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Abstract

In recent times, there has been a renewed effort to improve the living conditions and
alleviate poverty of informal settlements dwellers in Lagos through land regularisation,
which is expected to grant formal title to every land owner within informal
settlements. However, this study argues that the urban poor in Lagos are faced with
various vulnerabilities and deprivations, which go beyond issues of legal title and
security of tenure. Understanding these various dimensions of vulnerabilities and
deprivations are important to developing a holistic and sustainable strategic
framework for poverty reduction in Lagos. This argument is in line with the current
global thinking that policy frameworks for poverty alleviation need to pursue an
inclusive strategy, which simultaneously takes into consideration poverty in all its
dimensions, as well as the aspirations and needs of the poor. Against this background,
through the lens of the Sustainable Livelihood Approach (SLA), based on four informal
settlements across Lagos, the study examines the issues of livelihoods in informal
settlements.

The study explores the interplay between location, tenure, policies and livelihoods. In
particular, the study focuses on how these factors interplay with livelihood
vulnerability and access to assets, and the implications for sustainable livelihoods and
poverty alleviation strategies. The Sustainable Livelihoods Approach provides a
framework which integrates various dimensions of poverty. This framework supports a
broad range of quantitative and qualitative research design and data collection
methods. For the purpose of this research, both quantitative and qualitative data
collection methods have been used, which included household surveys, household in-
depth interviews, key informant interviews, direct observation and published
documents. The use of multiple methods provided valuable information on livelihood

assets and vulnerabilities of the urban poor in Lagos’ informal settlements.

The study reveals that the urban poor have inadequate access to livelihoods assets.
This inadequacy is manifested in both the quantity (generally limited) and quality
(generally poor) of livelihood assets. The study further reveals that, apart from the
generic vulnerabilities, urban poor in different locations across Lagos face context
(location) specific vulnerabilities, which are, often, either not understood by
policymakers or are deliberately over looked, as not important, when formulating and
implementing urban development policies. There is a disconnection between urban
development policies, and the realities, aspirations and needs of the poor. Institutions,

including government, policy makers and urban planners, through various economic,



environmental and urban development policies, work against the ingenuity of the
urban poor, thereby undermining their efforts to building a sustainable livelihood and

moving out of poverty.

This study, therefore, suggests that poverty alleviation should be based on a policy
framework that guarantees inclusive provision of livelihood assets, as well as reduces
vulnerability and enables institutions to accommodate and support the complex
realities of the urban poor. This will only be possible within the context of good

governance.
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Chapter One

Rethinking Poverty Alleviation in Informal Settlements:
Background, Problems and Context

“With only a year left to the 2015 deadline for achieving the Millennium
Development Goals (MDGs), the fight against poverty is at the centre of
national and international development discussions” (Chibuye, 2014, p.
1).

“..if current trends and policies are not reversed, we may reasonably
expect that the total number of people living in slums will be of the order
of 1.5 billion in 2020” (Durand-Lasserve et al., 2002, p. 1).

1.1 Rethinking Poverty Alleviation in Informal Settlements

In 2013, the world population was estimated at 7.2 billion and is projected to reach 8.1
billion and 9.6 billion by 2025 and 2050 respectively (United Nations Population
Division, 2013). More than half of the world population now lives in urban areas while
over one third of the world’s urban population live in informal settlements (UN-
HABITAT, 2006b; UN-HABITAT, 2008b; Odero et al., 2009; Mundy and du Plessis, 2010;
UNHSP, 2010). As the world is rapidly urbanizing so is poverty. In absolute terms and in
comparison to rural poverty, the numbers of urban poor and those accommodated in
informal settlements continue to grow (UN-HABITAT, 2008b). Empirical evidence
shows that the map of informal settlements coincides with that of urban poverty (UN-
HABITAT, 2003d). More disturbing is the rate of urbanisation, poverty and urban
informality in developing countries. This unprecedented population increase is

accompanied with poverty (UNDP, 2002; Owuor, 2003).

Informal settlement can be said to be a spatial manifestation of certain living
conditions, which do not conform to formal planning and legal rules, standards and
institutional arrangements, and the situations are often dynamic and complex, while
poverty is an outcome of various dimensions of exclusions and deprivations. The

proliferation of informal settlements and urbanisation of poverty as currently
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experienced in developing countries pose serious challenge to the attainment of the
international development goals. There is a general consensus that the dual
phenomena of poverty and informal settlements must be appropriately addressed, if
the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) are to be achieved (Barry and Ruther,
2001; UNECE, 2009). Concerns for informal settlements and poverty alleviation are
evident in the international development agenda. The Millennium Development Goal 1
aims to eradicate extreme poverty and hunger by 2015, while Goal 7, Target 11, aims

to improve the lives of at least 100 million slum dwellers by 2020.

There have been so many discussions about the relationships between tenure (land
title), economic development and poverty alleviation. Over the years, the relationships
have been extensively promoted on the international development agenda. According
to Field (2004) and Payne et al. (2007), many international donors and national
governments have considerably promoted land titling as an effective means of
intervention to increasing tenure security, improving access to formal credit,
encouraging economic growth and, ultimately, reducing urban poverty. This is based
on the assumption that the residents of informal settlements are poor because they do

not have formal titles to the land they occupy.

This assumption became more prominent on the international development discourse
as a result of de Soto’s book — The Mystery of Capital. Quoting from this book, de Soto
states:

“In the midst of their own poorest neighbourhoods and shanty towns
there are — if not acres of diamonds — trillions of dollars, all ready to be
put to use if only we can unravel the mystery of how assets are
transformed into capital ... because the rights to these possessions are
not adequately documented, these assets cannot readily be turned into
capital, cannot be traded outside of narrow local circles where people
know and trust each other, cannot be used as collateral for a loan, and
cannot be used as a share against an investment’ (2000, p. 35 & 37).

As noted by Payne et al. (2007) and Mooya and Cloete (2008), de Soto’s ideas have
provided renewed focus on the link between land titling and poverty alleviation in

development policy and practice. De Soto emphasises the link between lack of land

2



titles and poverty in developing countries. He argues that the poor lack titles to their
properties, which they could use to invest in businesses and liberate themselves from
poverty. Payne et al. (2007) note that de Soto’s argument is based on the assumption
that the provision of individual property title can bring about a ‘triple transformation’,
where property can be transformed into collateral, collateral into credit and credit into
income. Assumptions of the proponents of land titling, as noted by Ward (2003, p. 4),
are that, it:
e Provides security against eviction.
e Brings people into the market from which they can benefit by free sale at full
price.
e Raises land values.
e Provides incentives that stimulate investment in home improvements and
consolidation.
e Makes possible the introduction of basic services such as electricity and water.
e Generates greater access to credit by using the home as collateral on loans.
e Incorporates residents into the property-owning democracy and citizenry.
e Integrates settlements and property into the tax and regulatory base of the

city.

