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nyone who has lived in or

wandered around lower

income areas in a city in ‘the
(economic) South’ has surely
encountered the topic of this study.
You may have stayed next to a car or
bicycle maintenance workshop or
seen barbers working under a mango
tree. Many of you will have been
tempted to buy a soft drink from a
small parlor or a home-made snack
sold from a kitchen window.
Through an opened door, you may

INTRODUCTION have caught a glimpse of a

seamstress working on a dress or a
woman babysitting children.
Activities such as these are abundant
throughout cities in developing
countries and play a role in the
livelihoods of many households. The
prime characteristic of the urban
habitat in those countries therefore is
that it encompasses reproductive,
consumptive as well as income-
generating activities. This also holds
for Caribbean cities. Residential areas
in cities such as Kingston (Jamaica),
La Havana (Cuba), Port of Spain
(Trinidad and Tobago), Paramaribo
(Suriname) and Willemstad
(Curacao) are full of food producers,
crafts men and women, and service
providers.

Yet, few academstudies consider
the phenomenon of the productive
(gohabitat and none of them

Life is one big road with lots of s 8h the Caribbean. Instead.

when you riding through the ruts, o0t overty  studies  endade  in
complicate your mind. Flee from 8, P y 9ag

mischief and jealousy. Don'tbur)}el nféF access to housing, living

thoughts, put your vision to realitgorarions, security of t?”IUfe or In
Wake Up and Live! - Bob Marley2cOnomic, entrepreneurial activities
undertaken by urban citizens.



Similarly, current poverty reduction and planning policies appear to
overlook the connections between the productive and reproductive use of
spaces and spheres.

The study presented here is about the productive use of habitat in the
form of Home-Based Economic Activities (HBEAs) in Paramaribo
(Suriname) and Port of Spain (Trinidad and Tobago). The aim is to
examine the organisation of HBEAs, along with their role and function
for the livelihoods, for a diverse group of households in low-income
neighbourhoods within these Caribbean cities. Moreover, the aim is to
reveal the relations between these aspects and their links and interactions
with institutions, organisations and social relations. Such knowledge is
important as it adds to a holistic understanding of urban
livelihoods and the multiple functions of the habitat. In addition, the study
contributes to the knowledge ofeiractions between households and
institutions in organising livelihoodiaties. Such knowledge is vital to
academics and policymakers in the field of poverty and development, as
well as to urban planners.

Below, | introduce the background of this study and the central question
posed. | introduce the region of thtedy, the Caribbean, in terms of
poverty, development and urbanisation. Thereafter, the two cities this
study focuses on will be introducedamaribo and Port of Spain. The
chapter concludes with an overview of the organisation of the book.

1.1 HBEAs in Current Academicand Policy Debates

The study of HBEAs builds on threegoing developments in academic

and policy circles. The first is the changing perceptions on poverty and the
poor. Classic views narrowly perceived poverty as a lack of income, and
poor people as a homogeneous group of rather passive victims. From the
late 1990s alternative views haweerged, which acknowledge the
complexity, dynamics and diversityhef poor and poverty. These views
took an actor-oriented perspective and focused on the activities people
undertake to sustain and change their lives in often difficult situations.
The second development is the increased understanding among planners
and housing specialists that habitat is more than a consumptive asset for
reproductive and domestic purposes. It also provides a location for
(income-generating) productive activities. What is more, such productive
activities are strongly integrated spatially, socially and financially into the
domestic and reproductive sphere of the household. Finally, the study
emerged from current (neo-liberal) beliefs in development policies and
action. Entrepreneurship is increasingly considered as an important tool in
poverty reduction. Poor people, it is argued, should be stimulated to
develop their entrepreneurial ambitions and nurture enterprise.
Consequently, barriers constraining the emergence of such activities
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should be removed. In practice thés resulted in an emphasis on the
upgrading of skill-training andusiness support programmes for
entrepreneurs, and on micro-credit.

Poverty Thinking

In recent times perceptions on poverty and the poor have changed.
Conventional poverty thinking was, in the past, dominated by a view that
poverty equals a lack of income. fiiated poverty indicators comprised

of macro-level economic data and rather arbitrary poverty lines based on
income or consumpth (Moser 1998:3; Rakodi 2002; Verrest and
Reddock 2004 (issued 2@36) hese classical perceptions still exist today
and remain fairly dominant withinctds of classicatonomists and neo-
liberalists. However, since the early 1990s these perceptions have been
increasingly criticised by scholars such as Robert Chambers (with Conway
1991; 1995) and Amartya Sen (1981; .188%jst critique of these
traditional approaches concerns the lack of attention to other aspects of
poverty in addition to shortage of income, such as inadequate housing,
unhealthy living environments, lack of access to education and health care,
as well as the exclusion from the political decision making processes.
Second, conventional analyses ofrpoveere criticised for their narrow
focus on the states of poverty angridation. They lacked attention to
processef impoverishment or increased welfare and social in- or
exclusion, as well as for the factealising these changes (Rakodi 2002;
Krishna 2004). Finally, conventional poverty thinking failed to
acknowledge the diversity in and uakglistribution of poverty over
groups in society according to sodaracteristics such as gender, age,
and ethnicity. The traditional poverty measurements presuppose allocation
of income and consumption on altruistic principles, resulting in an equal
distribution of the burden of poverty. However findings have shown that
welfare outcomes are unequal and are the result of power relations rather
than economic consensus (KabEg94; Beall and Kanji 1999; Folbre
2001).

1 The journal was issued in 2006 and was based on a seminar held in 2005.
However, due to administrative ddastions 2004 was chosen as year of
publication for the issue.

