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Abstract: This study is an effort toward a theoretical untierding of ‘sustainability’ which
follows analysis of field level realities of seledtproject interventions regarding sustainability.
The NGO projects start with specific targets arel @nsidered complete when those targets are
achieved. However, the concern for sustainabilitgahieved consequences is usually never found
among the objectives of a project. Reviewing reteviéterature, this paper demonstrates the
concern for sustainability. Sustainability whetiided for development projects are considered to
be those with beneficial impacts enduring beyoraldhginal time frame of the project, and that
may be diffused beyond the original spatial linifghe project. A variety of concerns for project
sustainability could be identified through reviefwrelevant literature. However, of the identified
variables, previous studies recognise the absefhaaifficient attention to any specific of the
concerns for sustainability. Again, contradictoitydings on the consequences and sustainability
of consequences of the present time asset trapsfgects also set the scene for necessary
academic research. In this context, the issuesmgeuences they lead to and their sustainability
remain either unresolved or superficially/unsatisfaly addressed. Hence, the present study aims
to reveal the consequences of selected assetdrgnsijects and their sustainability. On the basis
of field level realities through the voices of moj beneficiaries, the study also proposes negessar
recommendations. Data is collected for particulassét enhancement’ and ‘vulnerability
reduction’ interventions of Chars Livelihoods Pragime and River Basin Programme in a river
char (RC) community named Pepulia, located in Fudch Union at Fulchhari Upazila in
Gaibandha District. Likewise, in Char Wadel whishairiver estuarine char (REC) community in
Nazirpur Union at Bauphal Upazila of PatuakhalitBés, consequences and sustainability of
consequences of interventions of Specially Targeliééh Poor (STUP) programme of BRAC and
Disaster Preparedness and Rehabilitation Managef@&RM) project of SLOPB is studied. The
respondents of the questionnaire survey were 156éflogaries- 34 from STUP, 42 from DPRM,
40 from CLP and 40 from RBP. They also participdatetiousehold (HH) level interviews. focus
group discussions (FGDs) were conducted with abktlaebeficiaries. Key informant interviews
(Klls) were conducted on selected government aficiand respective NGO personnel. A
reciprocal relationship between HH level componestsl community level components was
found to exist. Thus, at the community context, ig®rventions come, the success of the
intervention and sustainability depend on the adton of the community and HH level realities.
Further, ‘type, duration, topicality, intensity, dafrequency of interventions in time and space’
were also found to be crucial in this context.

Keywords: Sustainable, sustainable development, sustainataighbods, sustainable livelihoods
approach, sustainable livelihoods framework..

Introduction

he notion of ‘development’ or it is better to sdle notion of conscious development’ or ‘the idbatt
development can be fostered’ is relatively newtha post World War 1l (WWII) context when plans for
conscious development initiatives started to ememgmnomic growth and poverty reduction in the
‘underdeveloped’ parts of the world became therivggonal development agenda that followed US peegti Harry
S. Truman’s 20 January 1949 speech (Sharmin, 2@tdin then on, along with influence of differeningdinsions
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like, women in development, participatory approalchman development, rights based approach, etcmjer
development agenda worldwide continued to be ecanagrowth. Concern about environment was not new.
Environmentalists in the late 1960s and 1970s afghat exponential growth could not be sustainethouit
seriously depleting the planet’s resources andloading its ability to deal with pollution and wasknaterials
(Beder, 2005). The concept of sustainable develapnsefound to be defined in the documentsl mérnational
Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN), World Wildlife Fund (WWF) and UNEP in the World Conservation
Strategy in 1980 onward (IUCN-UNEP-WWF, 1980). Heee the Brundtland Report, ‘Our Common Future’
(United Nations, 1987), issued in April 1987, papided the term sustainable development. Brundttiefohed SD

as “development that meets the needs of the presdmut compromising the ability of future genéoas to meet
their own needs”.