From a political economy perspective, Besley (1995) also notes the importance of
property titles as a precondition for economic growth and poverty alleviation. He
highlights the benefits of property titles to include: gains from trade in land; greater
investment incentives; and improved credit access. Besley (1995), however, notes that
his model suggests that there are variations in rights across his case studies, which has
some explanatory power beyond property rights. He therefore, suggests that
something beyond the collateral-based view may be important to the poor. As such, he
concludes that caution should be exercised in taking property titles as the main
solution to the challenges of poverty in informal settlements. In his final remarks,
Besley (1995, p. 936) recommends that there is a need for more empirical studies on
the link between land rights, and investment and poverty alleviation in low-income

environments.



Land titling has been widely adopted as a development approach by many African
countries (Atwood, 1990; Ensminger, 1997; Miceli et al., 2001), including Nigeria. Land
titling emphasises the formality and individuality of land rights. In the Africa context,
land titling involves taking land claims out of the realm of informal lineage or
community land ownership and making them fully legal, formal and individual, and

recording claims in a state administered land record system (Atwood, 1990, p. 659).

Internationally, there have been arguments for and against the effectiveness of land
titling as the main poverty alleviation strategy in informal settlements. Empirical
evidence, in Asia, Latin America and Africa (Migot-Adholla et al., 1991; Pinckney and
Kimuyu, 1994; World Bank, 2003a; Ho and Spoor, 2006; Durand-Lasserve and Selod,
2007; Jacoby and Bart, 2007; Payne et al., 2007; Easterly, 2008; Mooya and Cloete,
2008), suggests that land titling has not led to increased income for the poor as well as
poverty alleviation. More so, it has not achieved many other benefits ascribed to it by
its proponents. Where it seems to have achieved some benefits, the outcomes have
not been to the advantage of the poor (Ward, 2003; Payne and Tehrani, 2005; Payne et
al., 2007). Ward (2003) concludes that the argument about the linkage between
property titles, and tenure security and investment, are misleading at best, and quite

erroneous at worst (further discussion is presented in chapters two and four).

In recent time, after unsuccessful attempts in the 80s, there has been a renewed effort
since 2006 to improve the living conditions and alleviate poverty of informal
settlements dwellers in Lagos through land regularisation. The approach is expected to
grant formal title to every land owner within informal settlements and on
uncommitted government land. This strategy is employed against the backdrop that it
will facilitate access to official credit and markets, promote individuals’ investment in
housing, and lead to poverty alleviation. However, the study of Oshodi (2010a) shows
the inadequacy of land regularization through land titling for poverty alleviation, as the
intended beneficiaries are largely not interested in the policy. In addition, the policy
does not take into consideration, the complex realities and needs of the poor as well
as factors that perpetuate poverty among informal settlements dwellers. It is

important to state that this thesis is not intended to appraise this policy, rather it is
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more interested in understanding the complex realities and needs of the poor, which

unfortunately, up till now, very little has been done about.

Despite the inadequacy of land titling to poverty alleviation, there seems to be a
continuous assumption by the Lagos State Government that informal settlements
dwellers will achieve sustainable livelihoods and move out of poverty if they have
formal land titles. The Lagos state government re-emphasised this assumption in 2012,
as reported by Nnodim (2012) in the Punch Newspaper:

“..the exercise was to simplify and accelerate the process of
regularisation of land titles by granting Certificate of Occupancy in
circumstances and to ensure that all properties that fall within
uncommitted government acquisition are properly documented and
granted legal title, so as to give economic value to hitherto dead assets.”

However, this research notes that there is more to the challenges of poverty in
informal settlements, which needs to be understood, than just lack of land titles and
tenure insecurity. Against this background, by exploring the livelihoods of the residents
of informal settlements, this research argues that land title may be important for
poverty alleviation, but titling is just one of the assets needed by the urban poor, while
tenure insecurity is just one of the numerous vulnerability contexts within which the
urban poor, particularly in informal settlements, pursue their livelihoods. Therefore,
the assumption that once land tiles are given, the poor will move out of poverty is
inadequate. This is based on a clear understanding that poverty and informality are
consequences of many complex vulnerabilities and deprivations, which go beyond just
lack of tenure. Therefore, understanding these various dimensions of vulnerabilities
and deprivations are important to evolving a holistic and sustainable strategic

framework for poverty alleviation in informal settlements.

This argument is in line with the current global thinking that any policy framework for
poverty alleviation can no longer ignore an inclusive strategy, which simultaneously
takes into consideration poverty in all its dimensions, as well as aspirations and needs
of the poor. UN Millennium Project (2005) notes that to adequately address the

challenges of poverty and informal settlements, there is a need for practical



approaches which take into consideration the needs and complex realties of the poor.
Carloni, and Crowley (2005, p. iii) have equally called for a people-centred approach
that effectively addresses the needs of the poor. This will require local empirical
studies that understand the context of poor people’s livelihoods and the institutional
environment within which they operate (Friend and Funge-Smith, 2002). Currently,

there is an apparent lack of this nature of study in Nigeria generally and Lagos in particular.

This research, therefore, through the lens of Sustainable Livelihood Approach
examines the livelihoods of the urban poor. Specifically, it examines the livelihood
assets, vulnerability context and various factors that mediate assets and livelihoods
vulnerability of the urban poor. This is taken as a starting point to comprehensively
understand the issue of poverty in Lagos’ informal settlements, which could help policy

discourse at evolving sustainable poverty alleviation strategies.

1.2 Understanding Livelihoods Context of the Poor: Beyond Land Titling
and Tenure insecurity

“..people pursue a range of livelihood outcomes (health, income,
reduced vulnerability, etc.) by drawing on a range of assets to pursue a
variety of activities... However, they are also influenced by the types of
vulnerability, including shocks, overall trends and seasonal variations.
Options are also determined by the structures and processes, which
people face [...]. In this way, poverty, and the opportunities to escape
from it, depends on all of the above” (Farrington et al., 1999, p. 1).

It is increasingly becoming clear that poverty is more than just low-income to include
other dimensions such as lack of physical assets, exclusion and vulnerability, and that
moving out of poverty is more than just access to more income as being promoted by
the proponents of land titling. Conventional economic assumption upholds that
property titles are a prerequisite for economic growth and poverty alleviation
(Demsetz, 1976; Ellickson, 1993; Miceli et al., 2001). However, Miceli et al. (2001)
note that land titling has been largely promoted without paying attention to the

influence of various institutions that mediate access to land and other resources.



