he choice of poverty framework
matters when assessing the contribution of
ecosystem services to poverty alleviation

Schulte-Herbruggen, B., Daw, T., Chaigneau, T.,
Brown, K. & Coulthard, S.
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Three
Dimensions
of

Poverty

Poverty Is multidimensional

—— Health

— Education

Living
Standard

Ten Indicators

Nutrition

Child Mortality

Years of Schooling

School Attendance

Cooking Fuel
Sanitation
Water
Electricity

Floor
Assets

Multidimensional Poverty Index
(Alkire 2012)
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uman well-being
and poverty reduction

BASIC MATERIAL FOR A GOOD LIFE

Indirect drivers of change
1 DEMOGRAPHIC

Tangible
(Objective)

H ECONOMIC {e.g., globalization, trade,
marked, and policy framework)

B SOCIOPOLITICAL (e.g., governanca,
* institutional and legal framewark)

% SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY

HEALTH
GOOD SOCIAL RELATIONS

SECURITY

Non-tangible
(Subjective)

FREEDOM OF CHOICE AND ACTIG ¥ CULTURAL AND RELIGIOUS (2.5, beliefs,

consumpion choices)

Ecosystem services Direct drivers of change
PROVISIONING [ CHANGES IN LOCAL LAND USE AND COVER
{e.q., food, water, fiber, and fuel)

1 SPECIES INTRODUCTION OR REMOVAL
REGULATING  TECHNOLOGY ADAPTATION AND USE

I . :

(£.9., climate regulation, water, and disease) = EXTERNAL INPUTS (e.q. fertilizer use,
CULTURAL pest conirol, and irmigation)
(&.g., spiritual, aesthefic, recreation, 1 HARVEST AND RESOURCE CONSUMPTION
and education)

© CLIMATE CHANGE
SUPPORTING

0 NATURAL, PHYSICAL, AND BIOLOGICAL

(e.g., primary production, and soil formation) DRIVERS {&.g., svohion, volcanoes)

LIFE ON EARTH - BIODIVERSITY

) ( Strategies and interventions Spurce: Millennium Ecosystem Assessment
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Yet most research focuses on income poverty. Few assess
more than one wellbeing dimension




Why does it matter? Non-linear relationship
between wellbeing dimensions
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Hypothesis:

Choice of poverty
framework defines our
understanding of ES-WB
relationships, and the
opportunities for
reducing poverty




Questions

1) To what extent do poverty levels vary across
poverty frameworks?

2) To what extent do poverty frameworks identify
different households as poor?

3) Does the effect of poverty frameworks on who
IS identified as poor affect our understanding
of the importance of ecosystem services for
the poor (using environmental income share
as a proxy)?
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Poverty frameworks

Material Style of Life

(Livelihoods literature) Objective
$ Income poverty (tangible)
(Economics literature)
Satisfaction deprivation Subjective
(Psychology literature) (feeling)
Basic needs deprivation Objective &
Needs (Wellbeing literature) Subjective




Q1) To what extent do poverty levels vary across poverty
frameworks?

100%

0%




Q2) To what extent do poverty frameworks identify
different households as poor?
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Characteristics of poor households

1) Predictors of poverty differed across frameworks
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Characteristics of poor households

2) Sign of the relationship differed
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Characteristics of poor households

3) Shape of the relationship differed
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Q3) Does the effect of poverty frameworks on who is
identified as poor affect our understanding of the
importance of ecosystem services for the poor?
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Summary

Poverty levels vary strongly across poverty frameworks
Different frameworks identify different people as poor,
with very different characteristics

ES may contribute to poverty alleviation, but possibly
not all forms of poverty and hence not all deprived
people stand to benefit

Hypothesis: Variation in poverty assessments
fundamentally defines our understanding of ES-WB
relationships, and the type of tangible opportunities
for reducing poverty which transpire

Hence, need to use multiple frameworks and
disaggregate between them
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