activities required for a means of living. A livelihood
is sustainable when it can cope with and recover
from stresses and shocks and maintain or enhance
its capabilities and assets both now and in the future,
while not undermining the natural resource base.

For the convenience of this study, the paper
uses DFID’s core concepts of sustainable liveli-
hood approach to systematically understand the
nexus between poverty, livelihoods, institutions
and community development. Accordingly, the
core principles of DFID’s sustainable livelihood
approach include people-centered (responsive
and participatory), holistic (multi-level), part-
nership, sustainability, and dynamic approaches
[4]. The following framework (Fig. 1) shows the
DIFD’s sustainable livelihood framework, which
was derived in line with the IDS’s framework.

The illustration shows the interconnect-
ing network system of livelihoods, poverty, in-
stitutions, and community development. The
framework embraces vulnerability conditions
and trends, livelihood resources, process and
organizational structures, livelihood strategies
and outcomes as described below based on [4, 5].
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The vulnerability context refers to shocks,
seasonal changes and trends. Shocks include
natural disasters, wars, and economic down-
turns. Seasonal changes may affect the avail-
ability of resources, income-generating oppor-
tunities, and demand for certain products and
services. Trends include the nature of politics
and governance, technological advancement,
and the availability of natural resources.

Livelihood assets include both tangi-
ble (land, cash savings, live stocks, tools, food
stores) and intangible assets (claims and access).
Livelihood assets or capitals can be categorized
into five groups:

» Human capital — skills, knowledge, health
and ability to work.

« Social capital — social resources, including
informal networks, membership of formalized
groups and relationships of trust that facilitate
co-operation and economic opportunities.

» Natural capital — natural resources such as
land, soil, water, forests, etc.

e Physical capital — basic infrastructure,
such as roads, water and sanitation, schools, in-
formation and communication technology (ICT),
producer goods, etc.

» Financial capital — financial resources in-
cluding savings, credit, and income from em-
ployment, trade and remittances.

Institutions and organizations are social
linkages that bring stakeholders together to ac-
cess assets of different kinds, providing a means
of exercising power and the gateways to positive
or negative livelihood outcomes. Thus, institu-
tions mediate access to livelihood assets and, in
turn, influence the content of a range of livelihood
strategies. Institutions determine the encourage-
ment of individuals to invest in and get the skills
that lead to success and better well-being in the
long run [18]. Therefore, understanding institu-
tions and institutional processes is the input to
designing interventions that advance sustainable
livelihood outputs.

Livelihood strategies refer to the way in which
people access and use the assets explained above,
within certain social, economic, political and en-
vironmental contexts. This considers capital and
labor inputs, active choice to invest in diversifi-
cation, voluntary and involuntary movement of
people that may result in re-investment, respec-
tively. Livelihood strategies are a collection of

activities that people do to ensure their survival
and meet their basic needs [19]. Rural residents
pursue diversified activities (farm, off-farm, non-
farm and combination of all three) in their daily
struggle to make a living [20]).

Livelihood outcomes refer to the results of
all processes within the framework. They include
increased income (e.g., cash), improved well-being
(e.g., non-material goods, such as self-esteem,
health status, access to services, and a sense of
inclusion), decreased vulnerability (e.g., better
resilience through increased asset status), im-
proved food security (e.g., increased financial
capital to purchase food), and a more sustain-
able use of natural resources (e.g., appropriate
property rights).

Concepts of institution

D.C. North [21] describes institutions as the
“rules of the game” in a society. Institutions
embody power and form guides and stable
structures for whatever the daily life of human
interactions involves by reducing uncertainty.
Accordingly, institutions comprise manmade
formal and informal constraints that shape hu-
man interactions. Formal constraints include
constitutions, laws, and regulations governing
politics and economics, while informal con-
straints include conventions, customs, codes of
behavior, and conduct. Both formal and infor-
mal restrictions determine the encouragement
of human exchange in political, social, and eco-
nomic situations. Institutional (organizational)
efficiency depends on the capacity of enforce-
ment to punish for deviating from rules [18].