Carloni and Crowley (2005) noted that many efforts to alleviate poverty have remained
unsuccessful because they have failed to understand institutions and the ways they

mediate livelihoods of the poor at the local level.

Increasingly, there is a continuous call for comprehensive and sustainable intervention
to the issue of urban poverty in informal settlements. This is based on the realisation
that no single solution can effectively address the challenges of poverty and informal
settlements. It has been noted by various publications (Chambers, 1995; Bebbington,
1999; DFID, 1999; Rakodi, 1999; Rakodi and Lloyd-Jones, 2002; Mitlin, 2003; Mooya
and Cloete, 2008) that one of the most comprehensive ways of understanding poverty
and evolving effective intervention strategies is to understand livelihoods of the poor
and factors that mediate access to livelihood opportunities. Mooya and Cloete (2008)
note that the Asset Framework represents current best practice in the
conceptualisation of both the causes of poverty and how it may be alleviated. From
this viewpoint, poverty is linked to the dynamic concept of vulnerability resulting from

lack of adequate assets.

Bebbington (1999) notes the disappointing results of the conventional economic
approach to poverty intervention in marginal settlements, and concludes that one of
the reasons why poverty intervention strategies fail is because they often not
understand the livelihood realities of the poor majority. He, however, suggests that
those who intervene in poverty should re-think their strategies so that they are
consistent with the diverse and complex livelihood realities of the people. From this
viewpoint, he suggests that poverty alleviation strategies should be based on a
framework that broadens the conception of the assets that people need to access in
the process of composing their livelihoods. He went further to note that such
framework should understand and incorporate the relationships between household,
macroeconomic and institutions that operate at wider scales, which mediate livelihood
opportunities. De Haan and Zoomers (2005, p. 27) also argue in support, as they assert
that access to livelihood opportunities is governed by social relations, institutions and

organizations.



From the above, at the core of poverty lie livelihoods and vulnerability and institutions
and policies which mediate livelihoods. A livelihood is linked to Poverty through five
capitals — human, social, physical, financial and natural (DFID, 1999). Livelihoods, on
the one hand, are vulnerable to trends, shocks and seasonality. On the other hand,
they are mediated by various factors, including institutions, processes and structures
(DFID, 1999; UN-SPIDER, 2012). Therefore, any attempt to alleviate poverty must take
into consideration 1) livelihood assets 2) vulnerability context and 3) the various
institutions that mediate assets and vulnerability. Figure 1.1 illustrates the interactions
between these three concepts in relation to livelihoods of the poor. These concepts
are important for an understanding of how poverty is created and how sustainable
policy intervention can be developed. This figure was developed after CARE’s unifying
framework for poverty eradication and social justice and underlying causes of poverty

(McCaston, 2005; Grist et al., 2006).

Livelihood
Assets

ivelihood
Context of the
Poor

Institutions Vulnerability
and Policies context

ﬁ

Figure 1.1: Livelihood Context of the Poor: Linkages between Livelihood Assets,
Vulnerability Context and Institutions



These three themes are brought together under a theoretical and analytical
framework — Sustainable Livelihood Framework (SLF) (see chapter four for detailed
discussion) — and subsequently, from Lagos perspective, empirically analysed and
discussed in this thesis (see chapter six, seven and eight respectively). Finally, chapter

nine suggests poverty alleviation policy framework.

1.2.1 Assets, Livelihoods and Poverty

“Poor people’s livelihoods often depend on a range of resources and
livelihood activities” (Friend and Funge-Smith, 2002, p. 1).

Access to assets is an important determinant of poverty. The importance of assets to
sustainable livelihoods and poverty alleviation is generally recognised (Moser, 1998b;
Bebbington, 1999; DFID, 1999; Rakodi, 1999; Mitlin, 2003; Elasha et al., 2005). The
starting point is the recognition that asset is at the core of livelihoods and poverty
(DFID, 1999), and it is the bedrock upon which livelihoods are built (Elasha et al., 2005).
Though there are differences in the classification of assets by different development
organisations and authors, the common understanding is that assets are resources needed

by household or individual not only to provide for just basic needs, but also to build a

sustainable livelihood.

Moser (1996) identifies livelihood assets to include labour, human capital, productive
assets, household relations and social capital. Similarly, DFID (1999) identifies five
forms of asset (human, social, physical, financial and natural), which are essential for
building sustainable livelihoods. Assets enable people to build capability to withstand
vulnerability to shocks. As Rakodi (1999) noted, access to assets defines people’s
capability to achieve improved well-being. Lack of access and control over assets is a
cause and a consequence of poverty, and factor that perpetuates poverty. Access to
adequate and balanced assets is, therefore, necessary for empowerment and for living
above poverty. According to Agbaje et al. (2013), those living in poverty generally have

limited access to different forms of asset require to build a sustainable livelihood.



Assets are central to whether an individual or a household lives in poverty or escapes it.
Assets interact with the prevailing institutions to create livelihood opportunities or
vulnerabilities (Bank, 2001). Inadequate access to assets, which is a common feature of
people living in poverty, reduces capability to build a sustainable livelihood or to cope
with vulnerability. Therefore, understanding the characteristics of assets, in terms of
diversity, ownership and access, which this research seeks to explore, is essential to
livelihood analysis and poverty alleviation. Baker and Schuler (2004, p. 5) note that
analysis of livelihood assets should be a major component of urban poverty profile, as

it can identify people and communities that are vulnerable due to lack of assets.

1.2.2 Vulnerability Context, Livelihoods and Poverty

Vulnerability has been identified as a major hindrance to sustainable livelihood and
poverty alleviation. Therefore, creating opportunities and fighting vulnerability from all
its dimensions are prerequisite for sustainable livelihoods and poverty reduction.
Vulnerability is increasingly recognised as an essential component of poverty analysis.
Ribot (2009); Cannon and Muller-Mahn (2010) and Cannon et al. (undated) emphasis
the need to incorporate vulnerability analysis to pro-poor development programmes

and livelihoods support policies.