Sustainable development was the buzz word of tH#0d Particularly in development literature and galhg
everywhere. Although the concept was first intratl@ response to environmental concerns, it has biefined
primarily by the mainstream tradition of economitalysis, which tends to marginalize the issue aflagical
sustainability itself. Consequently, over the yearsstainability varied widely in meaning and breaed its scope.
One option suggested by O’Connor (1994) to thendi@ of meanings was to change the use of words to
sustainability. The other alternative was sustdiméibelihoods (Giddings, Hopwood and O’Brien, 2Q00&s these
alternatives came, the major concern for envirortrstarted getting diluted with focus on economy &omy-term
satisfaction of basic human needs (Attfield, Haftig& Matshabaphala, 2004).

The institution most criticized for its neolibeayenda and its role in environmental degradatiaghes/Norld Bank.
World Bank (1992) defined sustainable development'development that lasts”. With this understanditige
interventionists, mainly the NGOs, these days apeeted to bring “development that lasts”. Thug, tbncept of
sustainabilityhas come to be regarded both as a goal in develtppnegrams and as an approach to policy and
programming (Eckman, 1993).

Development assistance is often offered on a teampdrasis and projects typically have finite tinagfies. Yet, the
impacts of the assistance and projects are intertdede lasting. As a result, a challenge for irdonal
development is to achieve longterm sustainabilitgrojects. (Ostrom 2010)

Therefore, sustainability is a critical challenge &ll international development agencies. It is passible to claim
lasting impact in terms of any development intetinwithout ensuring this aspect of developmeRAD, 2009).
For Eckman (1993), sustainability when considerad development projects are those with benefigigbdcts
enduring beyond the original time frame of the pebjand that may be diffused beyond the origipatial limits of
the project. This paper also perceives such swudigity of NGO intervention to be essential for deapment. Such
understanding of sustainability, however, is veegant and only a few agencies (European CommishaxD),
OECD, Oxfam, etc.) are found to some extent torasgmut and act for such long term sustainabiitytheir
projects.

Sustainability of rural development projects: Bastctices and lessons learned by IFAD in Asia (IF&RD09) is an
attempt to identifying the factors that affect ustainability of investment projects. Along wittopiding guidance
on sustainability, the study provides a series afecstudies highlighting best practices, conssaamid lessons
learned in achieving sustainability in selected ntdas with ongoing IFAD operations. Among 1. ingional
sustainability, 2. household and community resd&r3. environmental sustainability and 4. struatahange that
are the essential dimensions to ensure projeciaisasility, only institutional sustainability is dod to be
considered to some extent in the IFAD programmég Jecond dimension, household and community eas#,
has reported not to received much attention in IFABRded projects. Nor has the establishment ofrenmentally
sustainable production systems had sufficient attenEven the fourth dimension of sustainabilagdressing the
structural dimensions of poverty that perpetuateiadanequality, is found not to receive enougheation in
practice. The study further considered integratmibe essential: ‘the sustainability of any pataciproject will
depend on its overall impact on participating htwades and communities, rather than simply on tha s the
outcomes of individual activities’ (IFAD, 2009).

Ostrom (2010) has developed a framework to incrdasg-term success of improved stove projects. The
framework integrates sustainability factors inte throject life-cycle. It is also useful as a guilleing project
planning for sustainability. He has adapted “Operaand Maintenance (McDade 2004)” as the final ponent of
sustainability in a project lifecycle, and Post-lempentation Follow-up from McConville and Mihelcf2007) in
his metrix. Thus has placed greater emphasis otincmu involvement with the project, beyond implertation.
This is intended to increase sustainability by emaging problems to be solved locally. It is an artpnt concept.
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However, in practice, he has found projects poldsibof failure due to lack of capacity or resouscan the
community. Continued technical assistance is sugdeto be required to address problems encountafted
implementation (Winrock 2008) for sustainability.