2 Poverty lines based on income anduwuoption consider the costs of a basic
food basket and other necessi Inaccuracies in these methods occur in partly
monetized economies and economiesraviown production is consumed.
Moreover these lines do riake differences between or within households in to
consideration with regard to, for amste, necessary foautakes, non-food
necessities or the level of access tcpsipplied goods. Finally poverty lines
reflect the situation at a particular manie time and do not capture processes
of change (Rakodi 2002).



Hence alternative perceptions on poverty emerged particularly in
sociological, anthropological and geographical debates. Current scholars
are of the opinion that poverty consists of multiple and interacting
economic, social, infrastructural and environmental factors and is
embedded in complex local reali{Bebbington 1999; Ellis 2000; World
Bank 2000b; Rakodi and Lloyd-J&@#}2; De Haan and Zoomers 2005).
They put the complexity and dynamics of poverty at the centre of
attention and increasingly focus omcepts that incorporate these issues,
particularly deprivation and vulndrigh Deprivation occurs when people

are unable to reach a certain level of functioning or capability (Rakodi
2002; Baudet al2008). Lack of income or assets are features of
deprivation, but the concept includdiser aspects as well, for instance
physical weakness, social subordination, rights and powerlessness,
isolation and vulnerability (Sen 198@privation therefore grasps the
complexity and the multidimensiogatit poverty. Vulnerability captures

the process of ‘people moving in and out of poverty’ (Lipton and Maxwell
1992 in Moser 1998:3). Vulnerabiliyints at the insecurity and
sensitivity of individuals, housetsoand communities the face of a
continuously changing environméné. political and social-economic
shocks, natural disasters or long-term trends). Consequently, not all poor
people are necessarily vulnerable and non-poor people may very well be
vulnerable (Moser 1998:3).

Changes in perceptions of poverty have also changed the way ‘the poor’
are viewed. They are no longer seen as passive victims, but much more as
individuals actively trying to udhce their situation using multiple
strategies (Allison and Ellis 20Rakodi 2002; De Haan and Zoomers
2005). Moser (1998:1) even speaks of poor people as ‘managers of
complex asset portfolios’. Consequently, perceptions and experiences of
poor people have increasingly taken a central position in the discussions
and analyses of poverty. In 2000, dveWorld Bank put the ‘voices of

the poor’ centre stage in thalorld Development R2poeéth).

This increased attention paid to the perspectives of people, has also
resulted in increasing acknowledgenof the diversity between poor
households, for instance according to the gender of the head, stage in the
life-cycle, ethnicity, household sind structure, amount of able-bodied
members to non able-bodied members, and, within households, with
regard to gender and age (Gonzidda Rocha 1994; Kabeer 1994; Beall
and Kanji 1999).

Current discussions and reseamhthe field of deprivation and
vulnerability take place under thebrefla concept of livelihoods.
Livelihoods are generally defined as ‘comprising the assets, activities and
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the access to these (mediated by institutional and social relations) that
together determine the living gaineamyndividual or households’ (Ellis
2000:103. De Haan (2000:346) compares livelihoods with the French
notion ofgenre de Wesystem of livelihood strategies of a human group

in a specific region, emphasising the interaction between the society and
the natural environment’. Households, individuals and communities
develop livelihood strategies based on the human, social, natural, financial,
productive and political assets available and accessible to them, as well as
the livelihood opportunities thateth can mobilise. Most households
develop a mixture of strategies that consist of productive and reproductive
activities, borrowings and savings, and social networks. They adjust these
to their own circumstances e.g. pdioep, age, stage in life-cycle, skills

and education etc. (Farringetra002:V; Rakodi 2002). These strategies
are drawn on with the aim of recovering from stress or shocks,
maintaining or enhancingsats or capabilities, pmoviding a sustainable
livelihoods.

Early livelihoods studies focused mostly on the agency of individuals,
households and communities in shaping their lives. This was a reaction to
the ‘structuralist thinking’ thdbminated the 1980s. The term agency
refers to people’s ability to promoteaccommodate change in their lives
(Baud and Post 2002). The impadtnfctural forces on the access and
mobilisation of assets in livelihoods received less attention. Agency is only
one side of the story though. Individuals and households do not operate
in a vacuum and existing structutesaffect the access, control and use

of their assets (De Haan 2000). Mareent livelihood studies have
therefore called for more attention to access to assets and the ‘mediating
processes’ affecting both the access to assets as well as opportunities to
transform these assets into activities and opportunities. Hence, in recent
studies on livelihoods the focus has lo@econcepts such as institutions,
processes and power (Bebbington 1999:2022; ¢tealil999:226; Ellis
2000:40; Allison and Ellis 2001; Farringtaa2002:30; Rakodi 2002:12).
However, as De Haan and ZoomgR005:33) correctly state, the
tendency to focus on assets and livelihood activities in actual livelihoods
studies remains and such stnadtforces are neglected.

A critique of the livelihoods approach related to this is that the focus is
too narrowly on what people have instead of what people need. This
entails a risk of overlooking those people that have nothing (Rakodi
2002). Moreover, there is a tendetlocyomanticise the lives of poor
people as dynamic and flexible, sditig to changing circumstances and

3 Similarly defined in Scoones (192&hley and Carney (1999), Chambers
(1995), Moser (1998), Beall andjiKa999) and Bebbington (1999).



options. Many of them do not choose between sets of alternative viable
strategies but only have one or two not so viable options to choose from.
These may decrease their future livelihood possibilities. It is exactly this
lack of alternative options that characterises their deprivation. In addition,
poor people’s opportunities in particular are shaped and constrained by
structural forces. Ignoring those sfnsal forces, presents an unreal
picture.