Vulnerability consists of events that shape people’s livelihoods system and the
outcomes they achieve. The poor pursue their livelihoods within complex vulnerability
context. DFID (1999) identifies vulnerability context as trends, shocks and seasonality
which people have limited or no control on, but affect their livelihoods. According to
Chambers (1989a), vulnerability consists of two sides — external and internal. The
external side consists of risks, shocks and stress to which an individual is subject to,
while the internal side refers to a lack of means to cope with risks, shocks and stress
without damaging loss. These may include low income, inadequate assets and
inadequate access to infrastructure and social services. The means to cope with risks
are the assets that individuals, households, or communities can moblise (Moser,

1998b). Risks, however, varied in nature. They may include macroeconomic shocks,

10



health hazards, personal insecurity and natural disasters such as flood, cyclone and

drought (Philip and Rayhan, 2004).

World Bank (2001), in the year 2000 edition of the World Development report,
emphasises the need to understand vulnerability as it affects the poor. Vulnerability is
the likelihood of falling into poverty or falling into greater poverty. DFID (1999) notes
that vulnerability is a function of exposure and response to trends, shocks and
seasonality. Vulnerability is a function of assets ownership and factors that mediate
assets. Poor people are particularly vulnerable because of their low command of assets

(IDS - Vulnerability and Poverty Reduction Team, 2013).

The urban poor pursue their livelihoods within the prevailing contexts in the society
they live in. Cannon et al. (undated) noted that both livelihood opportunities and
vulnerability are influenced by the wider institutional environment such as political,
economic, social processes and priorities.These factors are, however, locally specific
and dynamic (Friend and Funge-Smith, 2002). They vary from region to region and
from context to context. One of the objectives of this research is to explore these

factors within the context of Lagos’ informal settlements.

1.2.3 Institutional Context, Livelihoods and Poverty

“..livelihoods of poor people cannot be understood in isolation. They
are enmeshed in wider, complex systems of a social, political, economic
and environmental nature. They involve institutions, structures and
other agents which influence the opportunities and outcomes that poor
people experience” (Albu, 2009, p. 3).

Albu (2009) defines institutions as the rules, norms and processes that shape people’s
interactions with governments, markets and the environment. Institutions include
both formal and informal relationships that shape societal interactions (Narayan et al.,
2000b). As Carloni and Crowley (2005) noted, these interactions are mediated by man-
made and external factors, and the outcomes may support or inhibit people’s

livelihoods.
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Institutions operate through norms, ‘rules of the game’, policies and regulatory
frameworks, which influence peoples’ livelihoods options as well as access to assets
and vulnerability. Baker and Schuler (2004) note that institutions, particularly
government institutions, are responsible for creating enabling environments for
people to build sustainable livelihoods and achieve well-being. Cannon et al. (undated)
also highlight the role of institutions in reducing vulnerability, by creating
opportunities for people and providing enabling environments for people to claim their
human rights. However, the prevailing institutions and policies in many developing
countries often deprive the majority basic human rights. Consequently, a large
proportion of the population live in poverty. Poverty is an outcome of multiple
deprivations of human rights. Fulfilment of basic human rights is of major concern for
the poor. More than often, the residents of informal settlements are constantly denied

their human rights. Denial of rights results in livelihood insecurity.

Understanding the nature of institutions is critical to livelihood analysis. According to
Albu (2009), the form, strengths and weaknesses of institutions are key factors in
poverty. As noted by Carloni and Crowley (2005), many approaches to poverty
alleviation have not been effective because they have often not understood the roles
of institutions in the livelihoods of the poor. There is a disconnection between
institutions and the livelihoods of the poor. Friend and Funge-Smith (2002) note that
though there have been considerable efforts towards institutional strengthening, they
have largely occurred not with an understanding of the livelihoods of the poor. In
order to adequately address the challenges of the poor, there is a need to link
institutional context with the livelihood of the poor. In essence, in addition to
analysing the livelihoods of the poor, there is a need to analyse the operations of

institutions and how they interact with the livelihoods of the poor.

1.3 Statement of the Research Problem

Poverty and informality are prominent in the Global South and particularly the sub-

Saharan African urbanisation discourse. People living in poverty, particularly in
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developing countries, are mostly accommodated in informal settlements, and make
their living mostly through the informal sector. Nigeria, like many other sub-Saharan
African countries, has its share of urbanisation, poverty and urban informality. It is
surprising that these phenomena are occurring amidst national economic growth,
mainly owing to huge revenue from oil and gas. The wealth from oil and gas is not
resulting in improved well-being for the majority of the population. The outcomes are
reflected in widespread poverty and spatial inequalities, particularly in the urban

areas. As such, poverty and incidence of informal settlements have become endemic.

Globally, the challenges of poverty and informal settlements have attracted the
attention of both the national governments and the international development
organisations. For example, the Millennium Declaration by the United Nations in 2000
set goals and targets under the MDGs, calling for the eradication of extreme poverty
by 2015 and improvement of the lives of at least 100 million slum dwellers by 2020.
Consequently, member states, including Nigeria, were charged to develop local

strategies to achieving these global agendas.

In response to the above, the Nigerian government has developed and implemented
various poverty alleviation strategies and polices such as Vision 2010, NEEDS, 7-point
agenda, vision 20:2020. At this point, it is important to note that the focus of this
research is not in any way to engage with a review of these policies, as this has been
the focus of several publications including Aluko (2003); Garba (2006); Arogundade et
al. (2011); Morakinyo et al. (2012); Lewu (undated) and Ogwumike (undated).
However, what is important to note is that despite all these policies, poverty is
becoming increasingly pervasive, and remains a persistent development challenge in
many Nigeria’s cities. Lagos is one of such cities. In Lagos, poverty is accompanied by
proliferation of informal settlements. Over the years, the efforts of the Lagos state
government at addressing poverty and incidence of informal settlements have taken
different approaches, including neglect, eviction, upgrading, demolition and, in recent
time, land regularisation. Despite these, the conditions of the urban poor are getting

worse and the incidence of informal settlements is on the increase.
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Lewu (undated) attributed the failure of the past efforts to choice of wrong
approaches. He noted that the poor who are the prospective beneficiaries were not
involved in the planning and design of the programmes. He concluded that ‘bottom-
top’ rather than ‘top-bottom’ approach should have been adopted to determine the
real needs and aspirations of the poor. One of such top-bottom approaches is the
continuous assumption that land titles will fix the challenges of poverty and informal
settlements. This research, therefore, argues that urban poor in Lagos are faced with
many vulnerabilities and deprivations, which go beyond issues of titling and tenure
insecurity. By exploring the livelihoods of the residents of four informal settlements in
Lagos, this research shows that for a poverty alleviation strategy to be effective it

should look beyond tenure issues.