Several studies reveal factors that affect theasaility of development interventions. Zakari@12) has reported
findings of several research indicating factorshsas government policy, management capacity of NGOror
influence, and social factors to affect the susthility of development interventions. OECD (198@htends that
government commitment to a program is one of thestnoommonly identified factors affecting sustairigpi
Turner and Hulme (1997) maintained that relatiopshietween NGOs and government are affected bypbefic
contextual factors which may include; the naturé@&Os objectives and strategies, the area of dparhy NGO,
the behavior of the donor, and the nature and cteraf the regime. For many, participation of llogapulations
becomes critical to sustainability (Zakaria, 201fl)s not only the fact that if donors pull thdinancial support,
NGOs collapse (Lokorwe and Mpabanga, 2007) but @ablack of funds limits the quantity and qualiyNGO
work (Viravaidya and Hayssen 2001). The restrictigout by the donors even obstruct the choice ofntiost
effective intervention strategies to achieve sustalie program goals (Zakaria, 2011). Sheehan {19398died
organizational functioning and sustainable inteti#s and found respect for workers and benefiesato be
important aspects in this regard. Again, Clark @@98affirmed that for interventions to be effectivahould be
delivered by committed employees with specific determined organizational principles. The empleymest feel
to be respected, and listened to in their workadivdring interventions. Sometimes projects aremxlly-imposed
and are found to be top-down. Such projects araiutfieing owned and dominated by the donor agemcy o
development organization rather than being owmeat possessed by the community (Bleckley, 2008).-Shhed
power maintenance of such projects, present themuority with obstacle in decision making and actimgits own
behalf. Such projects cannot be sustainable as tthmsiot depend upon community action (Zakarial201

While Zakaria (2011) reported the many of the albmsetioned studies and elaborated on the factoestaffy
sustainability. For him, the prevailing economiadition, donor conditionalities, and group formatiwere factors
to affect the sustainability of interventions iretetudy area. The major post-implementation himckadentified
was rising economic cost that increase cost of talopmaintenance and the running of interventions.

Through the reviewed studies, a variety of concéongroject sustainability could be identified dkuigh review of
relevant literature. However, of the identifiediattes, previous studies recognise the absenadffidient attention
to any specific of the concerns for sustainability.

Of the present time, asset transfer projects amnuan among the NGO interventions in Bangladeshsuoch
projects the targets are the most disadvantagedehoids. These households are supported with daest
transfers along with training to support the hoadethio maintain the transferred asset for sustdénatnsequences.
Different studies show contradictory results fostsinability of the consequences of such projeseveral report
site that such a programme is beneficial but ingpaahnot be sustained under the macro shock. Oothiee hand,
for Rudolph (2011), beneficiary households seeinaee a buffer of assets to sell in case of crisithé short run.
To him the crucial question appeared as to, whettesr would as well be able to regain it withoutezral support
in case of loss which he felt was not directly amsable. He claimed that the sustainability of resafter several
years has to be proven and suggested to contirthethd monitoring. Ahmed, Rabbani, Sulaiman and (2899)
affirmed that after asset transfer, the procesent@ble the ultra poor to extract benefit from pgstiting in the
mainstream development programmes is not an autoroae. The mainstream programmes require some fine
tuning to align the pathways out of ultra povedyrioderate poverty, and finally out of poverty.

However, per se, no academic study on the consegsai these projects in terms of sustainable cuesees can
be found. The relevant literature available inchideainly documents, reports produced by donor agenblGOs,
independent reports contracted by these organimtemd discussions posted on web-sites. As atréesi to non-
availability of academic research on this mattlee, issues like, consequences they lead to anddbsiainability
remain either unresolved or superficially/unsatisiealy addressed. The present study is thus amgitt to fill this

gap the present study aims to reveal the consegaafcselected asset transfer projects and thsfiaisability and
thus to reveal issues of applied and academic itapoe.
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Methods And M aterials

Respondents and study tools

Beneficiaries of Chars Livelihoods Programme (CLP) and River Basin Paogne (RBP) participated as
respondents in Pepulia. €har Wadel respondents were the beneficiaries of Sihediargeted Ultra Poor (STUP)
Programme and Disaster Preparedness and Rehailitttanagement (DPRM) Project. To collect data on
topicality, consequence and sustainability of coqnseces, the respondents participated in the questire survey,
household (HH) level interviews and focus grougdssions (FGDs). A total of 156 beneficiaries- &hf STUP,

42 from DPRM, 40 from CLP and 40 from RBP partitgzh Key informant interviews (Klls) were conduat o
selected government officials and respective NGgrael.