In most of the social science literature, the
distinction between institution and policy is not
clearly underlined. Conceptually, the two words
are used interchangeably. However, they do not
necessarily refer to the same meaning. Institu-
tions are comprehensive and serve a collective
purpose of complex norms, rules, customs and
behaviors. On the other hand, policies function
based on structured activities of an organization.
Thus, many institutions are organizations, but
many organizations are not institutions. Institu-
tions comprise any form of constraint that hu-
man beings devise to shape the human interface.
Institutions created or evolved over time, like
the constitution and common law. Institutional
frameworks influence the way organizations come
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into existence and how they evolve to achieve the
common objectives of institutional dimensions:
economic, social, and political aspects of human
life [22].

Community development concepts
By its definition, community development came
across having different concepts. For instance,
from the 1950s up to the early 1970s, commu-
nity development approach focused on poverty
alleviation at the community level largely on
top-down decision-making process within the
context of existing social and economic struc-
tures [23]. However, this approach has shortcom-
ings as it acts on behalf of the poor rather than
giving a chance to local people to participate
equally in decision-making. Thus, it was top-
down and bureaucratic, with goals at the nation-
al level. In recent times, however, the concept of
community development has been understood
as a bottom-up approach directly linked to de-
termining interventions based on the decisions
and priorities of local people themselves rather
than by outsiders [6]. Thus, by definition, com-
munity development involves work at the grass-
roots level, not focusing on the policy level only,
unlike the sustainable livelihood approach.
Community development involves empowering
a community by initiating capacity building in im-
proving institutional role, resilience power, skills
and knowledge, culture, social capital, etc. Com-
munity development was assumed as economic
development in earlier times. In fact, economic
development at the local level has been an ap-
proach for development strategies. This approach
recognizes the need for the interconnecting as-
sets, institutions, and strategies to achieve the
expected outcomes [6].

Theoretical and conceptual frameworks

As mentioned in the previous section, the sus-
tainable livelihood approach is the underpin-
ning theoretical framework for this review. The
Sustainable Livelihood Approach (SLA) is es-
sentially a method for understanding the live-
lihoods of those who are poor holistically to
create strategies for effective poverty interven-
tion. Therefore, in order to fully comprehend the
connections between livelihood access, assets,
context, and institutions, as well as their con-
sequences on individual, household, or commu-

nity asset accumulation, a livelihoods approach
to poverty and livelihood analysis is necessary
[16]. The following picture (Fig. 2) shows a sum-
marized conceptual framework for the review.

4. Results and discussion

A deep analysis of the literature shows that
understanding the linkages between poverty,
livelihoods, institutions, and community devel-
opment requires conceptualizing the notions
of vulnerability context, livelihood assets, in-
stitutions, livelihood strategies, and livelihood
outcomes [6]. Individual or group ability to ac-
cess and use assets is influenced by institutions,
processes and policies, either with a positive or
negative outcome. Livelihoods are formed with-
in political, economic and social contexts [5]. As
these contexts are interdependent, they create
new livelihood opportunities or obstacles that
determining one’s poverty status. Thus, there
is a remarkable linkage between institutions
and community development. As presented in
the framework (Fig. 2), livelihood strategies and
outcomes not only depend on access to liveli-
hood assets or are inhibited by the vulnerability
context; but they are also transformed by the
conditions of structures and processes, i.e., in-
stitutional influence.