It is evident, based on the current trends of poverty and incidence of informal
settlements, that past poverty alleviation strategies in Nigeria have achieved little to
no success. As noted by various publications, cited above, poverty alleviation strategies
have been marked with limited success in Nigeria, just like many other African
countries, because poverty and poverty alleviation strategies have been narrowly
conceived to mean lack of income and economic growth. Also, it has been noted that
these programmes and strategies were not people-oriented, as they do not take into
consideration the diversity of deprivations, vulnerabilities, realities and needs of the
poor. They have also not considered the diversity of assets which are important to

people’s means of living.

Aluko (2003) notes that though Nigeria achieved economic growth, this did not
automatically translated to poverty alleviation among ordinary Nigerians and
particularly informal settlement dwellers. He further notes that the living condition of
the poor, particularly the urban poor, is growing worse without hope of moving out of
such terrible conditions, if nothing concrete is done. Ogwumike (undated) opines that
effective poverty alleviation strategies, in Nigeria, will require adequate identification
of the poor, their assets and what make them vulnerable to poverty. He therefore
suggests that studies should take what he calls multi-pronged approach to poverty

alleviation, since poverty is a cause of many factors.
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The common conclusion of the many of the publications cited above is that effective
poverty alleviation strategy must understand poverty from multidimensional
perspectives. Therefore, they advocate studies which understand livelihood realities
and the real needs of the poor, as well as the factors that drive and maintain poverty
and informality. Unfortunately, very little has been done in this regard. If there are no
rigorous studies to understand the realities and factors that make informal settlements
dwellers vulnerable to poverty within the context of Nigeria, any poverty intervention
under the current situation will remain ineffective. In order to fill this gap, this research
seeks to understand the livelihoods context of the residents of informal settlements in
Lagos. Moreover, it seeks to investigate factors which influence livelihoods of the
urban poor in informal settlements. This research, through the lens of Sustainable
Livelihood Approach, undertakes an in-depth study of four informal settlements in

Lagos — Ipaja, Ajegunle, Oko-Baba and Sari-lganmu.

1.4 Research Questions, Aim and Objectives

Against the research background and the research problem presented above, an
overarching research question is formulated — how do we understand the livelihood
context and factors, which influence livelihoods of the urban poor in Lagos’ informal
settlements? In essence, the aim of this research is to explore, through the lens of
Sustainable Livelihood Approach, factors which influence livelihood of the urban poor
in informal settlements. This is based on the realisation that this understanding is
essential to developing a sustainable poverty intervention policy framework which is

inclusive and people-oriented.

To answer the main research question and to achieve the aim of this research as
stated above, the study will address the following questions:
i. How are the concepts of poverty, informal settlements, tenure security and
livelihoods connected and what is the state of the current knowledge?
ii.  What livelihood assets do informal settlements dwellers have or access and

how do they make use of these assets in their livelihoods?
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Vi.

Vii.

What constitute vulnerability context for the residents of informal settlements
in Lagos?

What are the underlying factors that influence livelihoods of the urban poor?
What are the limitations of land titling, as one of the livelihood assets, as a
poverty alleviation strategy in informal settlements in Lagos?

How useful is the Sustainable Livelihood Approach in understanding poverty
and poverty alleviation in Lagos’ informal settlements?

How do we incorporate these understandings into poverty alleviation

strategies?

The specific objectives to answer the above questions and achieve the aim of this

research are:

Vi.

Vii.

To explore existing literature on poverty, informal settlements, tenure security
and livelihoods.

To examine the various dimensions of livelihoods and livelihood assets
available at community level, and assets portfolios at individuals and
households levels.

To explore the vulnerability context and livelihood vulnerability of the urban
poor in Lagos’ informal settlements.

To examine various factors, in addition to tenure, that influence livelihood
assets and vulnerability of the urban poor.

To examine the limit of land titling as a poverty alleviation strategy in informal
settlements

To explore the potential and limitations of the Sustainable Livelihood Approach
in understanding poverty and poverty alleviation in informal settlements.

To suggest recommendations for an inclusive and people-oriented policy

framework for poverty alleviation in informal settlements.
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1.5 Research Setting

Lagos is the economic and commercial hub of Nigeria. It is equally one of the major
economic and commercial hubs in Africa region. Lagos, one of the fastest growing
cities and urban agglomerations in Africa and the seventh fastest growing in the world
(UN-HABITAT, 2007c; Hove, 2010) is characterized by a significant presence of the
urban poor who are mostly accommodated in informal settlements, with a growing
poverty profile. According to Morakinyo et al. (2012), proliferation of informal
settlements is one of the most enduring spatial manifestations of poverty and

urbanisation in Lagos.

The residents of informal settlements are faced with many challenges, such as poor
housing conditions, lack of basic services, overcrowding, environmental health risks,
threat of forced eviction, low capability, exclusion from livelihoods opportunities and
insecurity of tenure, which consistently make them vulnerable to poverty. However,

these are often not understood by policy makers as will be demonstrated in this thesis.

The population of Lagos and the number of informal settlements are increasing at a
faster pace. In the early 1980s, 42 of such settlements were identified by UNDP (SNC-
Lavalin, 1995) (see figure 1.2). Although, currently, there is no accurate data on the
exact number of informal settlements, there are indications that large proportion of
Lagos population live in informal settlements. Nubi and Omirin (2006) note that over
70% of the built-up area of the Lagos metropolis is blighted. According to World Bank
(2006) and Morka (2007), over two-thirds of the population of Lagos lives in informal

settlements.
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Figure 1.2: Location of Documented Informal Settlements in Lagos
Source: SNC-Lavalin Report (1995) cited in Agbola and Agunbiade (2009, p. 86)

Informal settlements in Lagos are located on both private and government lands as
well as in vulnerable areas such as swamps, canal setbacks, rail line setbacks and
marginal lands, and they are deprived of basic infrastructural services. These make the

residents vulnerable to environmental degradation, threats of eviction and demolition.

The dual phenomena of urban poverty and informal settlements are major challenges
in Lagos. Addressing these challenges is central to achieving sustainable human
settlements (Bujanda E and Arrieta de Bustillos, 2005). The Lagos State government
has made efforts to address the challenges of informal settlements dwellers. However,
because government often does not understand the livelihood realities of the
dwellers, the outcomes have not resulted in improvements in the living conditions
within informal settlements. Against this background, this research aims to explore the
livelihood realities of the residents of informal settlements. Four informal settlements
— Ipaja, Ajegunle, Oko-Baba and Sari-lganmu — were selected for in-depth study. The
research explores livelihood context and factors that influence livelihoods of the

residents.
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1.6 Research Methodology

The focus of this research, as stated earlier, is to explore various factors which
influence livelihoods of the urban poor in Lagos’ informal settlements, particularly how
these factors have shaped their assets portfolios and vulnerability context. The nature
of the research problem and the focus of the research, therefore, dictate that
pragmatic philosophy (from a critical realist viewpoint), case study research design
(multiple case studies) and mixed methodologies (qualitative and quantitative) be

adopted.