Study Areas

Data is collected for particular ‘asset enhanceiaerd ‘vulnerability reduction’ interventions of @rs Livelihoods
Programme and River Basin Programme in a river (R&) community named Pepulia, located in Fulchhksuion

at Fulchhari Upazila in Gaibandha District. Likewjsin Char Wadel which is a river estuarine chaE@R
community in Nazirpur Union at Bauphal Upazila otiakhali District, consequences and sustainabdity
consequences of interventions of Specially Targdtdtta Poor (STUP) programme of BRAC and Disaster
Preparedness and Rehabilitation Management (DPRdjBqt of SLOPB is studied.
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Studied programmes and project
Specially targeted ultra poor (STUP) programme

STUP is a development program of BRAC (donor) whécimplemented in 2 years and ended in Decemhb@® 20
Char Wadel. It gave 1 cow, 10 chickens, 3 pieces ofarid some wood (to build shade for the cattle)jp@srand 1
slab to most of its 46 membersGtiar Wadel.

The selected beneficiaries were also provided téiming (25 people in a batch at a time for 4 tafys) necessary
to maintain the assets before they were provideh thie allotted asset package. The training covismebs such as,
proper way of rearing cattle, poultry, way of garithg successfully etc. However, there was no tngmin disaster.
However, the assets were transferred to those ioerefs within 1 week after the training phaseefhwas a
purchase committee to purchase the assets. Delivanbney to the beneficiary instead of assets waaliowed.
After handing over the assets, the beneficiarie®wweovided support of a subsistence allowanceairal taka 15
per day in 2008 according to the asset packagerfaige specific) until income started from entesgar The BRAC
officer used to visit those 46 HHs throughout thenth and aware them on 4 health and 6 social issaely,
Family planning, Prevention of Warm, Vitamin A caaign, Water borne diseases, Child marriage, Dowry,
Divorce, Marriage registration and Village court.

The BRAC officer was also used to collect savingsnfthese beneficiaries (5 taka to 50 taka per yvaekording
to their ability. The savings were used later ty lamother asset for the family according to théeda set by
BRAC. The target was to upgrade these beneficiani@sa certain level within 2 years that, they wdohave at
least 3 income sources. He/ she should also hdeasit4 fruit trees, 10 birds, vegetable gardem, e

Disaster preparedness and rehabilitation management (DPRM) programme

The project activitieswereasfollows:

* House: The project provided corrugated sheet tbbfeuse for 20 families. These houses were strong
against the high speed storm to survive.

« Power tiller: Four power tillers had bedistributed to 4 farming groups composed of 5-énfens in each.

« Seedlings: Seedlings were distributed for the geap season mainly for vegetables and cash crops@m
poor farmers so that they can cultivate 60-80 datlands. The project provided seedlings amongte
farmer families for their income generation frone tand.

< Fertilizer: The project provided fertilizer amongetneedy farmer who can not to buy them and ensured
fertilizer use. The project provided fertilizer angothe 200 farmer families.

« Goat:Many island farmers lost their goats during cycl@iBR. The project provided 100 black Bengal
goats (a developed variety of goat) among 100 iitduats of the island.

« Chicken: The project provided about 100 chickensmgnl00 families with the aim to support them véath
source of income.

« Duck: The project provided 200 ducklings among fa0ilies for their income generation.

* Net and BoatMany fishermen in th€har area lost their only earning source the fishingare boat in
SIDR. The project provided net and boat among &&fimen to help them continue previous livelihood.

e Sanitary latrine: The project provided 200 setsrd slab among two hundred families.

¢ Deep hand tubewell (DHTW): The number of DHTW iretislands is very negligible. The project
provided 20 DHTW following SLOPB usual criteriontiealth and Watsan (water -sanitation) project.

e Training: This project provided training to awate mass people of the island about preparation and
management of disaster. The project provided trgimin disaster preparedness and its mitigation gmon
different section of people of the community. Thieject provided training to 800 people of the islarfor
building confidence in them to face natural calé&sitand to stand upright afterwards.

Not all the interventions were completed by the ehadne year and thus selected interventions of MARiere
studied inChar Wadel.