Positioning the Livelihoods Debate

The origin and development of tlieelihood approaches has strong
linkages with discussions in the cttme/agency debates. Particularly
relevant is Giddens’ notion of the duality of structure, which is explained
in his theory of structuration (asatissed in Sewel929. The structure-
deterministic perceptions of tH®60s and 1970s explained aspects,
changes and appearances of social life from all-governing rigid structures.
These views are closely related to early perceptions of poverty that saw
poverty and poor people as passive victims of structures keeping them
down. The subsequently emerging voluntaristic approaches focused on
human agency and saw human action as the prime force shaping social
life. The strong actor-oriented approaches towards poverty formed the
start of the livelihoods approach #edito the initial focus on assets and
poor people’ s agency to be able to make a living. More recent views that
perceive livelihoods as a result of both agency and structures confirm
conceptualisations by Giddens who saw structure as both shaping and
being shaped by human action (Sewell 1992).

The environment/entitleents-debate is another academic field where
interactions between households and institutions are discussed (cf. Leach
et al 1999). The endowment-entitlemdramework has first been
developed by Sen (1981; 1985) bubdes subsequentyaborated and
refined by many other scholarse (Haan and Zoomers 2005) such as
Leachet al(1999) who work in the fietd environmental management.
Amartya Sen (1985) used this fraonkewo explain how it was possible

that people could be dying of hunger amidst an abundance of food. He
claimed that the problem was not caused by a shortage of food but a lack
of access food. In their article of 1999, Leadthalused and developed

Sen’s work into their widely appreciated Environmental Entitlements
Framework. This framework puts fireceisrough which endowments
(similar to assets) are accessed and transformed into entitlements
(activities and outcomes) at the core of the debate. Sen referred to this as
‘entittement mapping’. Leaeh al(1999) call for a pminent place of
endowment and entitlement mapping in the livelihoods framework.
Relations between institutions and households are at play in these
mapping processes.
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Institutional economics focuses on the role of institutions in economic
behaviour. The New Institutional Economy (NIE) argues against the
belief in neo-classical economicat tthe economy imstitution-free.
People in this school, such as Douglas North, state that the grounds for
this institution-free thinking (i.e. everybody has the same information and
the same world map and makes rational choices) are false, and that
transaction costs exidnstitutions play a role as means to reduce
transaction costs (North 1997). The lack of attention to institutions would
also explain why market failure imedi@ping countries occurs. Projected
onto the livelihoods debate, institutional economics would point at the set
of rules and regulations that govemabtual mobilisation of assets in the
pursuit of livelihoods (or turning endowments into entitlements),
sometimes opening opportunities smighetimes constraining these.

The livelihoods approach has not only influenced debates on vulnerability
and deprivation but has also strongly affected methodological and policy
approaches towards povertykdeth (2002:18-19) and Farringtenal
(2002:1) argue that the livelihoodpr@ach is people-centred and is
holistic, dynamic, sustainable, differentiated, conducted in partnership,
responsive, and participatory. I t&trongly influenced development
policy from the late 1990s, especialithe United Kingdom where the
Department for International Development (DFID) has based their
policies on the livelihds approach (DFID 2002).

Urban Livelihoods

Initially, the livelihoods approach baiitthe analysis of the lives of rural
households and communities, and engdth¢he role and importance of
natural capital for rural residefBebbington 1999; Satterthwaite and
Tacoli 2002). Yet, the rural origintleé livelihoods approach does not
make it unsuitable for an urban application. Assets, access, activities,
institutions and vulnerabilitiese armlso crucial for analysing and
understanding urban deprivation and urban livelihoods. Nevertheless,
specific urban characteristics, thg. dependency on cash for a large
range of expenses, do affect the livelihood opportunities of people in
urbanised settlements. Therefore an urban livelihoods approach is
justified. The need for such an approach becomes increasingly pressing as
the urban population in ‘developing countries’, particularly in sub-Sahara
Africa and Asia, is growing fast and outnumbers the rural population in
more and more countries. Moreover, small cities of less than 500,000
people especially, groapidly (Rakodi 2002; World Bank 2007b; UNFPA
2007).

4 See for instance www.livelihoods.org.



Key institutions and ongiaations that exist in urban areas include for
instance: support programmes for livelihoods activities; health care and
sanitation; tenure, and shelter policies and arrangements; spatial planning;
local governance/government; community development; and conditions
on the economic and labour mariakodi 2002; Meikle 2002). Urban
areas usually have a larger numbeudi institutions than rural areas.
The question remains though to what extent low-income households have
access to these organisations and how important they are for their
livelihoods? Similar to rural citizamban residents mibtilse their assets
during their livelihood activities. Tlheelihood strategies of poor urban
households consist primarily of labalated activities but also include
migration, remittances, informal credit arrangements and support
networks.

Urban labour is a well-researched topic. From the 1970s, until well into
the 1980s the informality of manigolar activities and enterprises has
been centre stage in such studiesH@rt 1973; Porteand Schauffler
1993). They concentrated on linkdpgsveen the formal and informal
sector, income, working conditionsllskcredit, informality and the role

of women. Thereafter, urban labour and income-generation was more
widely discussed from a broader itiveds perspective, focusing on
assets facilitating access to the faimauket and other forms of income
generation. In current studies on arlaelihoods, the focus is primarily

on the role of labour activities,nfan and social assets. Moser (1998)
found that productive use of a house is, after labour, the most important
asset for urban people. Mobilisirgy gtoductivity, through operating a
business from the house or renting out rooms to people, is a vital
livelihood strategy for urban peomdentributing substantially to their
income. Literature confirms thisding (cf. Beall and Kanji 1999:1,
Farringtonet aR002:22) but is rather silent on the ways urban people can
mobilise this asset and its value for their well-being.