This study adopts Sustainable Livelihood Framework, as a methodological and an
analytical framework, to understanding poverty in informal settlements. The need to
focus on livelihoods is based on the realisation that poverty is multi-dimensional.
Sustainable Livelihoods Approach (SLA) provides a framework which integrates various
dimensions of poverty. This framework enables a broad range of quantitative and
qualitative research design and data collection methods. This research uses both
guantitative and qualitative data collection methods, which include household survey,
households’ in-depth interview, key informants’ interviews, direct observation and
published documents. The study was undertaken in Lagos metropolis. Specifically, four
informal settlements (Ajegunle, Ipaja, Oko-Baba and Sari-lganmu) were selected for
further empirical study. The use of multiple methods, no doubt, provided valuable
information on livelihoods assets, vulnerability context and factors that mediate assets
and vulnerabilities of the urban poor in Lagos. The research methodology is further

discussed in chapter four.

1.7 Structure of the Thesis

This thesis is structured into nine chapters. Chapter one - rethinking poverty
alleviation in informal settlements — containing this introduction, provides a brief
overview of existing literature as a background to the research problem, aim and

objectives. In essence, it provides an overview of the thesis, including its background,
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statement of the research problem, research questions, aim and objectives. It equally
provides brief descriptions of the research methodology and the research settings. The

chapter closes with how the thesis is structured.

Chapter two — Poverty, informal settlements and tenure insecurity unpacked: Based
on the research background presented in chapter 1, this chapter reviews the literature
on poverty, informal settlements and tenure security. It establishes a link between the
three concepts and later describes each of them separately. It discusses the definitions
and core debates of the three concepts. This chapter establishes that poverty, informal
settlements and tenure insecurity are complex and multidimensional phenomena,
which result from multiple factors. They are undesirable human conditions, which
require intervention. Any intervention strategy aims at addressing these undesirable

conditions must, therefore, take into consideration various factors that cause them.

Chapter three — Potential theoretical approaches and frameworks to poverty in
informal settlements. This chapter builds on the first three chapters, which have
provided research background and context. From the previous chapters, it has been
established that poverty and informal settlements are multidimensional and those
affected by them are in precarious conditions, which require intervention. This chapter
therefore, reviews potential approaches and frameworks to poverty intervention in
informal settlement. It started with a review of market-based approach follow by a
review of rights-based approach and then Sustainable Livelihood Approaches (SLA).
Exploring market-based approaches and rights-based approaches offers background
justification for the choice of SLA in this research. The sustainable Livelihood Approach
provides the background for the research methodology and the analytical framework

discussed in chapter 5.

Chapter four — The process: Research design and methodology. This chapter provides
an explanation of the research methods and procedures adopted in this research. It
presents the research philosophical positioning, research approach, research strategy

and the analytical framework. In addition, this chapter describes the methods of data
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collection, methods of data analysis, validity and reliability, and reflexivity and

positionality of the researcher.

Chapter five — The context and the livelihoods of the urban poor in Lagos. This chapter
set the research in context by discussing the research setting. The chapter is divided in
two main parts. The first part provides a discussion on the geopolitical, socio-economic
and urbanisation context of Nigeria as well as poverty and past poverty alleviation
strategies in Nigeria. The second part focuses on Lagos. It starts with the description of
its location, political and economic context. It then looks at the issues of urbanisation,
urban poverty and informal settlement as well as responses to the incidence of

informal settlements in Lagos.

Chapter six — Households and their livelihood assets portfolios. This chapter discusses
the livelihood assets of the residents of the case study settlements. It describes the
asset portfolios at individual, household and community levels. The forms of asset
discussed in this chapter include human, physical, social, financial and natural. This
chapter demonstrates that the urban poor require various forms of asset to build a

sustainable livelihood. However, they have limited access to these forms of asset.

Chapter seven — Vulnerability context in Lagos informal settlements. This chapter
discusses the vulnerability context within which the residents of the case study
settlements pursue their livelihoods. The discussion is presented around three main
themes — trends, shocks and seasonality. This chapter demonstrates that the residents
of the case study settlements are confronted with an array of vulnerabilities which go
beyond tenure insecurity. Vulnerability is a function of both macro and micro factors,
which manifest from political, social, economic, and physical environments as well

individuals’ asset portfolios.

Chapter eight — Beyond tenure (titling): The wider implications of other factors. This
chapter discusses factors influencing livelihoods of the residents of the case study

settlements. The discussion is presented around three main themes — institutions and
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policies, tenure and location. This chapter discusses how these factors mediate assets

and vulnerability.

Chapter nine — Some thoughts on poverty alleviation in informal settlements. The final
chapter presents conclusion and recommendation. It summarises the entire thesis by
reflecting on the initial research questions and objectives. Based on the research
findings, it provides some thoughts and recommendations on poverty alleviation in

informal settlements and then offers suggestions for further research.
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Chapter Two

Poverty, Informal Settlements and Tenure (In)security
Unpacked: Definitions, Concepts and Discourses

“..It is pertinent to understand; who the poor are? Where they live?
What are their peculiar economic circumstances and why are they poor?
Answering these questions is quite logical but important before
designing policies that aim at the poor. This will enhance the location
and distributional strategies of policy makers and questions on who gets
what and what goes where can be provided with sustainable responses
for actions” (Olufemi and Oluseyi, 2007).

2.1 Introduction

This chapter aims to set the context for the study by exploring the current literature on
poverty and informal settlements so as to clarify definitions and identify key issues to
carry through into the methodology and theoretical framework. Globally, there is a
general and renewed consensus that the issues of poverty and informal settlements
must be adequately addressed if the sustainable human settlements and the
Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) are to be attained in this contemporary urban
age. However, poverty and informality have remained complex and contested
phenomena. These concepts are understood to mean different thing to different
stakeholders, and they have been defined and measured in different ways. How
poverty and informality are defined have implications on the group of people and
actual number of people that could be considered poor and accommodated in
informal settlements. The definitions also have implications on the methodological and
analytical approach, as well as intervention strategies. Against this background, this
chapter provides an overview of poverty, informal settlements and tenure security.
Following this introduction, this chapter is divided into five parts. The first part
establishes connections between poverty, informal settlements and tenure security.
The second, third and fourth parts focus on poverty, informal settlements and tenure
security respectively. The fifth part presents the summary of the chapter, which set the

background for chapter three.
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2.2 Poverty, Informal Settlements and Tenure (In)Security: The Links

“In the urban context, poverty exists in stark and direct contrast to
wealth, modernity and progress. Urban poverty is closely related to
physical segregation; while it is not restricted to the enclaves of slums
and ‘depressed areas’ it is heavily concentrated in these places” (Berner,
2000, p. 556).