Charslivelihoods programme (CL P)

Asset Transfer Program (ATP) is one of the mostoirtgnt activities of CLP. ATP has three parts. Tasg;,
e Transferring assets
« Transferring seed and fertilizers and
e Training



Sharmin/ OIDA International Journal of Sustainable Development 08:03 (2015)

The value of the asset for ATPwas taka 17,000 per beneficiary. No one boughthamgtelse but cattle (Bull or
Cow) and the rest of the money (if any) was usedupa lamb given to the beneficiary for buildinglede for the
cattle, or a manger, or chicken etc. Beneficiarexzived training on 6 issues. The first trainingswconducted
before transferring the asset (i.e. before buyitigjvas on, how to take care the cattle duringgfanfrom the
market to owners home and 5 trainings were conduafter the asset was transferred. Four of there wer
agriculture, and one was on vaccination of callenthly cash transfers, asset maintenance andl stmalopment

training

and homestead garden support were alsdadaw to the ATP 4 beneficiaries. Infrastructurapgort was

also provided to the beneficiary HHs including ssed homestead plinth, provision of a sanitaryiatraccess to a
tube-well and other community wide improvements.

Table 1. Key characteristics of ATP4

ATP Phases Beneficiaries Activities

» 10 times training on livestock and
agriculture

» Asset purchase, transportation

» Seed and other inputs collection
and distribution

ATP-IV 627 * Home garden establishment
 Sapling distribution

* Voucher distribution

« Stipend distribution.

* Monitoring

 Linkage withpara-veterinary workers

River basin programme (RBP) disaster risk reduction & vulnerablelivelihoods (DRR & VLHS)
The major activities under the programme are doaeas follows:

Results

Homestead raising, installation of sanitary latrinenstallation of tube wells, rescue boat
preparing/purchasing, repair of rescue boats, repdiood shelters.

Training on disaster management, skill developntexiting for beneficiaries, Participatory vulnenéi
and capacity assessment at village level. Emergstock at local level partners, training on 10 waraaed
men as community health volunteers, refreshersseotwr community health volunteers, promotional
billboards for better public health practice , oatl preparedness day observance, year plannecatiduh.
Beneficiaries training on early vegetable cultigati seeds distribution for homestead garden, trgioin
beneficiaries for agriculture, rickshaw van purehadistribution of saplings for fruit tree plantati cattle
distribution, training on beneficiaries for livestorearing, swallow tube wells purchase, goat ithistion,
solar panel installation, entrepreneurship traitimdemale producer group members, cash capitgastp
for small entrepreneurship, vaccination campaigtending Upazila/district level agriculture fairpm
formal Primary school.

The NGO workers do not go back to the beneficiaaftsr completion of their programme or projecteyhare
expected to implement certain activities and arssed if certain specific targets are achieved imgeof activity
implementation. The after-intervention consequergesustainability of consequences’ is not theamns for the
donors for the studied programmes and project.dlbe employees reported to become busy with theites of
the next phase and documentation of the compldiadep

CLP provides the most valuable package for the fi®ages. But, the social development activities
seemed to me, to be insufficient to guide the heiaefes to maintain their asset and improving Hied
livelihoods. After completing one phase, we becdmsy with the documentation and activities of tleatn
phase. We can never manage any time to contaqiréveous beneficiaries. Long term programme and
incorporation of follow up visits and activities éssential for improving livelihoods of these peoThe
key informant wanted to remain anonymous)
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Interestingly, during the follow up FGD in Pepulihe CLP respondents started reporting their valoiéties.
We were very poor. With the cow and the stipend, status improved. We were working hard with the
hope of increased income. But, because of rivesienp we may need to sell our cow for survival. The
situation is out of our hand and we are in deegi<r{A CLP participant of the follow up FGD)

It is worth mentioning thad monthly household cash stipend was provided 8ombnths to support the beneficiary HH’s
consumption and the cost of undertaking their inearanerating activity. For the first six monthsg tHHs received two cash
stipends: a livelihood support grant of Tk. 250 antiH support grant of Tk. 350. The household greas continued for a

further 12 months.