Institutions exert profound influences on liveli-
hoods, because they help in the implementation
of policies and strategies, laws and regulations,
functioning social networks, coordinated utili-
zation of resources, promoting accountability,
etc. [22]. In the absence of effective institutions
and processes, policies may not function to bring
about the desired outcome [23]. On the contrary,
institutions may otherwise hinder livelihood sus-
tainability and poverty reduction if poorly framed.
The fate of a given society to be poor or rich can
be determined by its institutional constraints
and whether it responds to political and socio-
economic activities that encourage productivity
or not [24]. When we see that some organizations,
such as political parties, trade unions, business
associations, etc., are unproductive, it is important
to see if the institutional frameworks in which
they operate provide them with an incentive to be
unproductive. In the case of developing countries,
the institutional framework may not support ac-
tivities that promote productive activity but may
favor redistributive behavior. This may create
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Fig. 2. Conceptual framework of the study
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Households.

Source: Adapted from [6].

monopolies rather than competitive conditions.
With this, institutions may affect the process of
wealth formation as well as converting that capital
into output. It is true that resilience is not always
necessarily positive. Damage to livelihoods is one
of the situations in which transformation may
become questionable [4].

Among the aspects of sustainable community
development, the central point is people. How to
plan for community development depends on pov-
erty levels, people’s capabilities and local knowl-
edge, and other livelihood assets, institutional
models, strategies adopted, etc. [25]. Community
development procedures tend to use realistic and
attainable participatory projects, which a group
of community members carry out themselves
through a series of successive learning experiences
based on vulnerability contexts, availability of
resources, nature of institutions and strategies to
achieve the desired outcomes. Such a process can
be seen as resilience-building strategies and calls
for the integration of livelihood strategies that,
in turn, form cohesion when positive outcomes
are achieved [26].

A.S. Carloni discussed sustainable livelihood
frameworks [6], illustrating both positive and
negative outcomes depending on influences and
access, institutional nature and livelihood strat-
egies. Accordingly, because of enabling policies,
institutions and processes, there would be a strong

livelihood base, which broadens livelihood options
and reduces vulnerability. This justifies the ap-
plication of sound and winning livelihood strate-
gies. Institutions, therefore, play a decisive role,
as shown in Fig. 2, enabling policies, institutions
and processes to result in resilient livelihoods and
create non-poor households and communities.
The positive outcomes of sustainable livelihood
strategies help the community gain access to as-
sets for making a living.

The livelihood outcome can be positive or
negative, as seen from the framework (Fig. 2).
Thus, attempts for local community develop-
ment may fall into either of the two categories
based on vulnerability context, assets, the nature
of institutional frameworks to form winning or
losing strategies to transform the community’s
livelihood. As posited by O. Serrat [27], one of
the key issues that the poor and vulnerable face
is that their livelihoods may be systematically
restricted or deprived unless the government
supports pro-poor policies that, in turn, influ-
ence legislation and even less formal processes.
Because of disenabling policies, institutions and
processes, there would be a much more limited
livelihood base, which limits livelihood options
and enhances vulnerability, as indicated by the
framework (see Fig. 2). Due to the inconvenient
nature of institutional frameworks, a lack of as-
sets to fall back on in an emergency allows shocks
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to occur. In turn, shocks contribute to negative
outcomes for livelihood and poverty [6].

Conclusion
This study depicts the interface between poverty,
livelihoods, institutions and community devel-
opment. Based on the sustainable livelihood ap-
proach, the study scrutinized the relationship
between them and found significant linkages.
Although it might be possible to identify the in-
terface using the DFID’s sustainable livelihood
framework, it is obviously difficult to understand
what constitutes the real cause of poverty that
needs further investigation. Above all, however,
the institutional role is more influential because
institutions fully mediate the function to access

livelihood assets and draw strategies to attain
the livelihood outcomes. Institutions decide the
fate of livelihood outcomes through the analysis
of their influence on access to livelihood assets.
They directly affect livelihood strategies by de-
termining which activity is right or wrong and
determine the livelihood outcomes as an indica-
tor of community development. In general, the
interface between livelihood, poverty, institu-
tions, and community development shows the
total combination of activities pursued by a giv-
en individual or group to make a living. As clear-
ly shown in the theoretical framework of this
study, well-managed livelihood strategies result
in sustainable community development. In con-
trast, the ill-managed ones result in poverty.
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