Productive Use of Habitat: Different Visions

Within the discussions on urban poverty, considerable attention has been
given to issues of housing, sheltdithiaand liveability. The poor quality

of houses and living areas of poor people in quickly urbanised cities has
become one of the most visible aspects of urban poverty. Debates on
housing and habitat have centred on questions of improving quality and
availability of low-cost housings well as tenure security. Urban
governance and more speaify the role andledions among different
actors possibly involved in the process of providing habitat and realising
secure tenure have been the mairsfotattention in the discussions (cf.
Baud and Post 2002). Although ideaderpinning thigdebate have
changed, until recently notions on the function of habitat have been static.
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Habitat has been viewed primarily from the perspective of reproduction,
as ‘consumption goodf.(&JNCHS website 2007). Habitat was primarily
viewed as a ‘basic need’, necegsamnpvide households and individuals

with healthy and safe environments, among others, to secure
reproduction. A house, meeting basic building criteria, with access to basic
services, such as clean water aniaan, was seen as a necessary
material cost for poor households to ‘survive’. The limited availability of
and lack of access to land andablét housing excluded many urban
residents, especially the poor, fritws basic need and confined their
housing opportunities to low-quality houses on inadequate and often
illegal sites in the city (cf. UNSHwvebsite 2007). Also in Caribbean
studies on habitat the focus has been on tenure, governance and the
consumptive role of habitat (Potter and O'Flarty 1995; Mohammed

1997; Potter and Conway 1997; Potter 2000; Williams 2003).

Yet, in many parts of the world habitat is also used for economic activities
(Strassman 1987; Gilbert 1988; Kelladt Tipple 2000). Lack of access to
habitat is then considered a sitatof extreme vulnerability, while
appropriate and secure habitat provides more than shelter to ensure
wellbeing (Beall and Kanji 1999;sk101998; Gilbert 1988). Perceptions

of the value of HBEAs are mixed. @ one hand there is appreciation

of the potential of HBEAS in poverty reduction and providing economic
opportunities for the urban poor that correspond to their needs and
possibilities (Moser 1998; Ghaf2@00; Tipple 2006). Other views
however, reject this appreciatiod stness the illegality and hidden nature

of HBEAs. They also emphasise tHBEAs do not live up to standards

of employment, environmental sustainability and safety, and they compete
with regular businesses in an unfair manner by escaping taxation and
licensing (Strassman 1987; Kedlett Tipple 2000; Tipple 2006). Within
discussions on urban livelihoods, pobge use of habitat is positively
valued as it provides economi@anunities for the urban poor that
correspond to their needs and possdslifThis distinction is very much
related to the dual vision of informal sector activities. Traditional visions
stress its self-exploiting and exclusive character whereas recent theories
stress its potential and entrepreneurial character (Portes and Itzigsohn
1997; Sookram and Watson 280rtes and Schauffler 1993).

Kellett and Tipple (2000) aegagainst the implicitllef in urban studies

that a natural and appropriate separation exists between domestic and
economic tasks. Such a belief prohibits proper understanding of the
meaning of home. Workimg the home was the mo in pre-industrial
society and continues to be so in many of today’s developing countries.
Feminist researchers, e.g. Barri{f@@00: 168-169), also argued against
the idea that the home is used for consumptive domestic tasks and that



productive activities take place in the public domain. First of all, such a
perception views care and domestic activities as not productive and as
such devaluates the work of many people, mainly women, to economically
unimportant activities f(cKabeer 1994). Secondghores the existence

of economic activities that take place in the home.

Kellett and Tipple (2000) argue thaen the most superficial look at
small economic activities today revealextended fungilofitime, space

and money between economic and domestic spheres (Lipton 1980 in
Kellett and Tipple 2000). An entrepreriedgs with her family behind a
shop, prepares supper while sheswait customers and gives her son
money from the cashier to pay for his transport to go to school. This
means that the operation of the activities is socially, financially and
spatially integrated in householpsvate lives (Strassman 1987:122;
Kellett and Tipple 2000). Domestiesources are converted into
economic resources and vice versa. i$hisucial for the survival and
profitability of HBEAs. Moreover, thpossibility to easily convert, for
instance labour, space and funds from one use to the other, is what makes
HBEAs an attractive strategytdon to (Strassman 1987:125-126).

In current studies on HBEAs such integrated approaches are scarce.
Studies on HBEAs are spread over three academic fields. In the informal
sector domain, studies such asethnsStrassman (1987), Afrane (2000).
Mahmud (2003) and Tipple (2002®06) focus on the operational
practises of HBEAs, the linkages with the formal sector, and the
economic results these activitiesdyi€hese studies pay considerable
attention to spatial use and moststs discuss business characteristics
and not household characteristicsa{SiQ98). Close relations exist with
general informal sector studiefs Portes and Schauffler 1993).

Urban planning studies on HBEAs on the other hand, discuss the effects
of HBEAs for urban planning and the other way around of urban
planning on HBEASs, including issues of tenure and sometimes local
governance (Tipple 2000; Gowdhal2003; Tipple 2004). Furthermore,
urban planning discusses issue®azgtional strengshand weaknesses,
such as proximity related aspects and the type of neighbourhood. Finally,
within the field of urban livelihoods, the possible importance of HBEAS is
increasingly acknowledg(Beall and Kanji 199&)t not much attention

has been paid to examining the organisation of HBEAs and their role in
urban livelihoods.