It is generally acknowledged that there is a strong link between poverty, informality
and tenure insecurity. In most developing country cities, empirical observation shows
that the map of informal settlements coincides with that of urban poverty (Durand-
Lasserve et al., 2002; UN-HABITAT, 2006b; Arimah, 2010). Durand-Lasserve et al.
(2002) observe that in devloping countries, between 30 and 80 per cent of the urban
population lives in informal settlements. One of the physical manifestations of urban
poverty in developing countries is the proliferation of informal settlements. UN-
HABITAT (2006b) has observed that urban poverty, inequality and informality are
major features of many cities in the developing world, and that future urban growth

will be driven largely by informal development in many regions.

The report of the 1996 World Summit for Social Development, Copenhagen also
described informal settlements in a general term to mean low-income settlements
and/or poor human living conditions. There is a two-way relationship between poverty
and informality. On the one hand, poverty creates informality and on the other hand,
informality reinforces poverty. It is recognised that not all residents of informal
settlements are poor, and not all poor live in informal settlements (Kamete et al.,
2001; UN-HABITAT/UNESCAP, 2008). Kamete et al. (2001, p. 31) note that in many
informal settlements, there is a significant internal differentiation in terms of
employment and income, housing, access to urban services, health and levels of

education.

However, in many developing countries, particularly sub-Saharan Africa countries, the
majority of the people living in poverty is accommodated in informal settlements and

makes a living mostly through informal enterprises. According to the report of the
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Global Urban Observatory (2003), urban poverty in developing countries is typically
concentrated in informal settlements. With the fastest urbanisation rates worldwide,
the informality growth rate in sub-Saharan Africa is the highest amongst the
developing regions. As such, most of the urban growth is being accommodated by
informally supplied land and housing (UN-HABITAT, 2006b). The bulk of the urban poor
in Sub-Saharan Africa, as exemplified by the Nigerian situation, are living in extremely
deprived conditions and inadequate housing with insufficient infrastructure facilities
and urban services. They are also vulnerable to tenure insecurity and forced eviction,
resulting from tenure related issues, markets’ pressure and inappropriate urban

development polices.

Continuous rapid urbanisation and corresponding increase in the proportion of the
urban poor living in informal settlements have brought urban poverty and informal
settlements issues on the agenda of many international and national development
organisations. For example, concerns for poverty and informal settlements are
apparent in the United Nations Millennium Development Goals. Specifically, goal 1
seeks to eradicate extreme poverty, while target 11 aims to significantly improve the

lives of at least 100 million slum-dwellers by 2020.

2.3 Poverty in Focus: The Definitions, Concepts and Core Debates

“In some cases, the methods used to identify poverty drive the debate to
such an extent that they change the way the subject is understood”
(Spicker, 2007, p. 7).

“It often seems that if you put five academics (or policy makers) in a
room you would get at least six different definitions of poverty...,
implying that there are considerable differences of opinion on how
poverty should be defined and measured.” (Gordon, 2006, p. 32).

Poverty is a complex and multidimensional phenomenon, which affects individuals,

households and community at large in different magnitude (United Nations, 1995). It is

one of the development challenges facing many countries of the world today,
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particularly the developing countries. There is extant literature relating to the

definitions, concepts and theories of poverty.

Box 1: Some Selected Definitions of Poverty

Individuals, families and groups in the population can be said to be in poverty when they lack
the resources to obtain the types of diet, participate in the activities and have the living
conditions and amenities which are customary, or at least widely encouraged or approved, in
the societies to which they belong. Their resources are so seriously below those commanded by
the average individual or family that they are, in effect, excluded from ordinary living patterns,
customs and activities (Townsend, 1979, p. 31).

Poverty refers to lack of physical necessities, assets and income. It includes but is more than
being income-poor (Chambers, 1995, p. 188).

Poverty is characterised lack of income and productive resources to ensure sustainable
livelihoods; hunger and malnutrition; ill health; limited or lack of access to education and other
basic services; increased morbidity and mortality from illness; homelessness and inadequate
housing; unsafe environments and social discrimination and exclusion. It is also characterised
by lack of participation in decision-making and in civil, social and cultural life (United Nations,
1995, p. 57).

The poor experience not only a lack of income or access to basic assets and basic services, but
also a devalued social status, marginalisation in urban space and a degraded living
environment, limited access to justice, information, education, decision-making power, and
citizenship; and vulnerability to violence and loss of security’ (IFUP, 1996, p. 3).

Poverty can involve not only the lack of the necessities of material wellbeing, but the denial of
opportunities for living a tolerable life (UNDP, 1997b, p. 15).

A person is poor in any period if, and only if, her or his access to economic resources is
insufficient to acquire enough commodities to meet basic material needs adequately (Lipton,
1997, p. 127).

To be poor is to be hungry, to lack shelter and clothing, to be sick and not cared for, to be
illiterate and not schooled. But for poor people, living in poverty is more than this. Poor people
are particularly vulnerable to adverse events outside their control. They are often treated badly
by the institutions of state and society and excluded from voice and power in those institutions
(World Bank, 2000, p. 15).

Poverty as an unacceptable deprivation in human well-being that can comprise both
physiological and social deprivation. Physiological deprivation involves the non-fulfillment of
basic material or biological needs, including inadequate nutrition, health, education, and
shelter. A person can be considered poor if he or she is unable to secure the goods and services
to meet these basic material needs (World Bank, 2001).

Households or individuals are considered poor when the resources they command are
insufficient to enable them to consume sufficient goods and services to achieve a reasonable
minimum level of welfare. The value of goods and services consumed, whether purchased, gifts,
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or self-produced, is expressed in monetary terms, enabling the definition of a poverty line
(Rakodi, 2002, p. 4).

Defining poverty presents a number of challenges to stakeholders. Though, it is
universally agreed that progress in poverty reduction is central to attainment of
Millennium Development Goals, more often than not, there are arguments on how to
define and measure poverty. Poverty has been defined, or at least explained, in many
ways, as researchers and development institutions seek to measure, analyse and
proffer solutions to its challenges. Each definition tries to capture the perception of
the author, as to what poverty means. Some authors narrow it to lack of adequate
income or consumption, while others argue that a more comprehensive definition,
which includes non-monetary indicators and how poor people perceive poverty, must
be used. Box 1 presents some of the definitions and explanations of poverty, as found

in the literature.