RBP is working in those areas for quite some tiiade 1997, the¥Phase that started from 2007 and ended in
2010 was studied for the present research). Withréfalization that due to river erosion benefieigrin thechar
areas essentially need to move to new places héney adopted a system of including new benefidafter losing
the old, subsequent to erosion. Including and editubeneficiaries in this way, RBP is working witound 3500
beneficiaries in thosehars. During the follow up FGD, the very few availalplarticipants (displaced due to river
erosion) of RBP reported that the disaster manager@nmittee of RBP in differerthars worked efficiently
during displacement imposed by erosion.
In every nearbyhar, we found our RBP members of different women gsowith their support, taking
shelter in a new place is easier. We did not receirry cow or other such asset. During erosion, we
certainly lost some of the assets we had but aellntfembers of different groups and committees of RBP
worked together. Using our learning and trainingg helped each other even those who are not our
members. (A female RBP participant of follow up FGD

The experience of RBP beneficiaries lead to theetstdnding that long term investment in social tedgh
relatively nearbychar communities with flexible criteria for inclusiomd exclusion lead to reduced sense of
vulnerability. However, discontent among the RBRdiiiaries, in the absence of any cow or suchalakiasset
from the programme, was evident during differerdges of the fieldwork.

In Char Wadel, the beneficiaries of DPRM were happy aftmreiving the supports such as seedlings, fentjlize
chicken duckling, etc. Reactions of a few DPRM bieragies are given in Box 1.

Box 1. Reactions of a few DPRM beneficiaries orerdag support

We have received sufficient seeds and fertilizenwNve can improve our situation.

The chickens that SLOPB has given us are of goddtya

I have got two ducklings. What else is SLOPB goiaggive us? ... We all are happy. All our
ducks and chicken were lost during SIDR. Now wheteve get free will help us to overcome the
loss quickly. ... Yes, most of us have already boulyltks and chickens after SIDR, but these will
also be of use.

| was very poor and the goat | have received camgé my life. If | take good care of the goat, and
if it stays alive, within a year, | will be able sell the calves.

Source: Fieldwork (Quotes from FGD and HH levetintews)

The reactions expressed by the DPRM beneficiappeared to be mixed. While those received goatssé®) and
deep hand tube wells were extremely happy; othérs neceived poultry were in the hope of getting ensupport.
Follow up FGD revealed that in many cases thekehis did not lay eggs or died due to diseases.MDBid not

arrange any vaccination or treatment service fer gbultry. The ‘consequences’ of those intervertion the
livelihood of most of those beneficiaries were igble.

Sufficient seeds and fertilizer were provided theré was no provision for pesticides for the DPRavidficiaries.
Consequently, the follow up FGD revealed that f@eme of the beneficiaries, the vegetables and ridtvation
were hampered by pest attack. Though the cultivaifovater melon was satisfactory, disaster (hHailrs) resulted
in bad luck for them. Those who invested a lot ohey for growing water melon, reported to fall ikebt.

It was very difficult to gather even a few STUP bfciaries for the follow up FGD (5 out of 46 STWeneficiary
in Char Wadel could be gathered) as the beneficiaries Vixgrgy in distant places. As no other BRAC program
was undertaken and the beneficiaries were someuddtached. InChar Wadel, during the follow up FGD, the
STUP beneficiaries reported to have improved tlseicio-economic status. They reported about a feWFST
members who were doing well. They could also repbdut five of the beneficiaries who preferred eth fhe cow
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to invest in buying land or taking land on lease ferming. Community level practice, personal exiger and
mindset were the determinants for their decisiah @ations.

The newly settling dwellers come to thlear from many different places. They come from diffeéreultures and
come with varieties of cultural practices. Moreqwibng with those cultural practices as experienogmbers of
each HH also possess unique ‘expertise’ and the hid&ll’'s mindset’ or way of thinking was again reépdrto be
another important determinant. As revealed in th@va discussion, all these determine how the HHlavaat, and
what the decisions would be taken. Male dominancgecision making was also reported in PepulianEee the

female headed HHs, the male child, or close maiekésent in thehar, appeared to be the decision maker for the