A final body of interesting literature for this research is that on ethnic

entrepreneurship, which promotes the notion of mixed embeddedness (cf.
Kloostermanet al1999; Kloosterman and Rath 2001). This literature
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points to the fact that agency andcstme go hand-in-hand in affecting
entrepreneurs’ opportunities. This approach takes into account ‘the wider
societal context in which immigrant entrepreneurs start their business’
(Kloosterman and Rath 2003). Theomati institutionaframework is
positioned centrally, as a means to be able to analyse entrepreneurial
developments in regions witffetient institutional contexts.

Poverty Action: Entrepreneurship and Micro-Finance

The last development that coincideith this study is the increased
attention that (micro-) entrepreneurship receives in policy debates.
Current policies on poverty reduction and development emphasise the
importance of entrepreneurship in reaching targets (Rahman 2004:31;
Simons 1995). Current developmentkthin is increasingly shaped by
neo-liberal beliefs that the private sector is the main engine for economic
growth, that market led growth fosters the best results and that the role of
the state should be reduced to tbhtfacilitator of private sector
developments (World Bank 2004trélous 2005; Verrest and Reddock
2004 (issued 2006)). Part of this belief is that people’'s economic self-
reliance and independence should be stimulated.

Entrepreneurship is expected to create economic growth, provide
affordable products and services and, in the formal sector, government
revenues (World Bank 2004). Mos$t all though, enterprises, and
particularly those of micro-, small- and medium-size, are important
providers of employment (World Bank 2004; Angeledi2006; DFID

2005). Whereas small and mediuradsienterprises employ people,
micro-enterprises create opportunities for self-employment and are
considered an important way aft poverty (World Bank 2000b).
Consequently, in poverty reduttioself-employed workers in the
informal sector have increasingly been targeted as micro-entrepreneurs
(Portes and Itzigsohn 1997).

Much of the discussion centres om guestion of how micro-enterprises
develop into fully-fledged (microsiens) of classical enterprises and
provide a sustainable income for their operators. Such policies perceive
poor micro-entrepreneurs as vulnerable and less trained yet classic
entrepreneurs who look for innovation, growth and profit. Specific
problems and issues for this group addressed, such as their lack of
access to financial services, matieetsnical and business skills and their
informal character. Consequently a range of policies and projects has been
developed to support the development and opportunities of micro-
enterprises. For example, Werld Development Repors@ifFibes to

the realisation of an investment atenin which ‘firms and entrepreneurs

of all types (...) have opportunities and incentives to contribute to growth

11



and poverty reduction’ (World B&004:xiii). Creating access to financial
services for the poor particularly has received much attention from
national and international organisations such as the World Bank, United
Nations, DFID and OXFAM.

In the course of this resear@®@2-2007) the attention paid to micro-
finance has grown enormously. Tlae 2805 was designated The Year of
Micro-finance by the United Natiaje$. United Nations 2004b). In 2006,
Mohammed Yunus, the founder of the Grameen Bank, won the Nobel
Prize for Peace. These events followed years of increasing belief that part
of the solution for poverty reduction lay in the provision of adequate
financial services for the pooafian 2004:31; Chatterjee 2001). Before
the 1970s formal financial institutiovere disinterested in provision of
services to low-income groups. Within these groups, collateral was
lacking, incomes were low and i@gumaking servicing these people
costly and risky. From the 1970sn(fl) micro-financenstitutions for
low-income groups took off and their success showed that poor people
are able to save, borrow and ydpans (Lont and Hospes 2004:3).

Today, many organisations that aim at development and poverty reduction
have embraced micro-finance and particularly micro- credit as the solution
to poverty. It is considered the most important tool that people can use to
move out of poverty. Micro-finance, it is argued, can provide
opportunities for vulnerable groups to develop their ambitions, to invest

in assets and gain economic, social and political standing. Hence, it can be
the tool for transforming them from being vulnerable and dependent
citizens to being self-reliant and independent people with increased
livelihood opportunities (cf. Mus 1999; United Nations 2004a).

The crowd supporting micro-finance is large and loud making it difficult
to hear critical remarks. First of all critiques state that many micro-finance
organisations focus on provision of credit and lack other services, such as
savings or insurance. Much of the celebrated successes of micro-finance
are based on loan repayment, i.e. reflecting institutional performance and
not its impact on clients. Furthermore, it is stated that micro-finance does
not reach the poorest and therefore is not the most successful tool in
reducing poverty. Rahman (2004) aemly results of various studies on

the impact of micro-finance to conclude that impacts are small and not
significant or even negative. Negative results are related to the increased
debt situation some households find themselves in after using micro-
finance. In aiming at high repayment rates, (group) pressure to repay may
be fierce, which decreases empowerment and increases violence.

12
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A common characteristic of both informal sector studies and micro-credit
policies is their focus on what theaBnentrepreneur lacks; something
that can be corrected by creating the appropriate institutions. They do not
call into question the nature of capitalist economies where the interests of
those who own capital are to maximize their returns on their assets.
Furthermore, they are supply driven and simply assume a demand for
micro-credit to exist, while entrepgars may have good reasons not to
borrow. This study takes a critical perspective towards these current
developments. It asks the question if micro-entrepreneurship is the
pathway out of poverty and if so for whom. Moreover, it discusses the
potential and relevance of micro4fica institutions foHBEA-operators

in low-income areastwo Caribbean cities.