In development literature, poverty is generally defined from two perspectives, which

Wratten (1995) refers to as:

e The conventional economic approach; based on income levels or consumption,
defines poverty as lack of adequate income or consumption. Different names,
including money-metric, econometric, monetary, income and consumption,
poverty line and one-dimensional measure of poverty, have been used to
describe this approach

e Participatory approach; it recognises that poverty is complex and is a result of
many interrelated factors. Within poverty literature, it is often refers to as

multidimensional measure of poverty.

However, whichever way poverty is defined or measured, the common consensus is
that, it is ‘something undesirable and those affected by it or being threatened by it are
in a bad situation’ (Kamete, 2002a, p. 7) and also, they are in a state of deprivation; a
state in which their standard of living falls below minimum acceptable standards (UN-

HABITAT, 2011b, p. 7). Such situation as noted by UNDP (1997b, p. 15) can
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prematurely shorten life or make life difficult and painful. Piachaud (1981, p. 421),
therefore, asserts that it carries an implication and moral imperative that something

should be done about it.

Consequently, the two approaches are discussed. This research adopts
multidimensional approach. It however, recognises the importance of income in
livelihood analysis and poverty alleviation, particularly in the urban context. As such,
income variables are incorporated with non-monetary variables to analyse livelihoods

and livelihood vulnerability of the Lagos’ informal settlements dwellers.

2.3.1 Unidimensional Measure of Poverty

In defining and measuring poverty...the traditional approach refers only
to one variable such as income or consumption... (UN-HABITAT, 2011b,

p. 8)

Conventionally, poverty is often defined in monetary terms. Over the years, income
has gained prominence in defining poverty and in formulating poverty intervention
policies. This is reflected in the Millennium Development Goals (MDG). Target 1.A of
the MDG aims to halve, between 1990 and 2015, the proportion of people whose
income is less than $1.25 a day. Income poverty approach tries to standardise poverty
measurement through quantitative method. It uses questionnaires to obtain
information on income and consumption at individual or household level. The
approach, as noted by Baker and Schuler (2004, p. 3), uses income or consumption to
assess whether a household can afford to purchase a basic basket of goods at a given
point in time. The definition of poverty is, therefore, based upon either per capita
incomes or consumption. From this perspective, according to Rakodi (2002, p. 4),
poverty is measured based on the cost of basic food basket without other necessities

of life.

For ease and accuracy of measurement, reported consumption is often taken as a

proxy for income, which is subsequently used to define poverty line (Chambers, 2007).
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Poor people are those whose incomes fall below the predefined standards of basic
consumption. Ravillion (1992, p. 25) defines poverty line as the minimum levels of
consumptions of various goods (food, clothing and shelter) below which survival
beyond short periods is threatened. Households are categorised as poor when their
income is less than what is required to meet basic needs. Basic needs according to
Streeten and World Bank (1981, p. 25) may include ‘such things as clothing, shelter,
water and sanitation that are necessary to prevent ill health, undernourishment and
the like’. However, it is difficult to actually standardized basic needs, as income poverty
tends to do. According to Chambers (1995), what people consider as needs is
influenced by various factors, including culture and personal preference, which vary
from individual to individual and society to society. Sen (1999) equally opines that
needs may be relative to what is possible and are based on social definition and past

experience.

Income-based poverty approach sets two different poverty lines for developing and
developed countries. In developing nations, those living on less than a dollar a day are
considered poor, while, in developed nations, those living less than 50 per cent of the
median income are considered poor (van Hensbergen et al., 2011). The use of poverty
lines based on income level remains widespread. Chambers (2007) observes that
income poverty approach gained prominence in poverty analysis and has been
sustained over the years, as a result of the assumptions and perceptions of many
economists. Baker and Schuler (2004, p. 3) also noted that money-metric methods are
widely used because they are objective, can be used as the basis for a range of socio-
economic variables, and it is possible to adjust for differences between households,

and intra-household inequalities.

However, several publications including Chambers (1995); Rakodi (1995); (Wratten,
1995); Satterthwaite (1996); Jonsson and Satterthwaite (2000); Kamete et al. (2001);
Grist et al. (2006) and Chambers (2007) have criticised income-based or consumption-
based poverty measure because of its inadequacy to capture complex and
multidimensional nature of poverty as well as livelihood realities of the poor. It has

been observed that income poverty approach tends to underestimate poverty,
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particularly urban poverty because it does not take into consideration extra cost of
urban living and it does not adequately capture many of the dimensions of poverty
associated with both the urban and rural environments (Coudouel et al., 2002; Baker
and Schuler, 2004; Satterthwaite, 2004). According to Baker and Schuler (2004, p. 4),
these multiple dimensions may include lack of opportunity, tenure insecurity,
environmental and health hazards, lack of access to basic services and lack of safety

nets to mitigate hard times.

Emphasising the inadequacy of poverty lines and how it has underestimated the scale
of urban poverty in most low- and middle-income nations, Satterthwaite (2004)

asserts:

“It might be assumed that poverty lines establish how many people have
inadequate incomes to afford basic needs. But most poverty lines do not
do so because they are not based on any study or data of the income
level that individuals or households require to afford non-food essentials
(including safe, secure housing, basic services including water and
sanitation, health care, keeping children at school (p. 1)... In general, the
proportion of urban dwellers living in poverty (i.e. in poor quality,
overcrowded and often insecure housing lacking adequate provision for
water, sanitation, drainage.....) and exposed to very high levels of
environmental health risk is higher than the proportion defined as poor
by poverty lines in sub- Saharan Africa and some other low- and middle-
income nations” (p. 8).

From a livelihood perspective, income is just one of the forms of asset require by the
poor to live a good quality of life. This means that poverty level of an individual or a
household cannot be determined with just one indicator. Reyes (2002) and Chambers
(2007) noted the challenges of reducing poverty to a single indicator, particularly
income. For example, Reyes (2002) noted that defining and measuring poverty with an
indicator, out of numerous indicators, will only show whether an individual or
household is not meeting a particular basic need. Another challenge of income poverty
is that it is non-contextual (Chambers, 2007). As such, it is not enough to capture all

the dimensions of poverty, including the perceptions of those living in poverty.
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Consequently, poverty discourses have included ideas related to monetary, non-
monetary and the perceptions of those living in poverty. Hence, poverty is increasingly
being understood as multidimensional and the result of multiple deprivations (Grist et

al., 2006).

2.3.2 Multidi