HH in many cases.
Improving social capital among thebar dwellers is a big challenge in these rivhars. The household
head is vital and the way he perceives things aiwdifise choices determine, to which way the hdwadbe

will lead. To establish good practices and to tréiekm toward SL and development thus need long term
investment mostly in terms of skill development a&odial network development and empowering them to
uphold rights. Of course, certain level of matesapport enhances the process. (A Programme As$spcia

DRR & VLHSs)

The above discussion on the ‘consequences’ ofvettions led to a few specific understanding. Thetdrs
contributed to positive ‘consequences’ in term$&bfcould be identified in the discussion. There evirctors that
could also be identified to be contributing negeltyy The overview of the ‘consequences’ and theifipefactors
identified are summarised below.
The factors contributing to positive ‘consequenceeste:

« Long term programmes- of relatively longer duratipe. RBP);

« Interventions for social capital and human cagitel RBP);

« Valuable material support (i.e. CLP, STUP, in a faterventions of DPRM: goat, house, etc.);

« Flexible criteria for beneficiary inclusion and &xsion (context specific); and

« Build a ‘repertoire of different petty enterprisasd activities’ and diversification as is prevajlim the

RCs.

All the above discussed issues allow the identificaof certain challenges that lead to negativa&e=quences’ of
the studied interventions.
« Disasters: mainly natural;

« Diseases: due to unhygienic sanitation practiceslack of health care awareness and almost nohhealt

services;

« Lack of social capital: lack of relationships aigt, lack of social network, lack of cooperationcertainty
due to lack of social support, insecurity for laifksuggestion form reliable persons, lacking sutigesn
making appropriate decision, lack of community ifeg| etc.

« Lack of good practices, i.e. hygienic sanitatioatsgn and pure water consumption to avoid disetze®
good for the HH and the community;

« Inappropriate NGO intervention practices: not cdagng the people’s priorities, not providing nessy
support services, not going back to the benefiesari

« Not considering HH level experience, expertise, daét of the HH head that determines how the HH

would behave to what intervention;
« HH level asset and vulnerability situation;
e Cultural practices: loan taking behaviour, expamgitoehaviour, dowry, etc.
« Insecurity regarding land right and the ownersHifand and accessibility to protected land (foastas).

The findings point to the fact that the interventowere leading to mixed ‘consequences’ at the el¢l] both
positive and negative. The interventions were fotmtead to temporary solutions to some of the jgmols for a
very few.

In most of the cases, the STUP interventions wesalted in a means of living. However, cattle regsivere not the
preferred occupation for at least some of themaAesult, they switched to investing in land sellthe cow. Here
the community level vulnerability (not havingtifla or high land for the shelter of the cattle) andfgrence for
farming (that resulted from expertise and previexserience) were important. Again, it is worth rembering what
several other researchers suggested (Lipton 1988m6Bers 1988, Bernstein, 1992, see Chapter 2)thieon, the
rural ‘poor’ are like other rural people only poorélowever, the ‘ultra poor experience differerdatierns of
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poverty and behave differently. The STUP benefiegawere the ‘ultra poor’ and thus their experientg@overty
and reaction or behaviour to different patterngaferty could be the other determinant of behavioutifferent
situation. For those, who recognised cattle reaamg livelihood also reported that it is not a nseaf SL. Because,
in the absence of any facility liketdla or high land to protect the cattle during any sewdisaster, the issue of
coping with and recovering from stress and shockkraaintaining or enhancing HH capabilities ancktssis out of
question. Still the STUP beneficiaries were fouadoe optimistic to make at least a little progrbsfore being
devastated by a disaster.

The DPRM interventions of poultry were in most bé tcases considered negligible as a means ofnoadi. The
seed and fertilizer support led to mixed ‘consegeshdue to disasters and pest attack. The otlpgosts like goat,
house, and tubewell were considered useful but wet¢he assets could be used as means of livelildoreover,
due to lack of awareness building activities, tbedypractices of using sanitary latrine or consuompof tubewell
water was not in regular practice by all.