1.2 The Caribbean

The study was carried out in two Cagdlbcities: Paramaribo and Port of
Spain. Research in this region is péatlg relevant for two reasons: it is

a highly urbanised region and it has felt the full force of globalisation
processes, notably through its dependence on the export of primary
products and the development of Caribbean diasporas éP@ii397;

Tang Nain 1997). Globalisation as @cess ‘of increasing free flow of
people, finance, services, products, technology, images and ideas across
national borders’ has impacted on the Caribbean from the era of slavery
onwards (Reddock 2004). Today’s aliledtion, particularly in the
economic sense, is shaped bylibecalist ideas and centres on trade
liberalisation and competitiveness without considering the social, historical
absence of a ‘level playing field’ (ibid.) For the Caribbean this has
impacted heavily on agricultural @eand local manufturing industry,
changing labour opportunities. Moreover it has changed consumption
patterns and induced migration. Therefore, a thorough understanding of
Caribbeanrban livelihoods, deprivation and vulnerability on the one hand,
and how institutional processes impact on this on the other hand, is
needed. Yet, studies regarding rudevelopment in the Caribbean are
limited and the ones focussing on urban livelihoods scarce. HBEAs as
such have not been siedlin the Caribbean.

A prime characteristic of the Caribbean is its diversity. Caribbean
countries vary in terms of ethnic population composition, and political,
bio-physical, social and economic characteristics (Etoal&997). Yet,

the region shares many common feaaseasgell. As Jaffe (2006:1) points

out, the region is characterised by ‘unity and diversity, heterogeneity and
homogeneity’. A common historical path of colonisation, (proto)-
globalisation, slavery and indepeceldms shaped and reshaped every
feature of the region, ranging from its population composition, pattern of
settlement to its economic structure, dominant language and international
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linkages, and the shape of its cities @aHR007). They are situated in

the backyards of the ‘developed world’ with which they have a set of
economic, cultural and social relations, shaped at the level of state, firms,
social networks, and households BRégjne and Schalkwijk 1997; Potter
2000).

Map 1.1: The Caribbean

Drawing a strict boundary around the Caribbean region is not possible.
Definitions vary considerably and may be based on ‘language, identity,
geography, history and culture, geopolitics and geo-economics, or
organisation’ (Girvan 2005b:305). Sale#nitions focus only on the
smaller islands (mainly the English speaking), whilst others include all
islands and others extend this with main land states entering the
Caribbean Sea or even the Diaspora communitiee{3d097).

Caribbean Economies

Since the ‘discovery of the New World' Caribbean economies have always
developed linked to the rest of the world. During the colonisation period
the countries were plantation economies, producing agricultural products
for foreign markets (Beckford 1972).sMoountries have shifted away

from this pure plantation based agriculture in the 20th Century. Yet, their
reliance on external markets and economies has not disappeared. Many
Caribbean economies depend heavily on one or two economic sectors,
which are vulnerable to volatility on the world market. These can be
agricultural crops (e.g. bananas), minerals and natural resources (e.g.
bauxite, oil) or tourism. Moreover, Caribbean economies rely profoundly
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on the import of goods for local production and consumption. Trade
liberalisation increasingly limits opoities for Caribbean countries to
protect local markets and productidhe small domestic markets and
relative isolation of the countries have constrained large-scale
industrialisation. Yet, large-scale ‘industrialisation by invitation’, developed
by Lewis, has been an economic strategy in the post-World War I
Caribbean. Various theoretical approaches have been developed to
understand the Chkdean economy (cf. St (@93, for an overview). In

the 1970s and 1980s the critical t&fimm Economy Sciol (including
scholars such as Levitt, Beckford and Girvan) represented a Caribbean
version of the Dependencia scholars which argued that the plantation
organisation structures continuestmpe current Caribbean economies
and explains why economic and trade arrangements remained inequitable
(cf. Levitt and Witter 1996; Verrest and Reddock 2004 (issued 2006)).

After a period of relative econ growth from the 1950s to 1980,
Caribbean economies experiencegvare crisis throughout the 1980s
(Safa 1995). This crisis varied anuongptries but was characterised by
high external debt, a decline in GNP, increase in unemployment and a
decline of real wages (Safa anttoBos 1992). A sharp increase in
poverty and inequality was the result. Structural Adjustment Programmes
(SAPs) were implemented throughth@ region (Levitt 2005). These
entailed a reduction of government psdicdevaluation of currencies and

the like. The poor, women especially, were hit hardest by these
programmes (cf. Tang Nain 199%iBia 1996). Recent studies regarding
livelihood strategies in the Caribbgtaess the influence of the economic
crisis and resulting SAP on the ilneld strategies of households
(Kromhout 2000; De Bruijne 2001faSand Antrobus 1992). In addition,

the focus within these studies is on intra household relationships
(particularly based on gender) and the unequal access of women and
women-headed households to resources and assets (Momsen 1993; Safa
1995). Moreover, the focus has beerswmival strategies, such as an
increase in the number of women in the labour force, particularly in the
informal sector, intensification of household survival strategies, and
international migrationdf& and Antrobus 1992).

The informal economy makes up a substantial part of the Caribbean
economy and this has most likely gras/a result of the economic crisis
(Jaffe 2006; Dodman 2007; Lloyd-Evamd Potter 2002). Yet, based on
their case studies in various Caribbean countries Portes and Itzigsohn
(1997) claim that the colapity and plurality of ¢hinformal sector is

large, depending on local and international political, economic and social
‘situations’.
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Despite common features, proceséesconomic globalisation and local
accommodation have produced défifeioutcomes throughout the region.

For a socio-economic analysis &ir¢2005b:309) distinguished between
four subgroups: the larger islaradest (Cuba, Dominican Republic, Haiti

and Jamaica), smaller island states (nine, including Trinidad and Tobago);
mainland states (Guyana, Belize and Suriname) and dependent territories
(twelve, dependent from the Unitedt&t, United Kingdom, France and

The Netherlands). He found distiddferences between the localities in
each subgroup. The large island states and the mainland states are
relatively poorer than the small island territories, although their economies
are also vulnerable.

This variation also holds true for the capitals of Suriname and Trinidad
and Tobago, Paramaribo and Port of Spain. Though similarities exist in
the social, cultural and economic history of Suriname and Trinidad and
Tobago, today’s societies diffeanrthe 1980s until the early 1990s they
face similar economic difficultiest lwhile Suriname has suffered a
continuous economic decline until 200thidad and Tobago’'s economy

has grown steadily since 1994 regultinincreased real incomes and
declining unemployment rates. It is possible therefore, to compare
contrasting interactions between kbofds and institutions in diverse
Southern economic contexts, and their effects on the livelihoods of
households in both cities.

Caribbean Households

Within livelihoods studies, the houséhslan important unit of analysis.
Moreover, this approach aims dalr@ss diversity between households in
livelihood opportunities, constraints, and perceptions. The concept of
household and family has been much debated. Conventional concepts on
the households were based on tass@al Western stereotype, a nuclear
household headed by two parents, of which the members related through
marriage or kinship. Many households in non-Western societies, and
increasingly in Western societies as well, differ from this model (Stuart
1996).

This is particularly true for ti@aribbean where many household forms
coexist. First of all, many housdbdh the Caribbean contain members
unrelated by kinshimpr marriage (Senior 1991). This means that
conceptually speaking family and household need to be separated (Smith
1978). Further, the composition ofnpaiouseholds in the Caribbean
deviates from the classic Western type. Nuclear households are extended
vertically or horizontlg into so-called extended families. Most
characteristically of the Caribbean households is the matrifocal structure
and the wide incidence of single parent (mostly female-headed)
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households (Chant a@dmpling 1997; Chant 2092)final shortcoming

of classical views on households is that these exclude people that have
migrated elsewhere (either on a temporary or more permanent basis) but
are still socially and economicallyngfiso connected to their original
household. In the Caribbean contexgration still is a very important
factor structuring social and economic life from the micro-level of
households to the macro-level of states (Ho 1999).

The distinctive family and houskehgatterns in the Caribbean,
particularly the matrifocal structure and low incidence of ‘marriage’, have
been part of several debates fritim 1940s onwards (cf. Craig 1979;
Smith 1978; Barrow 2001). Variousaqgibry frameworks have been
developed to explain the distinct family and household pattern in the
Caribbean. Barrow (2001) distinguidie®/een historical, functionalist

and ideological/cultural explanations. At first the distinct patterns were
explained from the historical origin of the majority of the population, i.e.
Africa. Thereafter, dm the mid 1950s, functionalist explanations
emerged. These explained family and household patterns as a response to
changing socio-economic comdig. Until the late 1960s these
functionalist explanations idealighd classic nuclear households and
considered the Caribbean types intetmpor dysfunctional. From the
1970s these family patterns wereideresd more positively as adaptive
mechanisms. Yet, the general wealafegss approach is the lack of
cultural and historical explanationd @e inability to explain distinctions
between Creole/African and Indo-Caribbean family paftevisst

5 Matrifocal is used here as define8rhith (1986) (in Ho 1999:36). It relates to
close emotional ties between motherchidren and the emergence of strongly
bonded clusters of female kin (Smith, 188&5 in Ho 1999:36). Therefore, it is
not the same as female-headedness Hesrelgatterns aklationships within
the household (ibid.).

6 Trinidad and Tobago and Surinamedifferent terms to refer to specific
ethnic groups. In Trinidad and Tobagscdadents of African slavery (and in
some cases to indentured labourers) are referred to as ‘people of African descent’
(Reddock 1994:9). In Surinarttee term Creolés used to refer to people of
African descent except for the groufpMairrons (in English Maroons). This is a
separate group of descendents of sleve®scaped from plantations and settled
in the interior. In Trinidad and Toba@itish-Indian immigrants/indentured
labourers are referred to as East Isdiafi East Indian descent, or Indo-
Trinidadians (Reddock 1994:9). Taeiwved between 1844 and 1917 (Brereton
1981). Hindustani is used in Surinameefer to British-Indian migrants who
arrived in Suriname between 1873 ard.1%his term does not refer to a
religious affiliation but to an ethnic lrokind. The majority of Hindustani in
Suriname is Hindu but substantial group is Muslim and a minor group is
Christian. See chapter 3 for an elaiooran the histories for each country.
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recently a post modernist stance has emerged, which explains family and
household patterns in terms of ideology and culture. It claims that the
fundamental principles of the Afro-Caribbean family system, i.e
matrifocality and extensive kinship networks, and the Indian Caribbean
patriarchal family have long existm®@, Caribbean, and have not been
changed by economic developm@Réxidock 1994; Barrow 2001). Stuart
(1996:29) argues that the Caribbiamily emerged in ‘response to
historical, economic and social forces ... according to what people have
found functional to their needs’.

Caribbean Cities

The Caribbean is a highly urbanised region. Recent World Bank data
(2004) estimate the urban populatiothe Caribbean at 77 percent and
growing. This makes the Caribbean the most urbanised region of the
world (Potter 2000; World Bank 2004hWxkceptions, such as Jamaica’'s
Kingston and Cuba’'s La Havana, Caribbean cities and capitals are
relatively small and do not exceed 250,000 inhabitants.