The CLP beneficiary selection criteria also reasdithe ultra poor as their beneficiaries. The irgetion package
though is claimed to be the most valuable, was sdraesimilar to that of STUP which was relativedg$ valuable.
For the CLP beneficiaries, the package was foungtrawide means of livelihood but due to lack ofeatiation for
after programme asset sustaining strategies, thefib@ries seemed to feel helpless. They were usad about
whether to sell the cow for survival or sustairfoit livelihood. In such a situation, their expergenand practice
suggested them to adopt livelihood diversificati@mambers (1988) identified livelihood diversificat to be the
characteristic of some who build a ‘repertoire dffedent petty enterprises and activities’ and fahom
diversification is the key motif of their livelihdostrategy. The CLP HHs were living on varietiesootupations
and as they became victims of river erosion, they the prediction of getting further support, besgaun their area,
many NGOs work and support from them are almogsaireafter any disaster. Thus, at least some ohtbald their
cow and they got involved in diversified livelihosttategies.

The RBP beneficiaries were mostly those locked omne predominant source of livelihood such as thedbd
labourers or sharecroppers. However, engagingrieties of secondary occupations was also evidewng them.
The RBP interventions were targeted to mitigatipreparedness, livelihood, and advocacy. With miitigaand
preparedness, improving livelihood options (diviezation) was found to be relatively useful. Neweless, mainly
flood disaster was taken into consideration by RiBR appeared to be somewhat insufficient. Diffefemlihood
alternatives, such as homestead gardening, paelanyng, fruit tree planting, etc. were least pnefé by the RBP
beneficiaries when CLP beneficiaries in the sammmanity received a valuable cow and stipend anckroth
supports from their programme. For the RBP beregiies, the long term interventions resulted in rajrsocial
capital, establishment, and maintenance of goodtipes and SL through practice of engaging in a#gve
livelihood strategies introduced by RBP. Howevegrprapriate preparedness for the recently expertesevere
erosions and other disasters was lacking. St&#|,RBP interventions were found to be relativelycgssful in terms
of sustainability.

Discussion And Conclusion

The factors identified to be key to determine ‘@mqsences’ of interventions and ‘sustainability ohsequences’
included ‘nature of interventions’, ‘cultural nornasd practices’, ‘HH level considerations’ and ‘commity level
considerations’, along with some intervention retbtactors. Accordingly, the following issues aregmsed as vital
for positive consequences and sustainability of N@€rventions.
1. Community level considerations: cultural norms gmdctices; opportunities for survival; vulneralpdg,
etc.
2. Household level considerations: HH level assets; ldiel vulnerabilities; experience expertise and
mindset of the HH decision maker, etc.
3. Intervention related considerations: type; duratidrequency; intensity; topicality; sources (NGO,
government, private, etc.) and nature of intenai(high, low, etc.)

A reciprocal relationship between HH level compdeeand community level components was found toteXtsus,
at the community context, as interventions come,dhiccess of the intervention and sustainabilipedd on the
interaction of the community and HH level realiti€sirther, ‘type, duration, topicality, intensignd frequency of
interventions in time and space’ are also crucidhis context.
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In the conclusion it is worth to summarize the amopl findings which lead to the following recomnuations:

» consideration of HH level, community level and audt factors for ensuring SL and SD;

» indepth participatory studies to identify requihtext specific topical interventions;

« accordingly, simultaneous interventions with neagsdalance of support from different external sesr by
the government, different NGOs and private seciolinterventions in partnership or collaboratioa ensure
the context specific topical interventions thatoalseed to be implemented for relatively longer tdara
compared to those currently in practice;

* Interventions to enhance social capital and hunspital along with valuable material support accogdto
people’s priority;

» Livelihood diversification;

* Interventions to resolve specific context speaifitnerabilities;

* Follow up (after intervention and after the comigletof the programme or project) monitoring for ther
interventions to maintain the consequences anitlémtifying the gaps and accordingly responsiverivention
to ensure SD and

» Flexible criteria for beneficiary inclusion and éxgion (context specific).

Successfully completing interventions simply doesmean achieving the targeted outcomes of theranogne and
project. Rather, consequences and their implicatiom sustainability must be understood at the kel and
community level cultural realities that interactdetermine those.

The study has practical significance as it proviglesndepth understanding of ‘consequences’ argtaguability of
consequences’ of selected NGO interventions ircle areas, and offers a key to better developmentipeac
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