Caribbean cities developed as the result of historical and economic
factors. They started off as main settlements for colonial traders. These
‘plantation’ cities were relatively small and were inhabited by different
ethnic-cultural groups. Thegre the prime locations of trade, service and
political decision making and formed the nodes in links between the
colony and the outer world. Plantations were functioning relatively
independent from the cities. Pofigith O’Flaherty 1995; 2000) describes
the development of the original Ghean city into the modern mini-
metropolitan regions. This deyet®nt process is captured in the
Plantopolis model that was oriffinaleveloped by Rojas (1989) but
further extended and revised by €&otAfter Emancipation various rural
communities were established that provided labour to the plantations. Yet,
the function of the cagpi city remained. From the 1950s, the dominance
of the capital city further inceeal and so-calleghini-metropolitan
regions emerged throughout the Caadlob This was the result of ‘twin
push of rural poverty and the pull of social-economic opportunities in
urban areas’ (Potter 1993:2). Howerdustry has always never played

an important role in the development of Caribbean cities (ibid.). These
mini-metropolitan regions contain the majority of the population, have
the main political and economic functions and are the prime nodes
through which interaction with other nodes in and outside the country are
shaped (Potter 2000: Jaftea007). Hence, Caribbean cities are primate
cities. Potter's model does nottdel urban developments in the post
modern era. Jaffg al2007) and Portet a(1997) for example question
whether the development of Export Processing and Free Trade Zones
and alternative tourism locations may alter this primacy.
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Caribbean cities are internally fragmented. Colonial city centres have
developed formally and were planned by colonial governments
(Mohammed 2007). Post-Emancipatiorsighy developmé&nhave been
largely informal and unplanned, and current expansion and planning is
based on private development of US-style suburban neighbourhoods
(Potter 1993; Jaffet al2007). Paramaribo and Port of Spain are clear
examples of Caribbean cities. Thd obapter elaborates further on the
choice for these cities but an intrctibn to their features is presented
here.

Paramaribo

Paramaribo is situated about twenty kilometres from the mouth of the
Suriname River. When the Dutch tgmssession of Suriname in 1667,
Paramaribo was already an important centre in the colony (Van Lier
1971). Paramaribo’s strategic locatlong a deep section of the river
determined its suitablity as a harbour and thus an important node in the
flows of goods and people coming in and out of Suriname. Still today,
Paramaribo is the main political, economic, social, administrative, and
residential centre of the country. In addition, Paramaribo connects
Suriname to the outside world. Various initiatives for administrative
decentralisation to the districts have been taken but have not yielded any
significant results. Despite the taat bauxite mines are exploited about

60 kilometres south of Paramaribo, its main economic profits are
distributed via Paramaribo. Nowadays trading, especially the import of
goods, predominantly takes place in the city. Other than the economic and
administrative importance of the city, it is also the main residential area
and provides accommodation for two-thirds of Suriname’s population.

Soon after its establishment, Pardomaleveloped into a cosmopolitan
town. Other than colonial administrators many planters lived there. They
had economic motives but also preferred the exciting social life in
Paramaribo over that on the plantations. These planters brought their
slaves with them who soon formed a substantial part of the city's
population. Finally, Paramaribo provided the living environment for a
(fast growing) group of free black and coloured inhabitants (De Bruijne
1976:232-235). In 1850, there weoseclto 17,000 people living in
Paramaribo. Only one fifth of the population was white at that time (ibid.)
but more than 80 percent were freghtisse days, the elite occupied the
big, wooden townhouses that characterise the image of the city centre
even today. Their slaves lived inllsshacks at the back of these houses.
Some of these so calledwoningstill exist, in a depilated condition and
are lived in by the very podhe lower class residents ith T8ntury
Paramaribo set up their housing inrthgower streets in the city centre
(De Bruijne and Schalkwijk 2007).
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After Emancipation in 1863, the population of Paramaribo grew steadily.
This was the result of an influx of freed slaves who left the plantations en
masse. Some of them first workeddriculture on small holdings in the
rural coastal areas but when agricultural opportunities became less
profitable they chose to go to Pandiowa Others wendirectly, eager to

leave the lives they livedsémsr/es. These freed slaves settled in the fringes
of the town (Van Lier 1971). As Beuijne (1976), mentions the pattern

in those days was clear: the rich liwgtie city centre and the poor on

the fringes.

From the early 20Century, the Hindustani and Javanese population
began moving to the capital €¢iyome urbanised communities became
incorporated into Greater Paramaribot others moved to the city in
search for new employment opportunities and schooling for their children
(De Bruijne and Schalkwijk 2007)e Tiew groups lived in the urban
fringes, except for a few traders who moved into the centre. Throughout
the historical development of Paramaribo, ethnic residential patterns have
been explained by time of arrival in the city, labour specialisation, and
social-economic status (ibid.).

After the Second World War, the plagion of Paramaribo doubled in

less than 25 years from 152,00@986,000 (cf. De Bruijne 1976:297).
Expanding government and private sector activities demanded more
inner-city space. Asrasult, from 1950 suburhbsation took place on a

large scale. This suburbanisation was mostly carried out by the private
sector. The developers acquired lao farmers, subdivided it and sold
parcels with amenity access to individuals. The government took it as their
duty to provide housing for low-income groups in the form of social
housing projects. As De Bruij(i976; 2001) and Schalkwijk and De
Bruijne (1999; 2007) describe, the rhamisation pattern was very much
based on social-economic status. The large agricultural estates in the
North and West, provided high-quality, large plots to mostly wealthy
classes. Landowners in the south®tity possessed small pieces of low-
lying land that were accessible to poorer groups. Thus, a residential
pattern developed with a city centre without a strong residential functi